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PETE GEREN 

1m DISP'RICT. TEXAS 

Colonel Tonnny Dychea 
Group Operations Commander 
AFRES 301st Fighter Wing 
NAS Fort Worth JRB 
Fort Worth, Texas 76107 

D e a r  Tommy: 

As part of our community response to Austin's submiseion to the 
B a s e  Closure and Realignment Coltnniesiorl on April 19 and May 10 
1995, some input from the 301st FW is required. 

Therefore, I would appreciate your assistance in providing a 
response t o  certain data that I will eubmit to the ca~gnisaion as 
part of this response. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

ete Geren 
Member of Congress 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
301 FIGHTER WING (AFRES) 

NAVAL AIR STATION, JOINT RESERVE BASE 
FT. WORTH TEXAS 76127 6200 

MEMORANDUM FOR: Congressman Pete Geren 5 June 95 

FROM: 301 OGICC 

SUBJ: Request for Information 

1. Our response to your 1 June 1995 letter is at attachment I. 

2. In order to insure a complete understanding of our responses, the following 
format was used to address each statement in which a response was warranted: 

a. the original Austin-Bergstrom Support Group (ABSG) statement, as 
submitted to the DBCRC at the Dallas Regional Hearing on 19 April 1995 

b. the official response to the ABSG 19 April paper from HQ USAFIRT 
c. the "Austin Update" of May 10 1995 which addressed the HQ USAFlRT 

response 
d. the 301 FW response 

3. If we can be of any other service to you or your staff, please feel free to call 
on us. I 

I Atch: 301 FW Response 
*&."a .%&J 

hom s A. Dyches, lonel, USAFR 
cc: 301 FWICC ~ornrnander, 301 Operations Group 



e ABSG Initial Report (I9 A-pril 1995):. Forward 

History and Previous BRACC Decisions 

Bergstrom Air Force Base was established in 1942 as the Del Valle Army Air Base on 
land purchased for that purpose by the City of Austin For the next 50 years, the Base 
served our nation as the home of Continental Air Command C-47's, Strategic Air 
Command B-52's and KC-135's and Tactical Air Command P-82's, F-1 01 's and RF-4's, 
among other aircraft In addition to its flying operations, the base served as the home of 
the 12th Air Force, the TAC Senior NCO Academy, West and the Regional Corrosion 
Control Facility (RCCF) 

The 1991 Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) recommended and the 
President and Congress concurred that Bergstrom AFB be closed as an active duty Air 
Base. In addition, the law stated that "The ,4 ir Force Reserve ?mils shnl! remuin m a 
cantonment area rf the base IS  converted to a clvilian airport. If no decision on a 

civilian nzport 1s reached by ,/line 1993, the Reserve unzt,s M J I I I  he redistr~hzrted. !f the 
Reserve intrts s l q  hut the curport IS not nn economrcnlly viable entity by the end of 
1996, these 11nit.s woltld also he distribirfed. " 

In a City Council work session on Feb~u~ary 21, 1992, James F. Boatright, Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of Military Installations, USAF, told the citizens of Austin that the 
1991 BRAC law gave them until June 1993 to decide whether or not they were going to 
build a municipal airport at Bergstrom and that the Air Force vlould abide by that time line 
with regard to any decision about the Resenre unit Secretary Boatright al!jo stated, "Our 
plan 2s still, arzd will remain, nnd oztr p/n?,r,~rr7g efforts wrll be. toward ope.ratrng that trnit 
at Bergstrom a.~s~rnlnlg that there 1s gorng to  he on alrporf. " and again, "Certarirly we 
n~oufd Irke to see nr~ nrrport there hecazrse rherl we coirld leave the 211711 rrght where zt is. 
Rzrt that 's yorw u'rcrsrott, the eommuwrty 's ~lecisron, however y m  decrde rt n~e  'ZI make rt 
work for the Department o f  the Alr Force. " 

On May I ,  1993, the citizens of Austin by a vote of 63% to 37% overwhelmingly 
approved a $400 million referendum to mo.ve the airport to the Bergstrom site. 
Subsequent to that vote, planning was begun on the airport master plan, to include the 
Reserve cantonment area That plan includes a schedule which will move the cargo 
operations to the new site by 1996 and the passenger operations by 1998 'The vote 
preceded the law's June 1993 deadline and this schedule meets the timetable of making 
Bergstrom "an economically viah6e enfrty b y  the end of 1996". 



The 1991 law also said that, "The Regro?r~rl Corrosron C'ontr~d Facrlrty W I N  remart? !f lt 
continzres to he ecor~omrccrl for the Air Forc~ to opeate rt there." This facility strips and 
paints fighter aircraft in the most environmentally advanced airplane painting facility in the 
Air Force At the same time, the RCCF saves the Air Force between $1 5 and $2 0 

million a year over the cost of painting those 100 aircraft at a depot 

Even so, in 1993, the Secretary of Defense recommended to the BRAC and the '93 Brac 
agreed to "Close or relocate the Repotla/' ~:'orro,sro~r Control Facili(y at Rergstront by 
September 30, 19Y4, rmless a civiliatl airpi)rt authority assrunes the res,uonsibility for 
operatit~g and rnnrntai?~lng the-facility hejbi-e that d~ite". Subsequently, the DOD ruled 
that the City must contract with an independent contractor, who would then bid on the A r  
Force's work The city and DOD continue to work on this issue Currently, the city, at 
its expense, has provided temporary electrical service and is rerouting utilities to the 
RCCF to insure its continued operation 

Also in 1993, the Secretary of Defense recommended, "Thcp 704th Idi'gI'iter SqztadrcNr 
(AFRES) with rts F-I6 aircr~7ff and the 924't1$ Fighter C;roup (ilFRK7) support units will 
move to 17ar~~vell AFH, 7kxn.r. The Regionnl ('orrosiors Cot~trol Facility at Rergstrom 
AFB wiN he cio.sed rrn1e.s.s .... " At that time, the Base had not oficialIy closed and the 
airport master planning was in its early stages 

The citizens BRAC task force questioned whether the Air Force had considered ali 
services, MILCON filnds in its justification 'The task force showed that the DOD wavy) 
could save approximately $57 million in MIIJZON finds at NAS Ft. Worth by collocating 
the 301 st FW at Bergstrom and having the Navy utilize the buildings currently used by the 
301st FW and those which would be used if the 704th FS moved there This was 

substantially more than the $6 7 million in MILCON hnds which the Secretary of Defense 
stated would be saved with the Bergstrom move 

They also questioned whether a base wh~ch was located in airspace with the second 
highest trafficked airport in the nation could effectively meet its training and unit readiness 
obligations In 1991, Carswell AFB was closed in part due to, "....the worst grourrd and 
regional air spar  et1cronchme)rt in zts category. The reyior~al alr space  ill corlfirltre t o  
he stressed by aggressive avratiotl growth rn the area. " Moving more aircraft onto the 
"closed" base than were there when it was an active duty base did not seem reasonable 

Although the BRAC did not recommencl moving the 301st FW to Austin, "711e 
('ommi.rsron was cortcert7ed the Air Force ftnled 10 consider the recrlriting problems that 



may exist by rno~,rr?g approxrntateb ten fhorrsarld reservzst.~ to the Fort Worth area. " and 
" f i e  Comrnrs~rotl nlso had cot?cerns wrrh locamrg 186 aircrqfl in an area t h t  hm 
gotmnd-errcroachtnet~t problem., nrzd IS it1 a hrgh density air(-rcrff traffic pattenr. " The 
'93 BRAC law did reaffirm the '91 BRAC law by providing that the "Bergsfrom 
cantonrnetlt area ~.r~rl/ remarl? open at~d the 704th Fighter Sqzmdron (AFKES) with its F- 
16 arrcraff aud the 924th Fighter Grozcj,) (AI;'RliS) s~ryyort unr1.s rerna~?~ at the 
Bergstrom ccrnforunen/ area t r t rrr l  at [east the end of 1996. " 

In September of 1993, Ber~strom Air Force Base was closed as an active duty base. The 
67th Reconnaissance Wing wits deactivated and the 12th Allr Force Headquarters and 
ancillary units moved to Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Arizona With the closure, 
Austin lost 3,870 military and 1,256 civilian jobs in addition to 6,628 military dependents. 
Austin's economy lost approximately $330 million a year due to the base closing. 

Since September of 1993, the City of Austin has worked with the Air Force to identifv a 
cantonment area(s) which minimizes the cost of any new construction for rlFRES They 
have designed the airport site plan based upon the location and configuration of that 
cantonment area. Designs are nearing completion and demoli1:ion and construction have 
begun with a projected opening of passenger service scheduled For October 1'998 

Because of the Air Forces repeated promises, the '91 and '93 BRAC laws and Austin's 
commitment to the Reserves remaining, thle city has committed to incurring additional 
costs in the design and construction of the new airport These costs and/or design 
considerations include 

I .  Location of the terminal and access to the north side of the site instead of south 
side (location of the cantonment area) 

a. North location would have required less demolition of existing leasable 
buildings and ramp space 

b An additional access road would not have been required ($3,250,000 
contract) 

2. 6,200' spacing between runways I-equired due to cantonment arema and RCCF 
Also, additional cross taxiway is required due to runway spacing. (FAA requires 
minimum 4,300' spacing for concurrent ILS approaches) 

3 Secondary runway design to be 9,000' for Reserves use, instead of 7,500' 
airlines wanted. 



4. Relocation of cargo operations fiom existing airport two years prior to 
passenger operations, to meet '9 1 BRAC law (approx. $1,000,000 expense per year) 

5. City's commitment of $6000,000 to  the Reserves for the cantonment area. 

6. City's commitment to reroute existing utilities to site ($464,897 already spent) 

In recognition of the Bergstrom AFB history and the Bergstro~n I r  Resenre Station, the 
City Council voted in 1994 to name the new airport the Austin-Bergstrom International 
Airport (A-BZA) 

In addition to sharing the cost of operation:; with a civilian airport beginning in 1996, 
other DOD units have committed or expressed an interest in sharing the 430 ac 
cantonment area These units include: the Army National Guard Aviation Brigade 
(committed), the Naval Reserve, Center (currently sharing some Facilities) ancl NASA (base 
U-2 airplanes) This led Shem W Goodman, Deputy Undersecretary of Defense 
(Environmental Security) in June of 1994 to say, "Bergstrom is the perfect example qf 
base reuse this udmin~.sfrat~on i s  looking for. ' 

"The Air Force m the 21st (,'enlrrry I.I. gorng t t ~  he lean, w goi~tg: to he aple, arid IS gorng 
to be h~gher-tech f h a ~  the or~e we k~~otr) ttday. " The Air Force of tornorrow, which Gen 
Fogieman, Chief of Staff, USAI;, was referring in February 1995, will be r~zquired to be 
highly educated and technically competent. Austin, Texas provides just such a recruitment 
base This comlnunity is the most highly educated among cities with a population of over 
250,000 83%, 25 yrs or older, are high school graduates, 32% have bachelor's degrees 
and I 1% have graduate or professional degrees There are seven colleges and universities 
with over 100,000 students, including the third largest state University in the US The 

University of Texas, located in the Austin area Texas A&M, with 43,000 students is only 
90 miles away Austin is known as the ''%best read city in the nation" with more bookstores 
per capita than any other city in the US 

Austin is also recognized as one of three high tech centers in the United States, "Silicon 
Hills". Of 800 manufacturers. 300 are high-tech, employing 33,600 people, air 65% of the 
manufacturing workforce. Austin is also the home of "Pickle R.esearch Center," a major 
defense research lab and numerous defense contractors. 'These include: Tracor, 
Lockheed, Motorola, Radian, Texas Instruments, and others 

Supporting the h r  Force's recruiting efforts I S  a city with over 14,000 military retirees 
and their dependents and over 115 different military organizations with 103,O~OO members. 



Austin is a military town with all the branches of the Armed Services represented here, 
including the Headcluarters, Texas Army and Air National Guard. In addition, there are 
four AFROTC and 14 AFJROTC programs i n  the area. 

lQtiality personnel are the most critical pnrt qf any organization. " When Secretary 
Widnall said that in February 1995, instead of the Air Force as a whole, ;he could have 
been talking about the men and women of Bergstrom Air Reserve Station and Austin, 
Texas. For that is what Austin provides the Air Force, a quality reservist, a quality 
facility, a quality civilian employer and a qudity environment in which to live, work and 
rear a family. 

TEAM FORT WORTH R e p m e :  Forward (Community responds) 



e ABSG Initia_l_Reporf (19 A p I I  1995): 

Operational Readiness and Mission Requirements 

Appendix 7, Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations ('"AF Anal~sis") 
shows the overall evaluation for several AFESS installations for each of the eight Criteria 
used by the Air Force in their evaluation. Criteria I. 1 .A and I. I .B are excluded and appear 
to apply only to Active Duty installations. As shown below, according to the objective 
criteria specified in the AFAdysk, Bergstrom ARS is an outstanding location for any Air 
Force Reserve Mission. 

A BSG bzitial Re-port 11 9 A p r i l - m :  Criteria I 1 

Overall Mission (Flying) Requirements 

Criteria -- AF Analvsis Correct Conclusio_n 

Airfield Capabilities Yellow - Green 

Base Operating Support Yellow Green - 

Training Effectiveness Yellow - Green - 

Overall Mission Requirements Yellow - Green - 

T W  FORT WORTH Re~p0n.w: Criteria I. 1 

Overail: Mission (Flying) Requirements 

CRlTERIA DOD ANALYSIS ABSG REBUTfAL TEAM FW REVIEW 

Airfield Capabilities Yellow - Green Yellow - 

w w g -  Yellow Green - Yellow 

T r a i r r i n g E f f k t i ~  Yellow - Gmm -- Yellow - 



0 ABSG Initial Report (1 9 A-priI 1995): Criteria n .3 

- 
Overall: Airspace Encroachment 

Criteria -- AF Analysis 

Existing Airspace Encroach Red -+ 

Future Airspace Encroach Red + 

Existing Local/Regional 
Airspace Encroachment 

Future LocalRegional 
Airspace Encroachment 

Yellow 

Yellow 

Overall Airspace Encroach Reti + 

Correct !2onclusis 

Green 

Green 

Yellow 

Yellow 

Green - 

IEXMFORT WORTH Remnse: Criteria 11.3 

Overall: Airspace Encroachment 

(3UTElUA DOD ANALYSIS ABSG REBUTTAL TEAM FW REMEW 

Existing Airspace Encroach Red+ Green Red + 

Future Airspace Encroach Red + Green Red+ 

Existing LocaVRegional Yellow 

AirspaceEncIDachmenl 

Future -rial Yellow 

Purspace Encroachment 

Yellow Yellow 

Yellow Yellow 

Overall Airsprc Eacmaeh Red+ Green - Red + 



a ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995): Criteria I1 

Overall: Facilities and Infrastructure 

Criteria -- -- AF Analysis 

Mission Support Facilities Yellow - 

Airspace Encroachment 

Air Quality 

Billeting Requirements 

Overall Facilities 
and Infrastructure 

Red + 

Green - 

Yellow 

Yellow 

Correct Conclusion 

Yelllow - 

Green - 

Green 

Yellow 

Green - 

Overall: Facilities and Lnfrastructure 

CRlTERZA DOD ANALYSIS ABSG REBUTTAL S A M  FW REVIEW 

Mission Support Facilities Yellow - Yellow .- Yellow - 

Airspace Encroachment Red+ Green - Red + 

Air Quality Green - Green Green- 

Billeting Requirements Yellow Yellow Yellow 



0 
ABSG Initial Report (1 9 April 1 9 a .  Criteria I and I1 

Criteria AF A.naiysis Correct Conclusion 

Mission (Flying) Requirements Yellow - Green - 

Facilities and Infrastructure Yellow Green - 

ZEAM FORT WORTH Response: Criteria I and DI 

cRnERIA DOD ANAL'= ABSG REBUTTAL TEAM FW REVIEW 

Mission (Flying) Requirements Yellow - Green - Yellow - 

Facilities and 1- Yellow G?erm - Yellow 
ABSGlititialRe~orlf19ApriIl995): Criteria1.l.C 

Airfield Capabilities 

Appendix 7 of the AF Analysis is further broken down' into subelements. Criteria I. 1 .C. 
"Airfield Capabilities," lists Bergstrom as a Yellow Minus, but in a c ~ d i t y  is Green. The 
"Airfield Capabilities" category is hrther broken down into subelements: runways, 
taxiways, and aprons to determine the rating. 

ABSGIr1ifiulR~ort(JYApriIL995); CriteriaI.l.C.1. 

RunwayjTaxiway for Fighter mission, shows Bergstrom as Green which is correct. 

USAF Response: Criteria I. 1 . C. 1 

None Required. 

ABSG (Jpdate (10 May I995L; Criteria I. 1 .C. 1 

Not Applicable. 



Not Applicable. 



ABSG Initial Report (1 9 April 1995); Criteria I. 1. C.2. 

RunwayfT'axiway for Bomber mission, shows: 

( I )  AFAnalysis-Red 
(2) Correct Status - Green 

(3) Criteria: Green = Runway at least 200 ft wide and at least 10000 
ft .  long. 
Taxiway at least 75 ft. wide. 
Apron at least 278400 sq. ft .  
Pavement strength supports bomber mission. 
Red = Anything else. 

(4) Bergstrom ARS Data: 

(a) Runway - 300 ft. wide and 12250 fi. long. 

(b) Taxiway - 75 ft. wide stressed/] 50 ft .  wide total. 
(c )  Apron-88125sq.yds/79312!~sq.ft.or2.85tin1es 

requirement. 

(d) Pavement - will support bomber mission. 
(e) Source - 

924 SPTGIBCE 
Flight Information Publicatic~n (Terminal) 
1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire ' 

3LSA.F R e p m e :  Criteria I. 1 .  C. 2 

Air Force Analysis - Red 
Community Analysis - Green 

Air Foret b w  - The grade of Red for R.unway/Taxiway for bomber missions is 
correct. The actual god posts used to evaluate this area were approved by the Base 
Closure Executive Group (attached). A typographical error in the Air Force Report 
incorrectly stated the apron requirements in squan feet, rather than square yards. The 
actual value used to compute Bergmom's Apron Grade was 104,553 square yards 
(II. 1 .B. 1 .c), which was significantly less than the required 278,400 square yards required 
for a Green grade. 

When the Reserve Ramp or "D" Ramp was coristructed in the early 1960s, it was designed 
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to accommodate KC-135As. Using this as a baseline for comparison, this and the next 
two criteria shows that a ramp of 278,400 :square yards is capable of handling 42 KC- 
135s. (Methodology: 278,400 sq yds divided by 6532 sq yds per aircraft (AF 
requirements) equals 42 KC-1 35s. 88,125 sq yds divided by ,6532 sq yds/KC-135 equals 
14 KC-135s on D ramp.) 

TEAM FORT WOR17-I Respom: Criteria I. 1 .C.:2 

The data cited in the ABSG Initial Report ( I  9 April 1995) claims 88,125 square yards 
available for the Bomber Mission. The corrected BCEG criteria states that 278,400 
square yards are required for a GREEN rating. The BCEG credited Bergstrom ARS as 
having 104,553 square yards available (1 6,4:28 square yards more than cited by Bergstrom 
in the initial report). Nonetheless, whicharm total is wed, Bergstrom ARS &Us well short 
of the required area for a GREEN rating. 

TEAM FORT WORTH concurs with the RED rating, assigned Bergstrom ARS, utilizing 
the curreat grading criteria.. 



a ABSG Initial Reporg1 Y April 1995): Criteria I. I . C 3 

- 
Runway/Taxiway for Tanker mission, shows: 

(1 ) AF Analysis - Red 
(2) Correct Status - Green 

(3) Criteria Green = Runway at least 150 ft. wide and at least 8000 ft. long 
Taxiway at least 75 ft. wide. 
Apron at least 283 sq. fi. 
Pavement strength support bomber mission. 
Red = Anything else 

(4) Bergstrom ARS Data 

(a) Runway - 300 A. wide and 12 250 A. long 

(b) Taxiway - 75 ft wide stressed4 50 ft. wide total 

(c) Apron - 881 25 sq. yds/793 125 sq R. or 2.8 times 
requirement 

(d) Pavement - will support tanker. mission. 
(e) Source - 

924 SPTG/BCE 
Flight Information Publication (Terminal) 
1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire 

USAF Response: Criteria I. 1 .C.3: 

Air Force Analysis - Red 
Community Analysis - Green 

Air Force Res~onse - The grade of Red for R~mway~Taxiway for tanker missions is 
correct. The actual goal posts used to evaluate this area were approved by the Base 
Closure Executive Group (attached). A typographical error in the Air Force Report 
inconectly stated the apron requirements in square feet, rather than square yards. The 
actual value used to compute Bergstrom's Apron Grade was 104,553 square yards 
(11.1 .B. 1 .c), which was sigdicantly less than the required 283,200 square yards required 
for a Green grade. 

Using the above data and the same methodology, a ramp of 283,200 square yards can 
accommodate 43 KC- 135s. (283,200 sq yds divided by 6532 sq yds/KC-135 equals 43 
KC-135s) 
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' TEAMFORT FORTH Repome: Criteria I. l .C 1 

The data cited in the ABSG Initial Report (1 9 April 1995) claims 88,125 square yards 
available for the Tanker Mission. The wrrwted BCEG criteria states that 278,400 square 
yards are required for a GREEN rating. The BCEG credited Bergstrom ARS as having 
104,553 square yards available (16,428 square yards more than cited by Bmgstrom in the 
initial report). NonetheIess, whichever total is used, Bergstrorn ARS a l s  well short of the 
required area for a GREEN rating. 

TEAM FORT WORTH concurs with the RE3D rating assigned Bergstrom ARS, utking 
the current grading criteria.. 



ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995): Criteria I. I .C.4 

RunwaylTaxiway for Airlift mission, shows;: 

(1) AF Analysis - Red 
(2) Correct Status - Green 

(3) Criteria: Green = Runway at least 150 fc wide and at least 
8000 ft. long. 
Taxiway at least 75 ft. wide. 
Apron at least 433 104 sq. fi. 
Pavement strength supports airlift mission. 
Red = Anything else 

(4) Bergstrom ARS Data. 

(a) Runway - 300 ft. wide and 12250 fi. long. 

(b) Taxiway - 75 ft. wide stressecl/l50 R. long 

(c) Apron - 88125 sq. yds/793 125 sq. A. or 1.83 tinnes 
requirement. 

(d) Pavement - will support airlift mission. 
(e) Source - 

924 SPTG/BCE 
Flight Information Publication (Terminal) 
1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire , 

U U F  Response: Criteria I. 1 .C,4 

Air Force Analysis - Red 
Community Analysis - Green 

Air Force R e s m  - The grade of Red for R~mway/Taxiway for airlift missions is 
correct. The actual goal posts used to evaluate this area were approved by the Base 
Closure Executive Group (attached). A typographical error in the Air Force Report 
incorrectly stated the apron requirements in square feet, rather than square yards. The 
actual value used to compute Bergstrom's Apron Grade was 104,5 53 square yards 
(a. 1.B.l. c), which was significantly less than the required 43 3,104 square yards required 
for a Oreen grade. 

Using the above data and the same methodology, a ramlp of 433,104 square yards can 
accommodate 66 KC- 135s. (433,104 sq yds divided by 6532 sq yds/KC-13 5 equals 66 KC- 



mFoRTwoR*Re 

qxmer Criteria I. 1 .C.4 

The data cited in the ABSG Initial Report (1 9 April 1995) claims 88,225 square yards 
available for the Aim Mission. The &-rected BCEG ckteria states that 4i3,1& square 
yards are required for a GREEN rating. The BCEG credited Bergstrom ARS as having 
104,553 square yards available (16,428 square yards more than cited by Bergstrom in the 
initial report). Nonetheless, whichever total is used, Bergstrom ARS falls well short of the 
required area for a GREEN rating. 

TEAM FORT WORTH concurs with the RED rating, assigned Bergstrom ARS, utilizing 
the current grading criteria.. 



a ABSG Initial Report (I9 April 1995) Criteria I. 1 .C 

Overall Airfield Capabilities 

Airfield Ca~abilitv DOD Analvsis Correct Conclusion 

Fighter Mission Green Green 

Bomber Mission Red Green 

Tanker Mission Red G.reen 

Airlift Mission Red Green 

Overall Yellow - Green 

Overall: Airfield Capabilities 

CRITERlA DOD ANALYSIS ABSG REBUTTAL TEAM FW REVIEW 

Fighter Mission Green Green Green 

Bomber Mission Red Green Red 

Tanker Mission Red Green Redl 

Airlift Mission Red Green Red 

Overall Yellow - G m n  Ydlow - 



ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995): Criteria I 1. D 

Operational Effectiveness 

Criteria I. 1 .D, ARC Operational Effectiveness, shows Bergstrom as Yellow minus. 
Operational Effectiveness is hrther broken down (AF Analysis pages 7-12); into 
subelements "Base Operating Support Integration" and "ARC: Training Effectiveness" to 
determine the rating. 

ABSG Initial Report (19 April 199.5): Criteria I. I .D. 1 

Base Operating Support Integration, lists Bergstrom as overall Yellow. The rational for 
the subelements is unclear and refers to 1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire Elements 
(IX. 16). Based on the subelements and the criteria listed in the document, it appears that 
the overall rating of Yellow is currently correct, but probably illcorrect after construction 
of the Austinh3ergstrom Airport. For example, the criteria asks, "Are there other 
Government aviation units collocated on the airfield?Based on the fact thi3t the Texas 
National Guard Aviation Department will be basing their helicopters, now located at 
Mueller Airport, here in 1998, it seems only prudent to include them in any future plans or 
data. 

The community states that the rationale for subelements of Base Operating Support are 
unclear. The interactive computerized base questionnaire, question IX. 16, asked if there 
were any other government agencies on the base. Ifthe response was no, as is 
Bergstrom's case, then all services are provided by the host. For installations where the 
answer was yes, detailed questions followed for each support component. 

Air Force Analysis - Yellow 
Community Analysis - Green 

Air Force Reswnsq - AU Air Force questionnaire responses were based on current 
information at the time of questionnaire completion, which in the case of this BRAC 
round, was the Summer of 1994. Projected force structure changes such as the move of 
the Texas National Guard Aviation Department in 1998 were not, and should not have 
been considered for the purposes of this round. 



IBSG i/yllute (10 h4@v 1993): Criteria I. l .I3 I 

Operational Effectiveness: 

The USAF response to the four Criteria listed (I. 1 .D. 1; I. 1 D 1 .a; I 1 .D. 1 .d; and I. 1 .D. 1 e) 
are all based on data used in the summer of 1994 without any consideration for changes in 
the future. This very much skews the tnie picture and the figures used to obtain that 
picture. If one of the major Criteria is Net Present Value Savings over 20 years, it stands 
to reason that any factors that would affect that value should be looked at. It appears the 
Air Force used only the statistics that supported their particular view or point. The 
actions we listed in this section are all programmed and will occur prior to 1998. In 
addition, it appears there are additional units that are interested in occupying portions of 
the cantonment area and thereby sharing in the costs which in turn reduces the cost to 
operate the 924 FW. To not consider these factors results in a picture that is less than 
complete and does not offer the BRAC aII the options available. 

7EA-M FORT WORTH Response: Criteria I. 1 .D. 1 (Community mponds) The ABSG 
appears to be accusing the BCEG of "cooking the data" here; a serious charge requiring 
substantiation. There is no factual evidence offered to that effect. a 



* ABSG Initial Report f t 9 4 r i t  1992): Criteria f 1 D I .a 

Petraleum, Oib, Lrrbrrc~,  shows: 

( I )  AF Analysis - Y dlow 
(2)  Correct Status - Yellow (Cmnt)/Green (Future) 
(3) Criteria: Green Joint OF Civil 

YeIIow Tenant or Host 
Red Separate 

(4) Bergstrm ARS Data 
(a) Based an current conditions Yellow is correct but that will probably change 

when the National Guard (NG) relocates here in 1998. Since they use the same fuel (JP- 
8), it makes sense for them to utilize the AFRES &el farm. 

(b) Source - 
1545 Air Force Base Questionnaire 
924 SPTG/CC 

TJSAF Response: Criteria I. 1 .D. 1 .a 

Air Force Analysis - Yellow 
Community Analysis - Current Status Yellow, Future Green 

Air Force Restwas€ - All Air Force questionnaire responses were based on current 
infomation at the time of questionnaire completion, which in the case of this BRAC 
round, was the Summer of 1994. Projected force structure changes such as the move of 
the Texas National Guard Aviation Department in 1998 were not, and should not have 
been considered for the purposes of this round. 

ABSG [@date fI0 Mqv lY9j):  Criteria I. 1 .D. 1 .a 

No Rebuttal Offered. 

T W F O R T  WORTH Remme: Criteria I. I .D. 1 .a (Community responds) 



ABSG Initial Report (19 April 19951; Criteria I. 1 .D. 1 .b 

- 
Security, shows Bergstrom as Yellow which is correct. 

USAFRe.gmnse: CriteriaI.1.D.l.b 

None Required. 

ABSG Update 0 0  Mq 1995): Criteria I. 1 .D. 1 .b 

Not Applicable. 

T E A M F O R T W O R ~ H R ~ S D ~ ~ :  CriteriaI.1.D.l.b 

Not Applicable. 



ABSG Initial HeporfLI9 A-pri11995L Criteria 1.1 .D. 1 .c 

Base Supply shows Bergstrom as Yellow which is correct. 

USAF Re~_pome: Criteria I. 1 .D. I .  c 

None Required. 

ABSG Updnte 0 0  Mq 1995): Criteria I. I .D. I .c 

Not Applicable. 

E54.M FORT WORTH Remnse: Criteria I. 1 .D. 3 . c 

Not Applicable. 



ABSG Initial Report119 April 1995): Criteria I. 1 .D. 1 .d 

Tower/Air Traffic Control, shows: 

(1) AF Analvsis Status - Yellow 
(2) Correct Status - Green 
(3) Criteria: Green Joint or Civil 

Yellow Tenant or Host 
Red Separate 

(4) Bergstrom ARS Data: 
(a) Bergstrom currently manages the ATCALS contact with a civilian contractor 

for the airfield at a cost of $3 1,000 per month. This will continue until the end of FY 96 
when the Aviation Department, City of Austin will assume the operation of'the airfield and 
the ATCALS contract. 

(b) Source - 924 OSS/OSA 

Air Force Analysis - Yellow 
Community Analysis - Green 
Air o e Res n e - All Air Force questionnaire responses were based on current ;sE""" o m t i o n  at the time of questionnaire completion, which in the case of this BRAC 
round, was the Swnmer of 1994. The projected aidield operation change to management 
of  the airfield and the ATCALS contract by the City of Austin in FY 96 was not 
considered for the purposes of this round. 

ABSG Upa?ate (10 M q  f 995): Criteria I. 1 .D. 1 .d 

No Rebuttal Offered. 

7EYMFORT WORTH R e p w :  Criteria I. 1 .D. 1 .d (Community responds) 



MSG Initial Eeporf (1 9 April 1995): Criteria I. 1 . D. 1 . e 

Base Civil Engineering, shows: 

(1) AF Analysis - Yellow 
(2) Correct Status - Yellow (Current)/Green (Future) 
(3) Criteria: Green Joint or Civil 

Yellow Tenant or Host 
Red Separate 

(4) Bergstrom ARS Data: 
(a) Based on discussions that have already been held with the National Guard 

(NG) and the City of Austin, it appears that the 924 FW will be providing the NG 
Aviation Department with fire fighting protection from the 924 SPTGBCE: fire 
department. This is to comply with DoD fire protection directives. 

(b) Source - 924 SPTGBCE 

USA.  Response: Criteria I. 1 .D. 1. e 

Air Force Analysis - Yellow 
Community Analysis - Current Status Yellow, Future Green 

Air Force Res~onst - AU Air Force questionnaire responses were based on current 
information at the time of questionnaire completion, which in the case of this BRAC 
round, was the Summer of 1994, Projected force structure changes such as the move of 
the Texas National Guard Aviation Department in 1998 were not, and shoulcl not have 
been considered for the purposes of this round. 

ABSG Update _CrlQ Mav 1995): Criteria I. 1 .D. 1 .e 

No Rebuttal Offered 

XEAMFORT W O R T H R e v m :  Criteria I. 1 .D. 1 .e (Community responds) 



a ABSG initial Report 119 April 1995): Criteria I. 1 .D. 1 

Overall: Base Operating Support Integration: 

Base O~erating DOD Analysis - Correct Conclusion 
S u ~ ~ o r t  Intepration 

Petroleum, Oiis, 
Lubricants 

Yellow Green 

Security Yellow Yellow 

Base Supply Yellow Yellow 

Tower/Air Traffic Control Yellow Green 

Civil Engineering Yellow Green 

Overall Yellow Green 



a KUMFORTWORUfReqwnse: CriteriaI.1.D.I 

Overall: Base Operating Support Integration: 

CRITERIA DOD ANALYSIS ABSG REBUTTAL TEAM FW REVIEW 

Petroleum, Oils, Yellow 
Lubricants 

Green Yellow 

Security Yellow Yellow Yellow 

Base Supply Yellow Yellow Yellow 

Tower/& T d c  Control Yellow Green Yellow 

Civil Engineering Yellow Green Yellow 

O v e d  Ydiow Grew 
A3SG Initial Report (19 April 1995): Criteria I. 1 .D.2 
Training Effectiveness 

Criteria I. 1 .D.2, ARC Training Effectiveness, is hrther broken down into Fighter 
Training, Tanker Training, and Airlift Taining. All data in this section was provided by 
HQ USAF/RT (formerly HQ USAFISOOR). No rational is given as to the size 
requirements for the MOAs. Although Bombers were addressed under Criteria I. 1 .C 
Airfield Capabilities, they are conspicuousIy absent under this criteria. Criteria I. 1 .D.2.b, 
Tanker Training and Criteria I. 1 .D.2.c, Airlift Training apperar to be correct as stated in 
the AF Analysis. The AF Analysis contains a number of errors in its analysis of Fighter 
Training. 

ABSG Initial Report (19 A ~ r i l 1 9 9 . j ) :  Criteria I. 1 . D.2 

Supersonic Air Combat MOAs, shows: 

(1) AF Analysis - Red + 
(2) Correct Status - Green 
(3) Criteria: 

Green <= 150NM 
Yellow 150 NM and <=200NM 

a '  Red > 200 NM 
Size Minimum of 4200 sq. NM (nominal 75 X 56 NM) 

(4) Bergstrom ARS Data: 
(a) W-228 is located 140 NM to the southeast of Bergstrom. 



(b) Source - Jet Navigational Chart (JNC) 44 
1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire 

USAF Regwme: Criteria I. I .D.1 

Air Force Analysis - Red + 
Community Analysis - Green 

Air - All Military Operating Areas, Warning areas, Ranges, and 
Restricted Airspace used for training were obtained fiom an Air Staff certified data base. 
Distances to the areas were measured Erom the base to the centroid of the area in question, 
not the nearest edge, for standardiization/use purposes. In this particular case, the distance 
to the center of the area is 209 NM, instead of 140 NM as provided by the community. 

ABSG Rebuttal (10 Mav 1995): Criteria I. 1 .D.2 

In theory the idea of using the centroid of the area to standardize the data used is good; 
however, in practice it penalizes you if you have a large area and will result in an 
erroneous rating as in the case of W-228. It is a very large area and as you can see the 
change in rating from Red -t to Green by simply changing the measurement criteria from 
centroid to closest edge. 



7EAM FORT WORm Response: Criteria I. 1 .D.2 

0 The ABSG has &ted AF findings. The ABSG believes it would be an accurate yardstick 
to measure the distance fiom the airfield to the "closest edge" of the MOA in question. 
The ABSG claims the W-228 area to be 140 NM (closest edge) tiom Bergstrom ARS. 

It is entirely unrealistic to measure the d l n e s s  of a MOA by evaluating the distance 
fiom the ak5eld to the "closest edge" of the airspace. No usefbi training can be. - 
accomplished at a pinpoint location. It appears that ABSG has made a fbtile attempt to 
alter the gradii criteria in order to attain a more desirable rating The AF grading criteria 
has been universal in nature and has been applied to all military installations being 
evaluated. The ABSG claims that W-228 is such a large area, that selecting the center 
point &rly penalizes Bergstrom ARS. With this in mind, TEAM FORT WORTH has 
selected a nominal center point for W-228 training. 

Nominal Center Point Distance From Bernstroni ARS 

N 2700.00 21 1 NM' 
W 9600.00 

This center point is within two nautical miles of the AF grading criteria. Positioning 
opposing forces northand south of this point provides suitable distances between players. 
Orienting a fighi around this nominal center point is feasible only if W-228B snd W-228C 
are simultaneously scheduled. If  W-228B is unavailable for siiuttaneous use, the center 
point would have to be relocated krther south. 

To validate the AF analysis and rating scale, an analysis was perF0rme.d on the ability for 
an F- 16C (PW-220E engine equipped) to takeoff fkom Bergstrom, fly to W-228, perform 
a training mission, and return to Bergstrom ARS'. 

f Appendix (001): Bergstrom ARS / Airspace Relationship (From 3NC 44). 
Appendix (002): WLAN V9.3 fight profile compltations. 
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The "App Route Name" is highhghted on each of the appropriate flight profiles found in 
Appendix 0. The "Aircraft Cnfg' column shows the number of external gas tanks 
carried iind the gallons of gas in those tanks. ECM indicates an external jamming pod. 
The "Area Fuel Flow" shows the fUel consumption rate in pounds per hour. Reference 
Assumption 4 below as to how this rate was attained. "BSM Wx7' indicates the weather 
status at Bergstrom ARS. When the weather is VFR, a desired land he1 quantity was 
1000 Ibs. When inclement weather is present, a larger firel reserve is required to be able to 
divert to a suitable weather alternate. The "IFR" reflects a required &el resewe of 2000#3 
upon landii at Bergstrom ARS. The "Area DeIay" column indicates how long a mission 
could remain in the area for training purposes given the &el cansumption rates and 
Bergstrom area weather. The "Land Fuel" shows the exact fuel state at Landing following 
the "Area Delay". "ASD is Average Sortie Duration. This is nothing more than the 
amount of time the aircraft are airborne. 

1. 1500 Ibs STTO for 2x370 gallon d g .  1200 Ibs for all others. 
2. Takeoff fiom BSM and cruise to W-228 at 28,000' / 300C. 
3. No winds either to or from the area. 
4. Loiter in W-228 at 5,000' at 450C (NO ~ U R N E R  USE U)WED!) 
5. RTB at 33,000' 13OOC. 
6. Straight line vectors to and fiom the area. 

The configuration of air-to-air sorties is desired to be that of what a fighter pilot would 
expect in a combat engagement. The desired load for the F-16 would be 2 sidewinders 
and 2 AMRAAMs plus an ECM pod. This is the most realistic configuration, as F-16's 
can jettison fUel tanks and bombs when the decision is made to engage in the air-to-air 
arena. The ECM pod on the centerline is a non-jettisonable store. 

The "Area Time" shows total playtime available. Any fighter pilot will attest that a fight 
takes approximatety 3-5 minutes to setup. Between fights approximately 5-8 minutes is 
required to reposition and gather forces. Therefore, there is approximately 8-1 3 minutes 
of administrative time required to have one fight and be ready for another. What does all 
this mean? W-228 is all but unusable to any configuration which provides the 
approximate air& characteristics (routes BSM2A through BSM4B) to be expected in a 
real world scenario. At best, the any F- 16 operating from Bergstrom ARS would have 
enough gas for one engagement to mature or two abbreviated engagements (route 
BSM2A). At worst, Bergsttom ARS assets would have enough gas to reach the area, 
setup an egagement, begin the '%fightn, and have to terminate 2-4 minutes later (route 
BSM4B). 

The 2000 lb figure is a nominal fuel value which would allow an IFR divert to the San Antonio area (San * Antonio weather IFR) or the DFW area (DFW weather WR). 
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One 6nal concern is that of ASD. On average, BSM could expect ASD to be 2.7 to 1.8 to 
utilize the W-228 MOA (no AAR). In the days of Iimited flying hours, this high air-to-air 
ASD is absolutely umdstic. Suddedy, W-228 doesn't seem all that attractive. 

lE4M FORT WORTH Summcqy: Criteria I. 1 D.2 

Perhaps these reasons were the primary factor for the 924 FW 1 704 FS utilizied the W- 
228 area only six times Wnning in March 1994 to present4. In k t ,  no L~tter of 
Agreement is c u r d y  maintained between the 924 FW 1 704 FS and the W-228 
scheduling authority. 

W-228 is another MOA (similar to the Kingsville and Randolph MOAs - addressed 
shortly) heavily dominated by pilot training requirements. NAS Corpus Christi, 
TRAWNG 2&4, is the primary user of this warning area. 

ABSG claims to W-228 as GREEN airspace is inaccurate. TEAM FORT 
WORTH concurs with the AF rating of RED for Bergstrom ARS. 

Source: W-228 Scheduhg Authority. Chief Stevens. Radar Sectlon. DSN 861-2503. Comm 512-939-2503. 
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(ALTERNATIVE TEAM FORT WORTH RESPONSE) 

If the criteria is changed to allow distances to be measwed to the "nearest edge7', 
then bases must be measured against that standard. Bergstrom7s relatiu standing 
compared to other bases would remain the same. As a matter of firct, for the criteria to 
remain a viable filter, it too would need readjustment. For example, Bergstrom 
argues that W-228 is 140 NM from the base when measured to nearest edge, as opposed 
to the 209 NM distance when measured to the centroid. This results in a distance 
reduction of 33%. In contrast, Carswell is 99 NM from the centroid of it's nearest Air 
Combat Area (Brownwood MOA); it is 62 NM to the nearest edge. This results in a 
comparable distance reduction of 37%. Tbe point is that when the "new" criteria is used, 
similar reductions are realized at all other bases. A 35% reduction in the analysis criteria is 
shown below. It reveals that Bergstrom would still be rated RED+ accepting their 
measurement of 140 NM to the nearest edge. 

"Adiusted" Criteria (3 5% reduction): 

RED: (>130NM) 
GREFN (1 97.5 NM) 

It makes more practica! sense to measure distances &om the base in question to 
the center of the working area, which might not be the area's centroid. For example, A-4s 
would require significantly less airspace to conduct Air Combat Tactics (ACT) trainhg 
than would F- 16% due to differenms in tactical airspeeds, radar/missiie capabilities, etc. 

Given that air-to-air engagements belyn with adversaries starting at opposite ends 
of the area, most of the fighting occurs around its midpoint. Therefore, a reasonable 
measurement to the W-228 area mentioned in ABSG's rebuttal would be approximately 
2 1 1 Nh4, arrived at as follows: 

(a) According to the W-228 scheduling authority , W-228A is a sub-sonic area 
which is resewed Monday through Friday for near exclusive use by the naval training wing 
at NAS Corpus Christi. The fact that it is not certified for supersomc flight precludes it 
fiom this discussion. 

(b) The combining of W-228B and W-228C provides an area size of 60 x 25 NM. While not ophmwn by AF 
standards (75 x 56 NM), this area is suitable for F-16 and other fighter operations. As a matter of fact, this 
combination of the B and C sections of W-228 is how they are ordinarily scheduled 

(c) The geometric center of W-228B/C is shown at attachment 1. The distance to 
the center of this area is 21 1 NM. This is the point where most of the training will occur 
and where the fighters will be returning to base tiom when the engagements are 
concluded. 

Assuming that Bergstrom jets are configured with external tank(s) dicient  to 
petmit 30 minutes of "playtime" in the area., it would require 28 minutes to fly there, 28 
mirmtes to return to base, and 10 minutes to allow for terminaI delays. This adds up to an 
average mission leqgth of% minutes, of which only 31% devoted to actual ACT 
training. 
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The efficacy of the AF criteria and their justification of a rating of RED+ for 
Bergstrom becomes clear when illustrated in real-world terms. Is there any wonder why, 
in tight of Bergstrom's overstated significance of the W-228 area to their ACT 
requirements, that they utilized this area a grand total of only six times during the last year 
and a half 

Bottom line: W-228 is no more usefid to Bergstrom's everyday ACT requirements 
than it is to Carswell's. Bergstrom's RED+ rating is valid and fidly justified. 



ABSG initial Report (19 April 1995): Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.2 

Other Air Combat MOAs, shows: 

(1) AF Analysis - Red 
(2) Correct Status - Green 
(3) Criteria: 

Green <= 1 OONM 
Yellow 100NM and <= 1 50NM 
Red > 150NM 
Size Minimum of 2 100 sq. NN (norrrinal47 X 45 NM) and 

20,000 feet altitude block above 5000 feet AGL. 
(4) Bergstrom ARS Data: 

Brownwood Area 96 nm north 
Chase Area 70 nm south 
Randolph Areas 70 nm northwest 
Brady Area 50 nrn northwest * . 

(a) Source - 
Tactical Pilotage Chart (TPC) H-23B 
1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire 

(5) * Note: ~lthough Brady MOA does not meet the stated criteria (size is 1125 
sq. NM, nominal 45 X 25), the 924 FW is able to Eulfill approximately 75 % of its air-to- 
air training requirements, 75 % of its MAVERICK training requirements, and 10% of its 
air-to-ground training requirements in this MOA located 80 N h I  northeast of Bergstrom 

USAF Rewnse: Criteria I. 1 D.2.a.2 

Air Force Analysis - Red + 
Community Analysis - Green 

Air Fomc Rcswase - AU Military Operating Areas, Warning Areas, Ranges, and 
Restricted Airspace used for training were obtained from an Air Staff certified data base. 
Areas predominantly used for pilot training were not considered useable for air combat 
training. The Brady area, while useable, does not meet the basic criteria of an Air Combat 
MOA, i.e. supporting air-to-air requirements. 

ABSG Rebtrttal(10 Mqv 19951: Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.2 

The MOA used in this example is Brownwood MOA. It is not a pilot training MOA since 
it belongs to units as NAS Dallas and is predominately used by reserve and guard units. In 
the original document, we stated that Brady does not meet the criteria but that the unit is 
able to accomplish approximately 75% of its air-to-air training requirements, 75% of its 
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MAVERICK training requirements, and 10% of its air-to-ground training requirements in 
this MOA 

TEAMF0RTWORTHReqm.w: CriteriaI.l.D.2.a.2 

The ourrent BCEG criteria requires a MOA to possess a 20,000 foot altitude block. This 
criteria dcm not recognize additional blocks of Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace 
(ATCAA's). In the case of Brownwod, the MOA provides an altitude block of 7,000 f e  
to 17,999 feet MSL. While this is nat a realistic evaluation of quality airspace, all other 
bases being graded were held to this standard. ABSG claims the Brownwood MO A to be 
% NM north of Bergstrom ARS. Once again, the BCEG criteria was altered to anive at 
these results. The Brow~wOOd MOA is subdivided into three smaller MOAs, Horaet, 
Tomcat and Loon. Recent Brownwood usage reflects that the 457 FS has been regularly 
training against VMFA-112 (USMCR F-18's) utilizing the Hornet and Tomcat MOAs 
conwrrently5. The size of the Hornet & Tomcat MOA is 2205 square nm6. Picking a 
nominal center point for the Hornet and Tomcat areas yields the following rcwld: 

Nominal Center Point Distance From Ekgstrom ARS 

NAS FW, JRB is the scheduling authority for the Brownwood MOA. As the airspace 
schdulers, units assigned to NAS FW are afforded higher priority than off-station units. 
The units receiving first priority for the Brownwood MOA are the 301 FW 1 457 FS, 
VMFA- 1 12, and VF-20 1. Off station users such as those assigned to Bergstrom ARS 
receive a lower priority and may have d33icuh.y retaining desired Brownwood airspaceg. 
While dissimilar assets may be available for day-today training operations in the 
Brownwood MOA, f8ce- ta-b  briefs and de-briefs would be cost prohibitive for fighter 
assets stationed at Ekrgstrom ARS. This would drastically detract fiom the quality of 
training received. TEAM FORT WORTH finds the Brownwood MOA to be second hand 
accessible to fighter assets located at Bergstrom ARS. 

The Chase MOA b subdivided into three separate MOAs, Chase 1,2, and 3. These 
MOAs have been recently redesignated Kingsville 4,5, and 3 respectively. Wile 
K i n p d l e  1 and 2 are within a wasonable distance tiom Bergstrom ARS, s e v d  
limitations result in these MOAs being untenable for fighter airad% use. The vertical 
boundaries (imcluding ATCAA's) of Kingsville 4 are 1 1,000' MSL through FL,230. 
Kiqgsville 5 is bounded fiom 9,000' MSL up to FL230. At best, Kingsville MOAs 4 and 

Source: Brownwood MOA &ordinator ACI Wagner. DSN 739-7689. Comm 817-782-7689. 
6 Appedx (003): Hornet & Tomcat Airspace Measurement. 
' Appendix (001): Bergstrom ARS / Aiqkx Relationship (From JNC 44). 
* Source: Brownwood MOA Coordinator AC 1 Wagner. DSN 739-7689. Cumm 8 17-782-7689. 
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5 allow a vertical gaming area of 14,000'. Kingsville 3 is bounded from 8,000' MSL to 
FL2309. There are no dissimilar as&s readiJy available for day-today Wining operations 
in the JGngsviUe MOAs. F i ,  t k  Kmgsville MOAs are wed primarily by NAS 
Kingsville. Their mission is very similar to AF AETC training bases. Their usage 
dramatically reduces the ~ ~ ~ i t y  for other units to utilize the Kingsville MOAs. TEAM 
FORT WORTH finds the Kingsde MOAs to be of little or no value to a fighter- uhit 
located at Bergstrom AM. 

The Etandolph MOA, located south of Bergstrom ARS, is under the authority of  Randolph 
AFB. The AETC wing at Randolph AFB heavily uses this MClA Monday through 
~riday". A fighter unit would have very limited availMtty during the week The 924 FW 
/ 704 FS u t i l i  the Randolph MOAs only four times int the last two years". There are 
no dissimilar assets r d i y  available for day-today training qxmtions in the Randolph 
MOAs. TEAM FORT WORTH finds the Randolph MOA to be of little or no value to a 
fighter unit located at Bergstrom ARS. 

M S G  claims the Brady MOA to be 50 NM NW of Bergstrom ARS. The actual distance 
is 95 N M  to center point of the Brady MOA". Brady MOA is acknowledged to be to 
small to qualie as a suitable MOA for training. ABSG claims the Brady MOA to be 1 125 
square miles. In actuality, the Brady MOA is only 980 square nautical The 
vertical limits of the Brady MOA are 500' AGL through FL230. However, when MOAs 
are used for Air Combat ~rairiing (ACT), a 5000' AGL floor is imposed". This floor 
reduces the vertical h i t s  of  the Brady MOA to 7000' through EX 230, a mere 16,000'. 
Other boundary l i o n s  include that the western edge of the MOA is only 10 NM 
wide's. The horizontal and vertical boundaries of the Brady MOA render it imkmble for 
modem day Air Combat Training. While dissimilar assets may be available for day-to-day 
training operations in the Brady M 0 4  faceto-1IFace briefs and &+brief5 would be cost 
prohibitive for fighter assets stationed at Bergstrom ARS. This would drastically detract 
fiom the quality of training received. As stated in the ABSG lnital Report (19 April 
1995), the 924 PIW / 704 FS fhlfills 75% of their air-to-air training in the Brady MOA. 
TEAM FORT WORTH finds the training value received fiom Braciy MOA is sub-standard 
and inadequate. Subjecting an additional USAF fighter organihon to the severe 
limitations found in the Brady MOA are not in the best interests of that unit or the United 
Statesmilitaryreadiness. 

E A M  FORT WORTH Sum*: Other Air Combat MOAs. 

Source: Kingsville MOA Coordinator ACl Hummel. DSN 86 1-6 187. Comm 5 12-595-6 187. 
'O Source: Randolph MOA Coordinator. Captain Alan Schaefer. DSN 487-5580. Comm 210452-5580. 
" Source: Randolph MOA Coordinator. Captain Alan Schaefer. DSN 487-5500. Comm 210-652-5580, 
l2 Appendix (001): Bergsbom ARS / Airspace Relationship, 
" Appendix (004): Brady MOA Airspace Measurement / Noise Sensative Areas. 
l4 AFI 11-214 Section 5.2.8.1.3. 
l5 Appendix (001): Brady MOA Airspace Measurement / Noise Sensitive Areas. 
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TEAM FORT WORTH finds that rrll of the "Southern Texas" MOAs cited in the ABSG 
report are under the scheduling authority of either USAF or IJSN training wings. These 
MOAs are under the constant use of these training wings, and offer tittle availability to off- 
station fighter assets. TEAM FORT WORTH acknowledges and understands the BCEG 
rating of RED for fighter assets located at Bergstrom ARS. 



Low altitude MOAs, shows: 

(1) AF Analysis -'Red 
(2) Correct Status - Green 
(3) Criteria: 

G r e e n  , <= 1 OONM 
Y e l l o b -  ' 100NM and <= 1 50NM 
Red > 150 NM 
Size Minimum of 2100 sq. NM (nominal 47 X 45 NM) and fiom 

surface up to at least 2500feet AGL. 
(4) Bergstrom ARS Data: 

(a) W-228 is located 140 NM southeast of Bergstrom. 
Brady Area 60 nrn northwest * 

(b) Source - 
JNC 44 
1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire 

(5) * Note: Although Brady MOA does not meet the stated criteria (size is 1 125 sq. 
NM, nominal 45 X 25), the 924 FW is able to hlfill all of its low altitude training 
requirements in this MOA. Brady MOA is located 60 NM northeast of Bergstrom. 

U U F  Repowe: Criteria I. 1.D.2.a.3 

No Response Presented. 

ABSG Rebuttal (10 M q  1995): Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a 3 

No Rebuttal Offered. 

llEAM FORT WORW Re-: Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.3 

ABSG once again has made invalid claims not in compliance with the universal grading 
criteria. 

1.  W-228 is Msely stated as being 140 NM fiom Bergmom ARS. As previously 
discussed, even when shifting the true center point to the north, a fighter a i t d  must fly 
21 1 NM from Bergstrom ARS to W-228. The available "Area May" times would be 
fiuther reduced due to increased he1 consumption in the low altitude environment. 
TEAM FORT WORTH finds W-228 to be unusable for Low Altitude Training to fighter 
aircraft operating out of Bergstrom ARS. 



2. ABSG continues to list the Brady MOA as suitable airspace to complete required 
training squares. Brady MOA Low (500' AGL up to 6000' MSL) has six noise sensitive 
measles which further complicate fighter aircraft operating in the small gec~graphical 
confines of the Brady MOA'~. TEAM FORT WORTH finds the B d y  MOA to be of 
limited value for LOWAT training. 

TEAM FORT WORTH finds ABSG quest to obtain a re-evaltlation of GREEN to be 
unsubstantiated and invalid. TEAM FORT WORTH concurs with the AF rating of RED 
for Bergstrom ARS. 

l6 Appendix (001): Brady MOA Airspace Measurement / Noise Sensative Areas. 
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ABSG inilia! Report (19 April iDY<I: Criteria I 1 D 2 . a  4 

Scoreable Range complexes, shows: 

(1) AF Analysis - Red 
(2) Correct Status - Green 
(3) Scoreable Range - 

Green Criteria - 1< 100 nm and 4 < 250 nm 
(4) Bergstrom ARS Data: 

(a) Shoal Creek Range is 70 NM north of Bergstrom inside R-6302A. 
(b) Yankee Range is 122 NM southeast of Bergstrom inside R-63 12. 
(c) Dixie Range is 128 NM southeast of Bergstrom inside R-63 12. 
(d) Peason Ridge is 225 NM east of Bergstrom inside R-3803A. 
(e) Ft. Polk is 225 NM east of Bergstrom 

(5) Source - 
TPC H-23B 
AFR 50-46 

(6) Note: The 924 FW is able to accomplish 100% of its required air-to-ground weapons 
delivery requirements on the first three ranges listed. 

UUF Reqxme: Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.4 

Air Force Analysis - Red 
Community Analysis - Green 
Air Force Rcsmnse - All Military Operating Areas, Warning Areas, Ranges, and 
Restricted Airspace used for training were obtained from an Air Staff certified data base. 
Distances to the areas were measured f?om the specific Air Force base to the centroid of 
the area in question, not the nearest edge for standardizationfuse purposes. In this 
particular case, Shoal Creek range lacks conventional target and strafe capabilities, and the 
distance to the center of the other areas is 209 NM, instead of 140 NM as provided by the 
community. 

ABSG Rebuttal (I0 Mq 1995): Criteria I. I .D.2.a.4 

It appears the Air Force combined responses to Criteria I. l.D.2.a.3 and Criteria 
1.1 .D.2.a.4 in their answer. 

(i) Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.3 deals with low altitude MOAs and the Air Force showed W-228 as 
the closest low altitude MOA. As in 4.A above, the unit sbows W-228 as breing 140 NM 
away. The unit report also states that although Brady MOA does not meet the stated 
requirement for size, the unit is able to fUlfi1l all of its low altitude requirements in this 



MOA 

(ii) Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.4 deals with scoreable range complexes The 1995 Air Force Base 
Questionnaire criteria for scoreabie range complexes/target arrays (1.2.C.4, page 1.03) 
states "capable of or having tactical targets, conventional targlets, and strafe." Based on 
this criteria, Shoal Creek meets this criteria since it currently has conventional targets, 
tactical targets, and high angle strafe can be accomplished on the range The range 
currently does not have low angle strafe pits but they could be added if absolutely 
necessary. Currently, they are not necessary since all the users of Shoal Creek range can 
accomplish their low angle strafe at other ranges. 

ABSG listed five separate ranges to just* their refutation of DOD findings. 

1. Shoal Creek Range, located inside the Fort Hood complex (R-6302A), is a USAFR 
operated range, maintained by the 30 1 FW'~.  Shoal Creek does not possess a range 
tower, a flank tower, or any means of accurately wring bombs which are ddivered on the 
wmplexLg. Fmtheamore, ordnance is restricted to BDU-33 or MK- 106 only. Strafe of 
any type is not authorized on the Shod Creek facilityI9 . Live bombs or inent 
heavyweights are not authorinxi for use on the Shoal Creek convlex. 

2. Yankee Range qualifies by AF criteria as a "scoreable rangen. However, this range has 
a very small impact area of only 0.429 sq. mi1es2'. Additional range restrictions include no 
tive or heavyweight klveries and no use of self-protection aids such as chaff and/or 
flares2'. 

3. Dixie Range is identical in size and capability as Yankee rangez2. In fact, both of these 
"scoreable rmges'' are encompassed on one range complex, McMullen Range. I f  the 
intent of the BCEG criteria is to have geographically separated ranges to allow flexibility 
to weather and a variety of target complex to enhance training, then the Yankee / Dixie 
tacilities should only be counted as one range. 

4. Peason Ridge Range was closed in August of 1992. There is no expected plan to 
reopen this range to high performance a i r d * .  Units stationed at Bergstrom ARS 
would rod have the use of this range. 

" AFR 5046/301 FW AFRES, Introduction 
'' AFR 5046/301 FW Sup 2, Annex A, Page A-2. 
l9 AFR 5046/301 FW Sup 2, Annex A, Chapta 3, Page 3-1 Section 3-4. 
20 AFR 504,149 FG Supp-l(l49TFGRcguIat1on 5046), para 2-3a. 
21 1bi4 para 3-5. 

924 FGR 55-46, At~h-4. " T e b n  with Mr. Cal Hodnect. Peason Ridge Range traim;ng analyst BDM. DSN.863-9508. Comm 3 18-53 1- 
9508. 
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5. Fort Polk is an impact area only. No capability exists to accurately score bombs in this 
area. In comparison to other ranges, no scoreable conventional or tactical targets exist in 
the impact areaz4. 

7zm4 FORT WORrn swnnuuy: 

Ofthe five ranges listed by ABSG, only McMullen Range qualifies as a "scoreable range". 
Although Yankee / Dixie qualifies as "scoreable range(s)", these two conhplexes are 
highly incumbered with strict hitations and unrealistically small geographical boundaries. 
TEAM FORT WORTH concurs with the BCEG assigned RED rating. 

*' Source: Telecon with Mr. Jerry Hilton. Fort Polk Range Opemoons. DSN 863-5819. Comm 3 18-53 1-5819. 
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m ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995): Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a. 5 

Electronic Combat Range within 250 NM, shows: 

(1 ) AF Analysis - Red 
(2) Correct Status - Green 
(3) Criteria: Green <= 250 NM 
(4) Bergstrom ARS Data: 

(a) Ft Hood is 65 NM north of Bergstrom inside R-6302A 
(b) The U.S. Army has a threat array located on the east side of the impact area 

that simulate numerous real world threats. They also have personnel assigned to maintain, 
deploy, and operate the threat system. The capability exists to operate against the threats 
and to employ ECM pods. 

(c) Source - TPC H-23B 
U.S. A m y  

Air Force Analysis - Red 
Community Analysis - Green 
Air Force - All Military Operating Areas, Warning Areas, Ranges, and 
Restricted Airspace used for training were obtained fiom an Air Staff certified data base. 
Fort Hood is not a recognized Air Force Electronic Combat Range, and is not listed in the 
U.S. Army data base as an EC Range for AF use. 

ABSG Rebuttal (10 Mgv 1995): Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.5 

The Air Force listed Claiborne Range as the closest EC range to Bergstrom al: 255 NM. 
Claiborne Range is owned and operated by the 91 7 FW (AFRES) at Barksdale AFB, LA. 
The range currently has only one Sentry Dawg, which is a limited threat transmitter only. 
These same capabilities exist on Yankee Range, 122 NM southeast of Bergstrom. 
Yankee Range currently has one Sentry Dawg and a Smokey Sanl system. Fort Hood, on 
the other hand, has several actual threat transmitters and the capability to track the target, 
something Sentry Dawg cannot do. Fort Hood also possesses the capability to detect and 
evaluate the effectiveness ofjarnming pods canied on fighter aircraft. The fact that Fort 
Hood does not show up on someone's list of EC ranges does not alter the fact that this 
capability exists w i t h  65 NM of Bergstrom and therefore, can justify a Green rating in 
this area. 



Yankee range currently does have a Sentry Dawg system as well as a Smokey Sam 
system25. The 149 FG, located at Kelly AFB, is responsible for the operation and 
maintenance of the Air National Guard ihdities located at the Yankee Target sitem. 

(WE NEED TO FIND OUT FROM LTC BENNET WHAT 1[7-IE AF USES TO 
QUALIFY A RANGE AS AN EC RANGE. BSMs ARGUEMENT APPEARS TO 
HAVE SOME FOUNDING. FURTHER RESEARCH PENDTNG.) 

The Fort Hood fkility which ABSG refers to, lost fUnding (US Army) in July of 1 994n. 
There are no U.S. Army personnel assigned to maintain, deploy or operate this system. 
These hcilities were absorbed by Lockheed Corp., a civilian contractor. There are 
cuccently no provisions for, or any history of, any AF unit &king the system maintained 
by Lockheed corpB. 

25 AFR 50-46,149 FG Suppl(149TFGRegulation 50-46), Para 2-4. 
26 Ibid Para 1-1 .b. 

~ e l t k a  with Major Lingrh. DSN 737-55 12. 
Telecon with Mr. Harley Wills. Cornm XXX-287-3079. 
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Ground ForcesITactical Aircraft Employment, shows Bergstrom as Greerr and that is 
correct. 

USAFResponse: CriteriaI.l.D.Z.a.5 

None Required. 

ABSG Rebuttal (10 Mq 1995): Criteria I. 1 .D.Z.a.5 

Not Applicable. 

7EAM FORT WORW Remnse: Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.S 

Not AppI'ile. 



ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995): Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.7 

Air Combat Maneuvering Instrumentation Ranges, shows Bergstrom as Red and that is 
correct. The closest ACMI range is W-453, 460 NM east of Bergstrom. 

(1) Note: Although a lot of emphasis is placed on ACMI ranges, they art: extrefiely 
costly to build, operate, maintain and technology has made them obsolete. 

USAF Rewome: Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.7 

None Required. 

ABSG Rebrrrtal (10 Muy 1995): Criteria I. 1 .D.2. a. 7 

Not Applicable. 

ZEAM FORT W O R l H R e p w :  Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a. 7 

The world's most highly advanced tactical training range is located in Nevada. The Nellis 
raoge complex has been a user of ACMI technology since the mid-2970s. The Red Flag 
Monitoring Debrief System (RFMDS) is an advanced ACMl range which allows a ground 
station to track and display a large number of aircraft m near real time. While d e r  
versions of ACMI are limited to tracking fewer aircrail, the value added to training 
missions is recognized throughout the Tactical Air ~orces~'. ABSG claims that ACMI is 
obsolete is fktuaUy incorrect. 

Telecon with Major Jeff Wish, Nellis AFB Range Control (RFMDS) DSN (682-1 I 10). 
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ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995): Criteria I. 1. D.2.a. 8 

Full Scale Weapons Drop Ranges, shows: 

(1) AF Analysis - Red 
(2) Correct Status - Green 
(3) Criteria: 

Green <=200 NM 
Yellow >200NM and<=25 0NM 
Red > 250 Nh4 

(4) Bergstrom ARS Data: 
(a) Ft Hood is 60 NM north of Bergstrorn inside R-6302A and is a Full Scale 

Weapons Drop Range. 
(b) Source - TPC H-23B 

YSAF Repme: Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.8 

Air Force Analysis - Red 
Community Analysis - Green 

Air Force Resmnse - AU Military Operating Areas, Warning Areas, Ranges, and 
Restricted Airspace used for training was obtained fiom an Air Staff certified data base. 
Fort Hood is not a recognized Air Force Full Scale Weapons Drop Range. 

Overall Comment: In order to &ectively evaluate all bases equally, the Air Staff 
developed ad certified a data base to capture all Mditary Operating Areas, 'Warning 
Areas, Ranges, and Restricted Airspace used for training. To qualifj, for the data base, the 
training area had to meet the minimum criteria established fbr the specific training item. In 
some cases, Air Force Reserve and Air National Guard units are able to use areas not 
specifically designed for the type training required. While this should be considered 
positive, the BRAC process was designed to identlfy those bases which best were able to 
support b e  force structure, to include those which were in close proximity to training 
areas meeting Air Force requirements. Again, Fort Hood was not listed in the Anny data 
base as being available for Air Force use. 

ABSG Rebuttal ( I 0  M q  1995): Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.8 

Since we have not been provided the Air Force definition of a Full Scale Mreapons Drop 
Range, it is difficult to respond to this criteria. However, it appears that the only ranges 
used in this category were ranges completely controlled by the Air Force. This makes no 
allowance for the use of Joint facilities nor acknowledges the fact that other agencies can 
and do provide facilities used by Air Force units. The PLlr Force used Claiborne Range, 
255 NM east of Bergstrom as the closest range that fits this category. Claibome Range is 
essentially a postage stamp range that only has the capability to handle a limited number of 
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inert munitions and no live munitions at all. Fort Hood can handle any size of inert 
munition and live MK-82/83/84 weapons. Once again, the fact that Fon: Hood does not 
show up on someone's list of weapons ranges does not alter the fact that this capability 
exists within 65 NM of Bergstroln and therefore, can justify a Green rating in this area. 

77ZAA4 FORT WORTH Reqmme: Criteria I. 1.D.2.a.8 

The Fort Hood area consists of the Fort Hood MOA and R-6302j0. Inside R-6302 is the 
Shoal Creek Range and an impact area. As stated earlier, Shoal Creek range is restricted 
to all but trainirrg oninance only (BDU-33 and MK-106)~'. The Fort Hood impact area is 
primarily used by the US Army for ordnance expenditures. This impact area is notreadily 
available to AF fighter units. This impact area is normally restricted to two high 
pafortnance Scheduling of AF assets to expend heavyweight ordnance (live or 
inert) are at the discretion of the US Army. Currently, any use of the impact area must be 
done in co junction with US Army exercises33. 

~EJW FORT WORTH5hmmmy: Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.8 

Tme AF assessment to not quali@ the Fort H d  impact area as a Full Scale Weapons 
Drop Range, and subsequent rkhg of RED is accurate and fair. 

Enclosure 6 to Tab F to App 9 Annex C to 12 AF OFQRD 1-88. 
AFR 50-461301 FW Sup 2, Annex A, Chapter 3, Page 3-1 Section 3-4 

32 Enclosure 6 to Tab F to App 9 Annex C to 12 AF OPORD 1-88. 

0 33 Telmn with LTC Bright. D.O. 3rd ASOG. DSN 737-1909. 
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e ABSC Initial Report (19 April 1995): Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.9 

Visual Routes/Instrument Routes (VIR/IR), shows Bergstron~ as Green and that is 
correct. 

US4FResvon.w: CriteriaI.l.D.2.a.9 

None Required. 

ABSG Rebuttal (10 Mq 1995): Criteria I. 1.D.2.a.9 

Not Applicable. 

7EAM FORT WORTH Re.sp0n.w: Criteria I. 1 .D. 2. a. 9 

Not Applicable. 

Overall: ARC Fighter Training Areas 
1 

Criteria 
Supersonic Area 

DOD Analysis 
Red 

Other Air Combat MOAs Red 

Low Altitude Areas 

Scoreable Ranges 

Red 

Red 

Electronic Combat Red 

Ground/Tactical Area Green 

ACMI Ranges Red 

 weapon^ Drop Areas Red 

Low level Routes Green 

Overall Training Areas Red + 
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Correct Conclusion 
Green 

Green 

G e e n  

Ch-een 

Geen 

Green 

Red 

Green 

Green 

Green - 



CRITERIA 

Supersonic Area 

Other Air Cornbet MOAs 

LowAltbdeAreas 

ScoieaMe Ranges 

Electronic Condat 

Grof l ad ica l  Area 

ACMl Ranges 

weapommp Areas 

Law Level Routes 

DOD ANALYSIS 

RED 

RED 

RED 

RED 

RED 

GREEN 

RED 

RED 

GREEN 

Overall Training Areas RED + 

ABSG REBUTI'AL 

GREEN 

GREEN 

GREEN 

GREEN 

GREEN 

GREFN 

RED 

GREEN 

GREEN 

GREEN - 

TEAM FW REVIEW 

RED 

YELLOW 

RED 

RED 

RED 

GREEN 

RED 

RED 

GREEN 

RED + 



Overall: ARC Effectiveness 

Mission DOD Analvsis Correct Conclusion - - 
Fighter Training Red + Green - 

Tanker Training Green - Green - 

Airlift Training Green Green 

Overall Training 
Effectiveness 

iT3.M FORT WORW Remow: 

Yellow - 

Criteria I. 1 .D.2 

Green - 

awERIA DOD ANALYSIS AsSGREBUTT.& 

Fighter Training Red + Green - 

Tanker Training Green - Green - 
Airlift Training Green Green 

O v e d  Training Ydlow - 
Efftctivmess 

Green - 

TEAM FW REVIEW 

Red + 

Green - 
Green 

Yellow - 



ABSG lnifial Reporr 119 April 1995) Critieria TI. l 

- 

Mission Support Facilities 

Criteria 11.1, Mission Support Facilities, shows Bergstrom as overall Yellow -. Any 
further information needed on this criterai must come &om AFRes. 

USAF Reponse: Criteria I. 1 .  C. 1 

None Required. 

ABSGI@date(10Mav1995): CriteriaI.l.C.1 

Not Applicable. 

E U M F O R T W O R Z H R e m :  CriteriaI.l.C.1 

Not Applicable. 



0 ABSG Initial Re-port (19 April 1995): Criteria 11.3 .A 

Associated Airspace 

Criteria 11.3 .A, Existing Assosciated Airspace, is fiirther broken down into MOAs and 
Restricted Airspace, Bombing Ranges, and Low Level Routes. There are no specific 
corrsponding questions in the 1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire. The analysis here 
appears to be a complitation of all the airspace, range, and low level data originally 
contained in the unit response to the Questionnaire and appears to be somewhat 
subjective. 

Criteria 11.3 .A. I ,  MOAs and Restriced Airspace, shows: 

( 1 ) AF Analysis - Red 
(2) Correct Status - Green 
(3) Criteria. 

Green - Civil and commercial aviation development generally 
compatible with existing Military Operating Areas and 
Restricted Airspace. 

Yellow - Civil and commercial aviation development impacts access to 
some (limited) MOAs 
Red - Civil and comercial aviation dominates the development of 

and access to MOAs or Restriced Airspace 
(4) Bergstrom ARS Data: 

(a) The two MOAs used the majority of the time by the 924 F'W, Brady 
and Brownwood, are impacted very little by civil and commercial aviation. The only 
impact is when the Brownwood MOAs are capped because of weather problems around 
Dallas/Ft Worth Airport and they are seldom capped below FL 230 which allows the 924 
FW to complete its mission. The Brady MOA is almost never impacted by civil aviation 
The other MOA's often used - Chase, Randolph, Crystal - are seldom effected by civil 
aviation because of their location in south Texas, a sparsely populated region. 

(b) Source - 1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire 
924 OSS/OSAM 

U W  Remnse: . Criteria II. 3 .A. 1 

Air Fome Analysis - Red 
Community Analysis - Green 



0 Air Force R e s ~ o n s ~  - Applicable MOAs and Restricted Airspace were evaluated by the 
Air Force Reserve Functional Expert, using criteria developed in conjunction with the 
Base Closure Working Group member from Combat Forces. Professional judgment and 
reference to the following questions in the questionnaire were used to determine Direct 
Input grades: 1.2.3.B. 1,1.2.3.B.2, 1.2.3.B93,1.2.3.B.4, 1.2.3.B.5, 1.2.3.B.6,1.2.3.8.7, 
1.2.3.B.8, and 1.2.33.9. 

ABSG Update (10 Mq 1995): Criteria 11.3 .A. 1 

In order to adequately answer this question it is necessary to utilize day-to-day operations 
and unit expertise. The unit has a very highly experienced iind knowledgeable air space 
manager with previous experience as an FAA Air Traffic Controller. He works very 
closely with Houston Center and the Southwest Region out of Ft Worth. Using his 
expertise and daily experiences within the unit, we do not: see civil and commercial 
aviation dominating the development of and access to MOAs or Restricted Airspace. The 
704 FS does not experience problems on a daily basis and has an exc.ellent working 
relationship with both Houston and Ft Worth Centers. The response does not track with 
data the unit hrnished in the 1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire. The c1ost:st questions in 
the Questionnaire are under I.2.E, Airspace Used by Base; they do not reveal any civil or 
commercial aviation domination or encroachment into MOAs or Restricted airspace used 
by the base. 

The 301 FW also has a very highly experienced and knowledgeable air space manager with 
previous experience ;as an FAA Air Traffic Controller. He also works very closely with 
Houston Center and the Southwest Region out of Ft Worth. His expertise and daily 
expexiences within the unit tend to validate the professional judgement of the Air Force 
Reserve Functional expert. An AOPA survey highlighted that general aviation pilots may be 
frustrated about not bemg able to determine if an area is active. The Air Transport Association 
(ATA) wants air carrier aircraft to be able to fly point-to-point. Ln January, the FAA began to 
allow point-to-point operations for aircraft at and above FL390 between selected city pairs. 
The ceiling will gradually decrease to FL290. This will have a significant impact on high 
altitude ATCAAs used by the Bergstrom unit, 

Source: Southwest Region Airspace Committee Meeting Minutes Memorandum for 
Record, dated Apnl 10, 1995. 



Bombing Ranges, shows: 

( I )  AF Analysis - Red 
(2) Correct Status - Green 
(3) Criteria: 

Green - Regional development generally compatible with Air to-Ground 
ranges. 

Yellow - Regional development incompatible in some (limited) areas, 
creating restrictions on Ar-to-Ground ranges 

Red - Regional development severely incompatible in may areas, causing 
major restrictions to Air-to-Ground ranges 

(4 j Bergstrom ARS Data: 
(a) There is no data to support a Red rating. The three ranges predominately used 

by the 924 FW have NO regional development that impacts on them. 
(b) Source - 1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire 

924 OSSIOSK Interview 

Air Force Analysis - Red 
Community Analysis - Green 

Air Force Resvonse - Applicable MOAs and Restricted Airspace were evaluated by the 
Air Force Reserve Functional Expert, using criteria developed in conjunction with the 
Base Closure Working Group member from Combat Forces. Professional judgment and 
refweme to the following questions in the questionnaire were used to determine Direct 
Input grades: 1.2.3.B.l,I.2.3.B.2, 1.2.3.B.3,1.2.3.B.4, 1.2,3.B.5,1.2.3.B.6, 1.2.3.B,7, 
1.2.3.B.8, and 1.2.3.B.9. 

ABSG U ~ h t e  (10 Mqv 1993): Criteria 11.3 .A.2 

The response is the same as the previous question. There is no change from the original rebuttal 
submitted to Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations (Volume V) on 27 
March 1995. The Air Force response here does not change any of the fa.ctors. 



e 
7E4M FORT WOR27i Remvme: Criteria II.3. A. 2 

A recent ANG-contracted study of real-time airspace documented well the need to improve 
the overall military and civilian utilizstion of special use airspace, and suggested areas to 
explore potential solutions. 

Source: Southwest Region Airspace Committee Meeting Minutes Memorandum for 
Record, dated April 10, 1995. 



ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995): Criteria 11.3. A. 3 

Criteria II.3.A.3, Low Level Routes, shows Bergstrom as Green and that is correct. 

USAF R e p m e :  Criteria 11.3. A. 3 

None Required. 

ABSG U p b t e  (20 M ~ Y  1995): Criteria 11.3 .A.3 

Not Applicable. 

7E4A4 FORT WORTHRe~poltse: Criteria II.3.A.3 

Not Applicable. 
ABSG Initial-Rtyort (19 April 1995)  Criteria 11.3. A 

Overall: Existing Associated Airspace: 

Existinp Associated Airspace 

MOAS and Restricted Airspace 

Bombing Ranges 

Low Level Routes 

AF Analysis - Correct Conclusion 

Red Green 

Red Green 

Green Green 

Overall Existing Airspace Red + Green 



@ ?EAM FORT WOR131 Response: Criteria II.3. A 

Overall: Existing Associated Airspace: - 
REVIEW 

MOAS and Restricted Airspace 

Bombing Ranges 

Low Level Routes 

DOD ANALYSIS ABSG REBUTTALTEAM FW 

Red G r m  Red 

Red Green Red 

Green Green Green 

Overall Existing Airspace Red + Green Red + 

ABSG Initial Reporf (19 April 1995): Criteria 11.3. B 

Criteria II.3.B, Future Associated Airspace, is fbrther broken down into MOAs and 
Restricted Airspace, Bombing Ranges, andLow Level Routes. The same commnets listed 
above for existing airspace also apply here. 

MOAs and Restricted Airspace, shows: 

(1) AF Analysis - Red 
(2) Correct Status - Green 
(3) Criteria: 

Green- Future civil and commercial aviation development generafly 
expected to remain compatible with existing Military Operating 

Areas and Restricted Airspace. 
Yellow - Future civil and commercial aviation development may impact 
access to some (limited) MOAs. Future development of MOAs and 
Restricted Airspace may be limited 
Red - Future civil and comercial aviation may dominate the area and 
access MOAs may become severely limited. Future development 
Restricted Airspace incompatible. 

(4) Bergstrorn ARS Data: 

(a) No data is presented to substantiate this rating of Red. The FAA., Ft 
Worth Region and Houston Center over the last several years have publicized their 
Airspace 2000 plans and thier hture plans for the Austin Bergstrom International Airport. 
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These plans indicate the 924 FW should have little conflict in meeting its fi~ture airspace 
needs and requirements. Houston Center at one time proposed a new MOA for the 924 
FW due west of the base off the Junction TACAN that would be fi-om surface to FL450 
and have the capacity to support 100% of the unit's air-to-air requirenlents for airspace. 
Any changes to the Brownwood MOAs would have minimal impact on the 924 FW since 
they have other quality airspace available in south Texas, a lour air traffic region 

(b) Sources - 1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire, 
924 OSS/OSAM 

U W  Restwnse: Criteria II . 3  .B 

Air Force Analysis - Red 
Community Analysis - Green 

Air Force Res~onsq - This was a direct input grade resulting from analysis of potential 
expansion of a base's associated airspace. For a base to be rated green, the fbnctional 
expert required a current proposal fbr airspace expansion that had a high likelihood of 
approval. Past experience with airspace growth attempts indicates that even, in sparse 
activity areas, airspace growth is difEcult. 

Nowhere in the 1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire criteria does it state that a current 
proposal for airspace expansion is a requirement. This question was adequa~tely answered 
in the original rebuttal under this Criteria. In the Questionnaire, Bergstrom and Carswell 
are listed as Red, Homestead is listed as Yellow, and all other AFRES bases (1 1) are listed 
as Green under this Criteria. Based on the stated requirement for a current proposal for 
airspace expansion that had a high likelihood of approval in order to get a green rating, it 
would appear that all the airlift and tanker bases in AFRES must have such proposals 
pending. This is doubtful since they do not have the same requirement for MOAs and 
restricted airspace that fighter units do. Grissom for example utilizes the MOAs owned by 
the Ft Wayne, IN ANG fighter unit. 

W F O R T  WORTH Res_ponse: Criteria I1.3.B. I 

A: The Air Force's "RANGES 2005" data collection effort has gown to incorporate a 
study of all airspace.--use projections,extensive list of data elements, and status of 
environmental documentation. 

Source: Southwest Region Airspace Committez Meeting Minutes Memorandum for 
Record, dated April 10,1995. 



ABSG Initial Report (19 April 199gi Criteria 11.3. B .2 

Criteria II.3.B.2, Bombing Ranges, shows: 

( I  ) AF Analysis - Red 
(2) Correct Status - Green 
(3) Criteria. 

Green - Future regional development generally expected to remain 
compatible with AIr-to-Ground ranges 

Yellow - Futre regional development may become incompatible in some 
(limited) areas, creating restrictions on Air-to-Ground ranges 

Red - Future refional development may become severely incompatible 
in may areas, causing major restrict~ons to Air-to-Ground ranges 

(4) Bergstrom ARS Data. 
(a) Once again there are no data availble to substantiate this rating and it appears 

to be subjective. There are no known FAA plans, including their Airspace 2000 plan, that 
will adversely impact 924 FW bombing ranges Again, south Texas is a low civil air traiffic 
region 

(b)Sources - 1995 'Air Force Base Questionnaire 
924 OSS/OSAM 

USAF Resmnse: Criteria II.3.B.2 

Air Force Analysis - Red 
Community Analysis - Green 
Air Force Resmnst - Again, this was a direct input grade resulting fiom analysis of 
potential expansion of a base's associated airspace. For a base to be rated green, the 
fhctional expert required a current proposal for airspace expansion that had a high 
likelihood of approval, Past experience with airspace growth attempts indicates that even 
in sparse activity areas, airspace growth is difficult. 

ABSG l M t e  (10 Mq 1995): Criteria I1.3.B.2 

The rebuttal to this is the same as in the previous Criteria. Once again, it is hard to believe 
that six tankedairlifl bases have current airspace proposals pending. 



l'Z4.M FORT WORTH Reprise: Criteria II.3 .B.2 

LTC Arseneau(AF REP Southwest Regeion FAA) states that within the region there are 
30 Military OprationsAreas, 7 Restricted Areas,54 R,57 Vr and 76 SR &tary training 
routes, and 37 air refbelmg tracks. The region is fortunate to have a military-fiiendly 
population. Current issues in the region include the requirement for expanded airspace to 
meet the needs of new weapons, tactics and refbeling missions. 



e ABSG Initial R e ~ o r t  ( I Y  April 1995): Criteria 11.3 .B.3 

Criteria II.3.B.3, Low Level Routes, shows Bergstrom ARS as Green and that is correct. 

U S ' R e m m e :  CriteriaII.3.B.3 

None Required. 

Not Applicable. 

Not Applicable. 
ABSG Znztial ReportJ19 Auril199.5): Criteria 11.3. B 

Overall: Future Associated Airspace. 

Future Associated Airspace 

MOAS and Restricted Airspace 

Bombing Ranges 

Low Level Routes 

Overall Existing Airspace 

T M  FORT WORTH Repnse:  Criteria II. 3 .B 

AF Analysis Correct Conclusion - 

Red Green 

Red Green 

Green Green 

Red + Green 

Overall: Future Associated Airspace. 

CRlTERIA DOD ANALYSIS 
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MOAS and Restricted Airspace 

Bombing Ranges 

Low Level Routes 

Overall Existing Airspace 

Red Green 

Red Green 

Green Green 

Red + Green 

Red 

Red 

Green 

ABSG Initial Report 119 Awl  1995): Criteria 11.3 .C 

Existing Local/ Regional Airspace Enchroachment. 

Criteria 11.3. C, Existing LocallRegional krspace Encroachment, shows Bergstrom as 
Yellow and that is correct This is based on Houston Intercontinental Airport located 120 
NM southeast of Bergstrom. Austin is a low air traffic density area. 

None Required. 

ABSG U@te (10 M q  f 995): 

Not Applicable. 

TEAh4 FORT WORTH R e m e :  

Not Applcable. 



ABSG Initial Report (19 April 19951 Criteria 11.3 .D 

Future Airspace Encroachment. 

Criteria II.3.D, Future LocaliRegional Airspace Encroachement, shows Bergstrom as 
Yellow and that is correct. This is also based on Houston Intercontinental Avport located 
120 NM southeast of Bergstrorn. Austin is a low air traffic density area. 

USAF R e p m e :  Criteria 11.3 .D 

None Required. 

ABSG Update ( I 0  May 1995): Criteria a. 3 .D 

Not Applicable. 

TEAM FORT WORZH R e p m :  Criteria II.3 .D 

Not Applicable. 



a ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995); Criteria n.4 .A 

Air Quality 

Criteria 11.4.q Air Quality, is further broken down into Attainment Status, 
Restrictions, and Future Growth. The data for this is fiom the 1995 Air Force Base 
Questionnaire, Elements VIII. 1 and VIII. 16 

Criteria IJ .4 .4  Attainment Status, shows Bergstrom as Green and that is correct. 

USAF Reqmnse: Criteria II.4.A 

None Required. 

ABSG Up&te ( I 0  Mqy IY95): Criteria II.4.A 

Not Applicable. 

Not Applicable. 



ABSG Initial Report (1 9 April 1995): Criteria II.4.B 

Criteria II.4.B, Restrictions, shows: 

(1) AF Analysis - Yellow 
(2) Correct Status - Green 
(3) Criteria. 

Green - Not Yellow and not Red 
Yellow - 1 block >= 40 or 2 blocks >= 3 0  or 3 blocks >= 20 
Red - 1 block >= 50 or 2 blocks >= 40 or 3 blocks >= 30  

(4) Bergstrom ARS Data: 
(a) No mention is made in the 195 Air Force Base Questionaire of what 

constitutes a block. It is not possible with the data that we have to determine how a rating 
of Yellow was derived. On reviewing the Questionnaire Element data, there are only two 
areas mentioned, VIII.E.8 Monitoring and VIII.E.9 BACTILAER, and neither of them 
indicate that Bergstrom is not in complete compliance with Texas Natural Resource 
Conservation Commision (TNRCC) rules and regulations. The City of Austin 
environmental compliance officer has called Bergstrom "pristine" when compared with 
most airports or military bases. 

(b) Source - 1 995 Air Force Base Questionnaire. 
Interview with City of Austin environmental compliance officer. 

Y$AF Reqonse: Criteria II.4.B 

Air Force Analysis - Yellow 
Community Analysis - Green 

Air Force Res~onse - This question refers to a data call briefkd to and approved by the 
Air Force Base Closure Executive Group to better quantifL Air Quality Restrictions. The 
data call was sent to each base with instructions to complete each block in order to 
examine speclfic air quality restrictions. Weighting was assigned to each block depending 
on its importance. Once the data call was completed, the points in each block were 
totaled to determine the type and severity of each specific restriction. Bergstrom 
specifically exceeded the applicable goalposts fbr open burning, and regulations 
prohibiting open buminglopen detonation. In addition, they answered yes when 
questioned whether they have continuous emissions monitoring requirements for sources 
at the base which exceed the Federal New Source Performance Standards requirements, 
and whether Bergstrom has BACTLAER emissions thresholds (excluding lead) that 
exceed the Federal Clean Air Act requirements. 



@ ABSG Upa'aie i l O A d q  I Y a  Criteria 1I.l.B 

This area is very difficult to determine exactly what is being asked and how it is being 
weighted. The environmental personnel assigned to the 924 FW do not fully understand 
how the ratings were arrived at nor exactly what they mean. Without fill1 and complete 
access to the data used to determine this rating it is impossible to adequately comment on 
it. It does appear that under Criteria for Monitoring and BACTLAER, the unit is being 
penalized because the State of Texas has regulations that are stricter than the Federal 
Clean A r  Act requirement. 

TEAM FORT WORm Reyome: Criteria I1.4.B 

Without r d i  it, the ABSG has hit the nail squarely on the head. In fact, their rating 
of red is due precisely to the hct that the state of Texas has more stringent regulations 
than the federal government requires in the area of air quality, making the government's 
point. Of course the unit is being mnalized for it. because it is clearlv paving more to deal 
with those issues. Example: Many states dlow open air buming, but the state of 
Texas does not. Instead, in Texas, a contractor is typically needed to resolve the problem 
at additional expense to the American taxpayer. 



e ABSG Initial Report (19 Aprif 1995); Criteria 11.4. C 

Criteria I1.4.C, Future Growth, shows Bergstrom as Green and that is correct. 

U W  Remnse: Criteria 11.4, C 

None Required. 

RBSGUpdale(IOMa?/1995)_; CriteriaII.4.C 

Not Applicable. 

T W F O R T W O R T H R ~ S I ) ~ ~ ~ ~ :  CriteriaI1.4.C 

Not Applicable. 



e ABSG Initial Re-port (19 April 1995): Criteria 11.4 

Overall: Air Quality: 

Air Qualitv AF Analysis 

Attainment Status Green 

Restrictions Yellow 

Future Growth Green 

Overall Green 

Correct Conclusion 

Green 

Green 

(heen 

Green 

TEAM FORT WORTH Respme:  Criteria 11.4 

Overall: Air QuaIity. , 

C R I W  DOD ANALYSIS ABSG REBUlTAL TEAM: FW REMEW 

Attainment Status Green Green Green 

Restrictions Yellow Green Ydlow 

Future Growth Green Green Green 

Overall Green Creen Green 



a ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995): Criteria 11.6 

Billeting Requirements. 

Billeting Requirements is broken down into Installation Billeting and Commercial 
Billeting This area relates to 1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire Elements IX.3.A and 
IX. 3 B. Bergstrom ARS has 1 19 1 AF reservists assigned as of 23 March 1995. Of these 
a maximum of 385 require billeting during drill weekends The 924 FW provides 155 on- 
base billets and 230 off-base billets during drill weekends This equates to 32% of 
reservists requiring billeting, 13% on-base and 19% off-base, with the off-base billeting 
providing 60% of the total. This does not change the AF Analysis of Yellolw but is lower 
than the figures shown in the 
Questionnaire. 

U W  Resmme: Criteria II.6 

No Response Offered. 

ABSGUydateflOMq199.5): CriteriaII.6 

No Update Submitted. 

7EhU FORT WORW Response: Criteria I , .  6 

The 301 FW has approximately 1200 drilling Reservists assigned, 142 of whom require 
billeting. This represents less than halfthe billeting cost absorbed by the 924 FW. 



e ABSG Initial Report 119 April 1995): Criteria VI 

Economic Impact. 

Criteria VI, Economic Impact, shows the Percent Job Loss (All BRACs) for Bergstrom as 
0.3%, Carswell as <O. 1%, and Homestead as 0.1%. 

USAF Reponsee: Criteria VI 

No Response Wered. 

ABSGUpdate~IOMqy1995): CriteriaVI 

No Update Submitted. 

TEAM FORT WORTH Reqmnse: Criteria VI (Community responds) 



a ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995: Criteria VII 

Community. 

Criteria VII, Community, really refers to recruiting data for each community. All the 
MRES bases listed are Green - This is because of Criteria Vn. 1 I ,  Other Local 
Guard/Reserve Unit, and relates to 1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire Element IX. 12. 
All AFRES units are shown as Yellow under this Criteria because they have > 2 units and 
<= 10 units in their community. It is not understood how the Carswell AFRES location 
can recruit effectively when competing for almost 12,000 military and reservists in the Ft. 
Worth area. 

USAF Remow:  Criteria VII 

Air Force Res~onsg - Recruiting figures were obtained from each unit as part of the Air 
Reserve Component data call and certified as accurate by Air Force Reserve 
Headquarters. 

ABSG W t e  (10 May 1995): 'Criteria VII 

We do not know why this is listed since we did not disagree with the rating, shown in the 
report 

TEAM FORT WORK!! Resuome: Criteria VII (Community responds) 



a ABSG Initial Report (1 9 April 1995); Criteria VIII 

- 
Environmental Impact. 

Criteria VIII, Environmental Impact, shows Bergstrom as overall Green with only one 
area rated Yellow. That area is Criteria VIII. 5, Installation Restoration Program (LRP). 
It is shown as Yellow and relates to 1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire Elements VIII. 13 
A - VIII. 13 F. It is interesting to note that Carsweli is the only AFRES base that is 
shown as Green under Criteria VIII.5. Bergstrom is the only 14FRES base shown as 
Green under Criteria VIII.2, Asbestos. 

U W  Revme: Criteria VIII 

No Response Offered. 

ABSG Update (10 May 1995): Criteria VIII 

No Update Submitted. 

No rebuttal is necessary. ABSG makes no point. 

ABSG Initial Report 11 9 April 1995): Criteria I. 1 

Overall: Mission (Flying) Requirements 

Criteria AF Analysis 

&field Capabilities Yellow - 

Base Operating Support Yellow 

Training' Effectiveness Yellow - 

Overall Mission Requireme Yellow - 
74 

Correct Conclusion - 

Green 

Green - 

Green - 

Green - 



Overall: Mission (Flying Requirements. 

CRITERIA DOD ANALYSIS &G REBUTTAL TEAM FW REMEW 

Airtield Capabilities Yellow - Green Yellow - 

Base Operating Support Yellow Green - Yellow 

Training Effectiveness Yellow - Green - Yellow 

Overall Mission Requireme Yellow - Green - Yellow - 



ABSG Initial Report (I9 April 1995): Criteria 11.3 

Overall: Airspace Encroachment 

Criteria AF Analysis Correct Conclusion - 

Existing Airspace Encroach Red + Green 

Future Airspace Encroach Red + Green 

Existing LocaVRegional 
Airspace Encroachment 

Future LocaVRegiona.1 
Airspace Encroachment 

Yellow Yellow 

Yellow Yellow 

Overall Airspace Encroach Red i- Green - 

Overall: Airspace Encroachment. 

CRITERLA DOD ANALYSIS ABSG REBUTTAL TEAM FW REMEW 

Existing Airspace Encroach Red + Green Red + 

Future Airspace Encroach Red + Green Red + 

Existing LocNRegional 
Airspace Encroachment 

Future LocaYRegional 
Airspace Encroachment 

Yellow Yellow Yellow 

Yellow Yellow 

Overall Airspace Encroach Red + Green - 

Yellow 

Red + 



a ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995): Criteria II 

Overall: Facilities and Infrastructure. 

Criteria AF Ar~aivsis Correct ConcIusion 

Mission Support Facilities Yellow - Yellow - 

Arspace Encroachment 

h Quality 

Billeting Requirements 

Red + 

Green - 

Yellow 

Green - 

Green 

Yellow 

Overall Facilities Yellow Green - 

Overall: Facilities and Intiastructure. 

CRITERIA DOD ANALYSIS ABSG RERWITAL TEAM FW REVIEW 

Mission Support Facilities Yellow - Yellow - Yellow - 

Airspace Encroachment Red + Green - Red + 

Air Quality Green - Green Green - 

Billeting Requirements Yellow Yellow Yellow 

OvenU Facilities Yellow Green - Yellow 



ABSG Initial Report 119 April 1995): Criteria I and 11 

Criteria AF Analysis 

Mission (Flying) Requirements Yellow - 

Facilities and Infrastructure Yellow 

Correct Conclusion 

Green - 

Green - 

225IMFORT WORTH Remme:  Criteria I and IT 

CRITERIA DOD ANALYSLS ABSG REBUTTAL TEAM FW R E W  

Mission (Flying) Requirements Yellow - Green - Yellow - 

Facilities and Intiastructure Yellow Green - Yellow 
ABSG Initial Re-port (19 April 1995): Cost Comparison 

1 .  The Air Force cost analysis appears inconastent and inaccurate. 

A. Inputs to the financial model suspect. 

The Air Force uses the 'COBRA' computer model to simulate the effects of a proposed 
realignment or base closure. While the model may work when provided valid data, none 
of the inputs or assumptions are apparent from the COBRA motiel. There are however, 
several areas for concern. 

1 .  When questioned, the Air Force office in the Pentagon (AFRT) stated that they 
only considered Air Force monies That is, BRACC monies, other service monies, other 
federal agency monies are not considered. For example, the BR4CC monies saved 
byclosing Homestead or the Navy monies saved by moving the 301 FW from Ft. Worth 
were not considered. 

2. When questioned, the Air Force office in the Pentagon (AFRT) sta.ted that 
military force structure is not considered in the COBRA model. However, the Bergstrom 
model clearly shows the job elimination or realignment of the civilian (ASRT) force for 
Bergstrom. The civilian ART force is a large part of the "military" presence in the 
Reserve in contrast with the normal active duty civilian force. 

3. A review shows that the assumptions for Bergstrom are in error or the model is 
indecipherable. For example, the model submitted to the BRACC shows all c'osts for 
Bergstrom doubling after 1997. In fact, the overhead costs will substantially reduce as 
the City of Austin assumes more control of the base. 



4. The Air Force submission to the BRACC shows a model for converting 
Bergstrom to KC-135's' closing Bergstrom, and moving the unit to MacDill. This move 
contemplates construction costs at MacDill about the same as Bergstrom - such a move 
would be a net cost to the government. 

B. Personnel costs associated with Force Structure should not be considered 

The Austin BRACC Study Group believes it is unreasonable to consider military personnel 
costs associated with force structure to be considered in determining locations for 
realignment or closure. The AF Reserve civilian ART force is largely part of the force 
structure. When comparing AFRES units with sirmlar missions, it is reasonable to assume 
that military personnel costs are approximately equal. That is, the military personnel costs 
associated with closing the Bergstrom F-16 unit would be about the same as the unit at 
Miami or New Orleans, etc. 

The Austin BRACC Study Group therefore made a cost comparison between AFRES 
fighter locations based on two factors. First, an estimate of the overhead associated with 
the six F-16 fighter locations was made. This estimate was based on the Basie Operating 
Support (BOS) budgets of each unit. Several of the units are based at an Air Force active 
duty location and their overhead is less than a unit located at a joint use field and 
substantially lower than an AFRES operated base. However, the Air Force assumes a 
variable cost associated with its AF'RES unit, and this variable overhead needs to be 
considered. 

Second, the Austin BRACC Study Group collected the current construction costs for the 
services at the six AFRES fighter locations. In our analysis "opportunity cost" is taken as 
the construction cost savings to the U.S. taxpayer if the listed AFRES location were to 
close. For example, at Homestead $88 milliorl in new construction projects are planned 
and $1 5 million has been spent. At Austin/Bergstrom, $1 3 million in new construction is 
authorized and $2 million has been spent. At Phoenix (Luke AFB), although the value of 
the AFRES facilities are close to $50 million, only $20 million of new constnlction is 
planned in the next 2 years. 

11. Summary of Cost Savings 

1996 Opportunity Annual Overhead Net Present 
Cost Value* 

Miami 
Fort Worth 
Austin 
Phoenix 
New Orleans 
Salt Lake City 



*Using a discount rate of 9% and a 20 year cost recovery period 

Cost to closure has not been considered, but would make the Austin location look 
substantially more favorable. The Air Force in their COBRA analysis estimated the cost 
to close AustidBergstrom at $34 million and the cost to close Miami/Homestead at only 
$7.9 million. Obviously, the cost to close Fort Worth, Phoenix, New Orleans, or Salt 
Lake City would be substantially less than Austin or Miami because they would remain as 
operating DOD facilities. 

It should be noted that if the Air Force's estimate of $34 million to close 
Austin/Bergstrom is current, then the savings by closing Bergstrom is about $9 million 
over 20 years (again, excluding military force structure). 

In its final report to the BRACC the Austin BRACC Study Group intends to compare 
other AFRES locations to the above listed F-16 locations. It is certainly true, however, 
based on the above analysis, that Austin/Bergstrom is NOT the most expensive 
AFRES location and in fact it compares favorably. 



S4.F Resgonse: Cost Comparison 

Air Force Resmnsq - It appears that the Bergstrom community has a misunderstanding 
of the COBRA model and the process of estimating criteria IIrN values. 

The COBRA model is directed by OSD for all services to use on BRAC decisions. The 
model uses two types of data: standard factors, which are used for all AF bases; and base 
unique data, which is certified for accuracy by the appropriate major command. All three 
services, the GAO, and the AF Audit Agency have reviewed and validated the model and 
the process. While there is a certain degree of inaccuracy in the model, it is consistent and 
thus fairly compares costs and savings among alternatives. 

The model includes all major factors which either drive costs or savings. One of the most 
important input areas is personnel. The cost of eliminating, moving, or other personnel 
actions is a large part of the costs and personnel elimination is the key factor in 
determining savings. 

The summary of cost savings provided by the community is significantly flawed in two 
areas. First, COBRA includes all cost and savings elements, not just opportunity costs, 
when calculating NPV. Second, OSD guidance directs the use of a 2.75 discount rate. 

Finally, the community called into question the $34 million cost to close stated in the Air 
Force report. Specifically; the $34 million cost to close noted in the report resulted from 
the Air Force Reserve's initial level playing field COBRA. In the focused COBRA, these 
figures reflected a onetime cost as reported to the Commission for Bergstrom of $13.4 
million with a one-time savings due to military construction avoidance of $I  3 million. 
This results in an exceptionally low onetime net cost to close the base of $345,000. 

ABSG Update ( I0  May 1995): Cost Comparison 

Once again, without complete access to all the data used to define the paramleters in the 
DoD COBRA model, it is impossible to comment on the figures used. They definitely 
warrant hrther investigation since they will be a significant factor in any decision to close 
or keep open a base. 



i72M FORT WORTH Remnse: Cost Comparison 

1. Sumnary of Cost Savings: 

Fort Worth is shown to have an opportunity wst savings of $59 million. This figure is 
based on cancellation of MILCON to accommodate the move of the Texas Air National , 
Guard tiom NAS Dallas to Ft. Worth. this move was directed by BRAC 93 and the chart 
does not show all data considered in BRAC 93 that made the one-time expenditure of 
Iknds viable by eliminating recuning costs and consolidating the TANG BOS under the 
new Joint Reserve Base. Obviously. no real MlLCON cost savings was available through 
the Austin proposal to move the 301 FW. so a bonus figure was divined fiom a smarate 
BRAC action. The $59 miuion figure for TANG MlLCON is inaccurate. The Navy 
shows total MILCON of $27 million for TANG. There are no certified estimates of what 
it would take to m o w  301 FW facilities to accommodate TANG, but could exceed $27 
million. Additionally, the only MILCON scheduled for the 30 1 FW was an $18 million 
figure that was directed as a result of BRAC 9 1. This was intended to relocate facilities to 
accommodate a Reserve Cantonment Area. Only approximately $1 million was spent and 
that wnstruction is complete. The rest was eliminated as part of the cost savings 
associated with the consolidation under Fort Worth JRB. The Air Force Reserve at Fort 
Worth has no MILCON ~lanned. scheduled. or hnded. 

b. The same paragraph shows an annual overhead of $2,500,000 for Ft. Worth and run it 
out 9 years to get a figure of $22,500.000. This figure is added to the Texas Air National 
guard MILCON figure to arrive at a total purported savings of $8 1,82 1,364 Note also 
that the overhead figure at Austin is $3,500,000 and that translates into 9 million more 
than Ft. Worth for the same period. This figure does not include the actual c ~ s t s  of 
overhead at Austin following takeover by the city. At present, the Air Force Reserve has 
no figures for these additional airport fees. A mandate to remain at Austin without a cost 
estimate and agreement. amounts to writing a blank check to the City of Austin for 
whatever su~port thev choose to provide the Air Force Reserve 

2. The notes at the bottom of the same page state that the cost of dosure has not been 
considered and go on to state that closing Bergstrom would cost $34 million while it 
only costs $7.9 million to close Homestead. It does not state what it costs to close the 
Reserve unit at Ft. Worth. It must be noted that the Reserve unit at Ft. Worth is a part of 
the NAS Ft. Worth JRB and whatever the costs associated with moving this unit might be, 
it could not be considered a savings since the host base remains open. That is,-you incur 
the cost of a move without benefit of aettina a closure. 

3. The last paragraph on the page in question states that based on the analysis on that page, 
Bergstrom is NOT the most expensive AFRES location and in fact, compares Gvorably. 
In truth, the figures are wrong and make just the opposite case. HQ AF Reserve is on 
record that stand-alone units (i.e., not hosted by active duty) are more expensive to 
operate. BOS costs at 301 FW (Ft. Worth) and 924 FW (Austin) were $1 5.1 million and 
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$1 5.2 million rqt ive ly  in 1994 when both were stand-alone units. Costs were $12.2 
million and $16.7 million respectively when 301 FW became a tenant and 924 FW 
remained a host in 1995. Austin's position ignores the simple economic reality that it is 
far more cost effkaive to operate one base rather than two. It also ignores the fbct that 
the BRAC process is designed to close and realign bases, while preserving the capacity 
needed to fight and win America's wars, not to keep them open when fhr more efficient 
options are available. 



ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995): Alternative Proposal 

The Air Force has proposed closing Bergstrom ARS for two stated reasons: eliminate one 
F-16 unit; and save money. To follow is one suggestion for accomplishing these two 
goals. There are, of course, many alternatives - this is but one alternative fix the BRACC 
to consider. 

1. Move the AFRES flying squadron from NAS Ft. Worth to Bergstrom. 

In 1993 the Air Force proposed closing Bergstrom and consolidating 2: F- 16 
squadrons at Ft Worth (i.e. Carswell). The A r  Force estimated that such a 
consolidation would cost around $6 million, but save $20 million per year. 
Consolidation at Ft. Worth does not make sense for many reasons. For example, the 
Navy, Air Guard, and Army are moving a large number of' aircraft into Ft Worth, 
creating congested ground and airspace. Carswell was closed as an active duty 
installation for, inter alia, this ground and airspace congestion and encr~oachment. 

Consolidating at Austin/Bergstrom does make sense both for military value and cost 
savings. As outlined below, Bergstrom is an ideal location. for consolidation and 
would be cost effective. 

2. Close Homestead Air Reserve Base. 

In 1993 the BRACC decided to consolidate Air Force Reserve units at Homestead, 
with the understanding that Dade County would make the Base a joint use facility 
(but not a commercial air carrier facility). This decision is expensive for the United 
States - $88 million in new construction required. Dade County argued that a 
Homestead consolidation made sense because, inter alia: the 301st Rescue Squadron 
and 302 Fighter Wing would both make use of Homestead., and with MacDill AFB 
closed, there was no Air Force presence in south central Florida. 

1995 has brought substantial changes fiom the I r  Force. 'The A r  Force now 
proposes leaving the 301 st Rescue Squadron at its temporary home of Patrick AFB in 
Florida. Additionally, the Air Force proposes reopening MacDill AFB in Florida. 
Little justification can be made for spending $88 million to reopen Homestead as an 
Ar Reserve Base to support one unit. 

3 .  Section I below explains how such a proposal would not have a negative effect on 
military value - specifically Operational Readiness and Mssion Requirements. Section I1 
below explains how this proposal would save the U.S. taxpayer almost $200 million in 
overhead and an additional $400 million in personnel savings, while eliminating only one 
F- 16 squadron. 



I. Operational Readiness and Mission Requirements 

s A. Operating 150 - 200 aircraft from Ft. Worth NAS's single runway in 
a high aircraft traffic area degrades operational readiness, increases 
operating costs, and unnecessarily increases risks. 

1. It will be difficult to launch and recover from a single runway on a 
normal basis the 150 - 200 aircraft proposed for Ft. Worth NAS in a high 
aircraft traffic area, degrading operational readiness. 

CARSWELLrn. WORTH 

Exhibit IV-A shows the normal operational tempo for Carswell/Ft. Worth. As can be seen 
from Exhibit IV-A, in normal operation approximately 100 sorties, and 250 takeoffs, 
approaches, and landings per day can be anticipated. Allocating a takeoff arid landing 
window of three minutes to each aircraft results in a 12 V2 hour flying day and 
approximately a 14 hour duty day. 

Even with such mitigation practices as staggering duty days of i he various squadrons, 
diverting the 25 rotary sorties, and combining fighters into flights, CarswelVFt. Worth's 
single runway is faced with about a 10 hour stream of takeoffs and landings with aircraft 
assigned several minute windows for takeoffs and recoveries Scheduling would be 
dictated by takeoff and recovery allocations instead of mission requirements Maintenance 
delays would result in canceled sorties and loss of training, control delays in aircraft in- 
flight emergencies would have a ripple effect resulting in canceling dozens of sorties 
Instrument weather in the Carswell/Ft.Worth area would force cancellation of many 
additional sorties and the attendant unnecessary loss of training.' 

While Exhibit IV-A illustrates normal operational tempo, an important test of war time 
training is the ability to surge and exercise under war time conditions. Under the proposal 
for CarsweWt. Worth, any exercise could only be undertaken if other flying units were 
willing to stand down during the exercise period. Further, a desirable characteristic of a 
military base is its capacity to expand and surge in times of potential hostilities - 
Carswell/Ft. Worth would have no excess capacity. 

The proposal for CarswellDt. Worth would result in one of the most active single runway 
operations during daylight hours in the world. Truly a remarkable task for a base 
previously closed because it had "the worst ground and regional airport encroachment in 
its category." 

' The instrument weather could be mild, say 1500 foot ceilings, and yet force instrument approaches. Requiring 
instrument approaches would force cancellation of many sorties even though the training area weather is adequate. 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Comnlission Report to the President 1 99 1, p. 53 
85 



BERGSTROM 

In contract, the BergstrornIAustin airport is a two runway operation.3 As an operating Air 
Force Base, Bergstrom sustained 100 takeoffs, approaches, and landings fior four 
squadrons during a normal duty day. With the addition of commercial traffic and 
another suitable runway, two F-16 squadrons could easily be accommodatled without any 
operational impediment. 

2. Operating 150 - 200 aircraft from the single runway at CarswelVFt. 
Worth in a high traffic area incurs a substantial hidden operational cost. 

CARSWELWFT. WORTH 

DFW is one of the highest traffic areas in the United ~ t a t e s . ~  .As can be seen fiom 
Exhibit N-B, Carswell/Ft. Worth is one of 25 airports in the Dallas-Fort Worth terminal 
control area. It is readily apparent from Exhibit IV-B that any departure other than to the 
West is difficult fiom CarswelYFt Worth. 

The current plan for CarsweWt Worth launch and recovery in good weather (VMC) is to 
depart all aircrafi to the West below 4,000 fi. for 30 miles prior to permit tin,^ turns to the 
North or South or further climbs to altitude.' Good weather recoveries are similarly 
restrictive with approach corridors from the Northwest and Southwest to CarswelVFt. 
Worth. In most cases, the routing and altitudes are indirect, adding time and cost to 
operational training. 

While the FAA and the military are working to minimize aircraft delays, because of the 
indirect routing and altitude restrictions, as well as the heavy volume of traffic at 
CarswelVFt Worth and in the DFW area, several minutes of addntional flight lime per 
sortie (in good weather) will occur because of cumulative delays.6 

Departure and approach delays into Carswell/I;t. Worth in inclement weather or at night 
(IMC) would impose even worse delays compared to good weather (VMC) approaches 
and recoveries. IMC departures for flights of fighters cannot use the VMC plan of 
remaining below 4000 feet for 30 miles. Many sorties will be canceled during IMC 

Bergstrom currently has 1 large and 1 small runway. In 1998 the small runway will be eliminated and another 
parallel runway will be operational. 
4 Chicago O'Hare is the first. 

Contact Richard Baugh. Fort Worth Center Airspace Manager, for more details. 
6 Flights to the West under good conditions would experience little ground clearance or air traffic control delay, 
although the altitude and routing corridors will result in route delay. Departures to the East woulderrcounter 
significant handling delays and the routing delay is staggering. 
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operations, reducing operational training, and the sorties that successfiilly launch will have 
significantly increased operational expense 

While estimates of increased operational costs at CarswellRt. Worth because of these 
cumulative delays are difficult to determine, approximate numbers will illustrate the 
magnitude of the problem. 

An F- 16 squadron, such as the 30 1 st FW at Ft. Worth, flies over 3,000 local 
sorties per year. 

Approximately 75% of the sorties are VMC and 25% of the sorties are 
IMCInight . 

A conservative estimate of these cumulative delays at Ft. Worth are 3-5 minutes 
(VMC) and 6-8 minutes (IMC). 

An F-16 costs over $3000 per hour to operate. 
The added cost of Ft. Worth basing of an F- 16 squadron approaches $1,000,000 

annually in operational expense when compared to a Bergstrom consolidation. 
The AFRES F-16's hrther add congestion and cost to the other aircraft at Ft. 
Worth N A S ~  and civilian aircraft traffic in the DFW Metroplex. 

BERGSTROM 

In contrast, Austin, Texas has low commercial aviation traffic and Bergstrom/Austin's two 
runways can handle easily two squadrons with no delay. The routings are direct to all 
military operating areas without added cost to other users. 

3. Operating large numbers of fighter aircraft from the single runway at 
CarswelYFt. Worth in a populated area increases risks and diminishes operational 
training and readiness. 

CARSWELWFT. WORTH 

In the fighter business, operational requirements dictate that the fighters takeoff on time, 
amve at their destinations on time, and fighters typically use their available .he1 for 
training (ground attack or air combat) to the maximum extent possible. It is quite 
common for fighters to return to base with 10 minutes or less of fuel remaining in order to 
meet their training and operational objectives. 

7 The operational savings to the Navy by moving the F-16's to Bergstrom is also M~cul t  to estimate with 
precision, but should approach $2 million mually.  (8000 local sorties, 2-3 minute takeoff, approach, or landmg 
delays eliminated, $4000-5000 per hour operation cost). 
8 Because fuel is always limited, 10-15 minutes of fuel reserved for CarswelVFt. Worth traffic delays typically 
means 10-15 minutes less training time. Because the tactical portion of a sortie is on the order of 30 minutes, half 
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Further, it is not uncommon for a fighter aircraft with an emergency to close a runway for 
a half hour or more, resulting in the diversion of all airborne aircraft to other air fields. 
Because CarswellRt. Worth will be the only military air field in the Dallas-.Fort Worth 
area, rmlitary aircraft will be forced to recover at Alliance, Meacham, DFW, or Love in 
many cases. 

Arnving at a single runway over a populated area presents a risk that should, if possible, 
be avoided. To offset the risk of running out of &el or forced diversion into a civilian 
field, pilots will be forced to increase their file1 reserve - significantly reducing their 
effective training and operational readiness. 

BERGSTROM 

In contrast, the BergstrornIAustin airport has two usable runways, practically eliminating 
the risk of diversion or the necessity to increase he1 reserve. Additionally, 
BergstrodAustin is fortunate to have other military air fields in the immediate area -- 
Gray Army Air Field 54 miles to the North and Randolph AFB 50 miles to the Southwest. 
Finally, the approaches to Bergstrom are predominately over unpopulated areas. 

11. CarswelVFt. Worth7s.training air space is inadequate to support the number of fighter 
squadrons proposed. 

1 .  The bombing ranges reachable fi-om Carswell/Ft. Worth are Army controllled, permit 
only limited tactics, and are often unavailable. 

CARSWELL/FT. WORTH 

The primary range used by CarswelVFt Worth for bombing practice is the Falcon range 
on the Ft. Sill Army complex. Because the range is small, only limited tactical maneuvers 
are permitted, limiting the type of training available. The Air Training Command unit 
from Sheppard AFB unit also uses Falcon. An increasing problem is obtaining range time 
for Falcon. Because Falcon Range is part of an Army live fire complex, the k h y  often 
preempts all other use and sometimes even cancels other users on short notice. 

Limited bombing practice can be achieved at Ft. Hood. Ft. Hood is controlled by the 
Army which is sometimes unable to yield time for Air Force training. 

BERGSTROM 

the operational training may be lost because of the need to guard against delays in the CarswelUFt. Worth 
approach. 
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As can be seen fiom Exhbit IV-C and IV-D, Bergstrom has available to it a greater 
variety of bombing ranges. Most improtant are the McMullen ranges - actually two 
ranges. Yankee and Dixie. Yankee is controlled by the Kelly Air National Guard, while 
the Bergstrom Ax Force Reserve controls Dixie. Neither range is in an Army complex, 
meaning access is unlimited and tactical entries can be made fiom the multiple low level 
routes leading to the ranges. Further, because Dixie is controllled by the Air Force 
Reserve, bombing practice is not preempted by any other user or authority. 

Bergstrom has excellent access to Ft. Hood and is 60 miles (1 0 minutes) closer than 
Carswell/Ft. Worth. 

Access to the Peason Tactical range at Ft. Polk is possible fiom Bergstrorr~. Bergstrom is 
70 miles closer to Peason than CarswellEt. Worth, which means 12 minutes more time 
available in support of Army exercises. Because of the traffic flow at DFVI, Ft. Polk is 
difficult to reach from CarswelVFt. Worth. 

2. The number of air combat ranges available from Carswel1fi;t. Worth is inadequate to 
support the number of fighter squadrons proposed for CarswelVFt Worth. 

CARSWELWFT. WORTH 

The Brownwood MOA has quality training airspace and is easily accessible from 
Carswell/Ft Worth. Currently, however, the Navy schedules Brownwood in excess of 
six hours per day for its own use. With the addition of at least another Navy squadron 
using Brownwood and increasing traffic into DFW, use becomes difficult for Atr Force 
use during normal duty hours. The result is that Air Force fighter squadrons based t 
CarsweWt Worth wid be forced to use Rivers MOA and Brady MOA a large percentage 
of the time. The Rivers and Brady MOA's are long distances from Carswell/Ft Worth, 
substantially reducing the operational training and increasing operational costs for air 
combat training. 

BERGSTROM 

Turning to Exh. IV-C and IV-D, Bergstrom/Austin has a number of MOA7s readily 
available to it for air combat training. The Brady MOA is owned by the Air Force 
Reserve and is only a short distance away. Equally close to BergstrodAustin, are the 
Randolph and Chase MOA's. With Navy Chase closed, the Chase MOA's are readily 
availab~d Even the Brownwood MOA can be easily used from BergstrodAustin for joint 
training with the Navy. 

The 45-50 minute enroute time to the Rivers MOA is 45-50 minutes of valuablc air combat training time lost. 
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II. COST SAVINGS 

A. Move the 457th Flying Squadron to Bergstrom 

As discussed above, the Air Force in 1993 estimated that consolidating the '704 FS from 
Bergstrom with the 457 FS at CarswelVFt. Worth would cost $6 million and save $20 
million per year. While these estimates may not be correct, they are usehl for 
comparison. 

The effects of moving the 457FS from Ft. Worth to Bergstrom would be to eliminate the 
$2.5 million per year in overhead incurred by the 301FW in Ft. Worth. Additionally, the 
$2.7 cost for military construction to move 10th Pur Force to Ft. Worth would be saved, 
along with the $300,000 in moving expense. 

A significant savings would result from closing the 301 FW at F't. Worth. First, the Navy 
would save approximately $39 million in construction costs and complete their move to 
Ft. Worth earlier saving additional monies. This $39 million is based on the estimated 
value of the 301 FW facilities using Air Force pricing guide and square footage of the 
facilities Additionally, the 301 FW was allocated $1 8 million in new constnlction (it is 
unknown how much of this allocation has been spent). 

To accommodate the 457 FS at Bergstrom under $4.5 million would be sperit This 
estimate is from the Air Force Reserve and assumes a new operations building would be 
built and a &el storage hangar This estimate is not dependent on the type of airplane 
used by the 457 FS The Bergstrom ramp area of 283,000 sq fi is of sufficient size to 
accommodate 36 F-16's and 8 KC-135's for example There would be a moving cost 
estimated as $1.2 million for moving the 457 FS to Bergstrom 

In Summary, the savings: 

Move the 457 FS Flying Squadron to Austin 
- $2.5 M Overhead saved per year 
- Opportunity Cost $59 M 
- Mil Con at Austin Required - ($4 5M) 

Cost to move single squadron - ($1.2M) 

Savings from 10th Air Force remaining at Bergstrom 
- $2.7 Milcon 
- $.3 moving expense 

Present Value of Overhead and Construction Savings - $8 1.5 million 



Personnel Savings additional $182 million 
(Based on Air Force 1993 estimate of $20 million per year in annual savings.) 

Additional considerations: 

Ft Worth is currently scheduled for 
1 1,500 Reservists 
140 Aircraft + transients and Lockheed 

30 T/O, approach, or landing per hour fiom a single runway in the DF'W traffic area 
(as shown in Exhibit IV-A) 
With so many reservists it will be difficult to recruit. 
With so many reservists it will be difficult to drill. 
Closure of the 301 FW at Ft. Worth will not only save the Navy substantial military 
construction monies, but also save perhaps 2 years in their move completion timing. 

B. Close Homestead 

Homestead ARB has excellent flying airspace. The only negative from an operational 
training view is that there is no Army units located close enou,gh for joint training. 

As previously mentioned,'reopening Homestead ARB is expensive for the United States. 
$88 million in new construction is required. However, the Air Force now proposes 
leaving the 301 st Rescue Squadron at its temporary home of Patrick AFB in Florida. 
Additionally, the kir Force proposes reopening MacDill AFB in Florida and establishing 
an Air Force Reserve unit. Little justification can be made for spending $88 million to 
reopen Homestead as an Air Reserve Base to support one unit. 

In Summary, the savings fiom Homestead closure: 

1. Construction Savings - $73 million. This represents $88 million allocated and the 
almost $1 5 million already spent. See Exhibit IV-D. 
2. Overhead Savings - $5 Myear. As previously indicated, the overhead estimates are 
based on good faith estimates fiom a unit's Base Operating support budget, taking into 
consideration the relative cost of running a unit, savings fiom joint use, and active duty 
associated costs. 
3.  Present Value of Savings - $1 1 8 M 
4. Cost to Close - $7.9 M 
This estimate may be low, but is the estimate provided by the Air Force in their COBRA 
studies. 
5. Additional Personnel Savings, same as Bergstrom (--$220 M). This is the estimated 
manpower savings resulting from closure. This estimate is believed to be high, but is the 
estimate provided by the Air Force for Bergstrom. Homestead manpower costs are at 
least asgreat as Bergstrom. 



C. Summary of Cost Saving. 

Move Carswell to Austin - $8 1.5 million 

Close Homestead - $1 10 million. 

Present Value of Total Overhead Savings for same combat capability - $191.5 
million. 

Additional Personnel Savings -- $400 million. 

U W  Remnse: Alternative Proposal 

Air Force Reawns - The decision to close Bergstrom Air Reserve Station was the 
cuhination of extensive analysis by the Air Force Base Closure Executive Group. 
Carswell NAS ranked higher than Bergstrom in Criterion I , Mission (Flying) 
Requirements, and Criterion II, Facilities. Specifically, Carswell ranked higher than 
Bergstrorn in both Airfield capabilities, and Air Reserve Component (ARC) Operational 
E ~ m e s s .  In addition, Carswell is considered by the AFRES to be much better 
demographically fbr recruiting purposes, and ranks better than Bergstrom in Joint Training 
Opportunities, Training Opportunities (Airspace), and in the cost of bedding down an F- 
16 squadron. 

In its attempt to downsize, the Air Force Reserve fbund it to be more beneficial from a 
fiscal standpoint to close Bergstrom. AFRES plans to draw dawn to four F-16 squadrons 
and consolidate and reduce its infrastructure and BOS costs. In the case of Bergstrom, 
the AFRES is totally responsible fbr the airfield and its operation, versus Carswell, where 
the costs can be shared jointly with the Navy and the Air National Guard. While the 
community's proposal did warrant consideration, it is the Air Force Resenre's opinion that 
closing Bergstrom, and maintaining an AFRES F-16 unit at Carswell is clearly the best 
option. 

ABSG Ujd'ate (10 May 1995): Alternative Proposal 

1. The USAF position is a restatement of what is contained in the Department of the Air 
Force Analysis and Recommendation (Volume V) and the rhetoric used by AFRES as 
stated by Brig. Gen. Bradley in his testimony before the BRACC to justifjr their decision 
to place Bergstrom on the Air Force list. 

2. The statement that Carswell is considered by AFRES to be much better 
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demographically for recruiting purposes does not apparently take into c~onsideration that 
the Austin MSA supports a much smaller guard/reserve population than does the DallasRt 
Worth MSA. NAS Ft Worth is scheduled to have 11,500 resr:rvists assigned. 
Considering the fact that the 924 FW is currently manned at 101% and could be manned 
at a much higher level, it does not appear the unit has any problems attracting reservists. 
Bergstrom has traditionally run 8-10 points higher than Carswell (FY 92 BSM- 
106.4%/FWH-95.6%; FY 93 BSM-98.8?/o/FWH-9 1.0%; FY 94 BSh.1-103.4%RWH- 
92.6%). Another point is that the 924 FW is the only AFWS unit 1ocat.ed between San 
Antonio and Ft Worth. Without this unit, there are a lot of people that would not be able 
to participate in the reserve program without traveling extremely long distances. Another 
factor is that the 301 FW has a policy that all members of that unit must live within 50 
miles of the base. The 924 FW has no such poiicy and as a result allows participation 
from a much larger percentage of the population. 

3 .  In response to the statement about Carswell ranking better in Joint Training 
Opportunities and Training Opportunities (Airspace), that has been shown to be incorrect. 
The 924 FW has at least as good and in many cases better training airspace and 
opportunities than does the 301 FW. 

4. The statement that AFRES plans to draw down to four F-16 squadrons has already 
been addressed. The original plan fiom AFRES was to close the 926 FIV at NAS New 
Orleans and convert the 301 FW to tankers. This leR AFRES with four F-16 squadrons. 
The 926 FW is currentli not funded nor programmed for existence beyond FY 9614. 

5. The statement that AFRES is totally responsible for the airfield and its operation shows 
a basic lack of information. The 924 FW is only responsible j'or the cantonment area and 
win operate the runway, tower, and navaids only until the city takes over in 1996. Once 
again hture changes that impact on our operating costs were not considered. 



* 7EA.M FORT W O R m  Remnse: Alternative Proposal 

4. Page IV-6, paragraph I IA is full of errors. F i  they stated that in 1993, Air Force 
estimated that consolidating the Austin unit to Ft. Worth would cost $6 million and save 
$20 million per year. Later, it is stated that moving the Ft. Worth flying unit to Austin 
would cost $4.5 million. In fact. HO AFRES has identified a $10 million MIU'ON cost 
to relocate the Ft. Worth unit to Austin. Also, note that this paragraph uses the 
unsubstantiated figure of $2.5 million per year overhead at Ft. Worth to suggest a savings 
if the Ft. Worth unit was moved. It fhils to mention that on page tII of this document, 
they show an overhead at Austin of $3.5 million per year. 

5. Page IV-7. The fifth point states that personnel savings of $182 million are - 
wailable based on the Air Force 1993 estimate of $20 million per year in arknual savings. 
GgsuS the rekence is so vague that it is not poss~le to re* to a source document; 
however assuming that the $20 million dollar savings refers to the elimination of the 
support personnel at Bergstrom during the study of cost savings in moving the Austin unit 
to Ft. Worth, the number is not valid if the direction of unit moves is reversed. ~btually, 
there are 3 12 s u ~ ~ o r t  personnel at Austin and 208 at the Air Force Reserve unit in Ft. 
Worth. Obviously. the $20 million firmre referred to the elimination of the lar~er 
personnel package and less savims are accrued if'the smaller Ft. Worth package is 
eliminated. 

Point six is also in error. The latest figures fbr total reservists is 7800 at Ft. Worth 
vice 1 1,500 and 105 aircraft versus 140 plus. (Source?) 

Austin Exhibit IV-A purporting to show 30 TIO, approach, or landing per hour from 
NAS Fort Worth JRB, is factually incorrect .(Source?) 

Austin's statement that it will be difficult to recruit is tiictuaily incorrect. It has been 
the policy of two 301 Fighter Wmg Commanders to intentionally recruit far fewer than our 
recruiting base would allow, in order to preserve positions for members at other units that 
were scheduled to deactivate. The policy has given many highly trained and deserving 
Reservists an opportunity to continue their military careers, while avoiding training costs 
attendant to recruiting off the street. 
5 The ABSG assertion that "with so many reservists it will be diflicult to driil" is 
factually incorrect. Drill schedules have and will continue to be deconflicted when 
appropriate, and co-scheduled when mutually beneficial. There are many advantages . * to g 
Joint Reserve Base. not the least of which are Joint Training opportmes not available in 
Austin 

Austin's assertion that "closure of the 301 FW at Ft. Worth will not only save the Navy 
substantial milrtary construction monies, but also save perhaps 2 years in their move 
completion timing is not only factudy incorrect, exactl~ the omsite is true. The Navy 
was able to const~~ct a very cost effective timetable because of the 301 FW and the 
capabilities it already has in place. The timetable was planned with that in mind. To take 
away what the 301 FW brings to the Joint Reserve Base concept would both &ay the 
existing timetable significantly and increase the cost. The obvious reason is that the Navy 



would have to tear apart an existing Joint infrastructure and replace it. 

7. This paper is not a point by point rebuttal of all inconsistent data found in the subject 
document. Much of the data presented in the document had no source reference; only 
glaring errors were identified. 

8. Most notably, figures on costs at Bergstrom reimbursable to the city following 
establishment of the International M o r t  were missing, probably because they don't exist. 
The net effect of the Air Force Reserve accepting such an arrangement would be the m e  
as signing a blank check over to the city of Austin with nothing guaranteed ;in return. 



ABSG Initial Report (I9 Avrzl1995 

NAS FT. WORTH PROJECTED DAILY OPERATIONAL TEMPO 

ADDITIONAL 
MULTIPLE 

LAUNCH AND APPROACHES/ TOTAL 
RECOVERY LANDINGS EVENTS 

TACTICAL' 

MULTI-ENGTNE 

ROTARY 

, TRANSIENT 
I 

LOCKHEERD 

TOTALS 

' The Tactical projections are based on a survcy of the fighter units involved. The F-16 squadron flies 16 sorties per day on a normal basis. The 
other projections are Navy estimates contained in its Defense Recommendation for Carswell whte paper. Almost 90% of the tactical sorties are dayhght sorties, 
i.e. on 9 out of 10 days these 168+ tactical events will be attempted during normal flylng hours 0830-1630, or 21 tactical events per hour. The remaining 70 events 
would be more evenly spread over the q o r t  horn, or about 6 events per hour. 30 events per hour fiom a single runway are obviously not possible on a normal 
basis. 



TE4M FT WORTH RESPONSE 

NAS FT. WORTH PROJECTED DAILY OPERATIONAL TEMPO1 

ADD'L MULTIPLE 
LAUNCH AND APPROACHES1 TOTAL 
RECOVERY LANDINGS EVENTS 

ABSG Team FtWorth ABSC- Team FtWorth ABSG Team FtWorth 

MULTI-ENGINE 10 10 10 10 20 20 

ROTARY 25 24 5 12 30 36 

LOCKHEED 6 8 ,  2 0 8 8 

TOTALS 169 122 79 76 248 198 

' An pro-ns are based on contacts with units involved. Reduced numbers are the r e d  of imraccurate ABSG information as to the number of units 
relocahg, possessed aircraft of each unit, and actual ops tempo data. Ref telecans, 25 May 1995, with: VMFA-112 and VMFA- 124 (DSN 874-6306), VMFA-20 1 
(8746199, TANG (2-130s (874-6560), Army Reserve (874-6550), TANG CH-47/UH-60s (874-6560), Lockheed (Cornrn 7613619), and NAS FW JRB Transient 
Alert (739-571 9) 
"sing 90.A daylight sortie figure of ABSG, 0830-1630 ilyhg window, yields 14 tactical events per hour (198 x .9@. Smce twoaInp is the average size takeoff 
movement, this number can be reduced by one third, since ATC treats two-shtp takeoff as single event for trafsrc purposes. 'Ihl, yields 10 evenW. 

MontMy average is 198, of which 7% occut durmg weekend, yielding I .65 a i r d  per week day (rounded up LatR = 4) 



SUMMARY OF BERGSTROM TACTICAL  AIRSPACE^^ 
ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995 vs. 1"EAM FORT WORTH Review 

DESCRIPTION AVAlLABILITY 

Could easily support more 
The Kelly Guard controls Yankee, squadrons. The active duty 
while the Bergstrom Reserve controls Air Force at Randolph also 
Dixie. The ranges are good used Dixie in cooperation 
conventional ranges and have a 

untenable for modern air combat training. 
Kingsville 3: 134 nm 

" ABSG &stances to closest edge. TEAM FORT WORTH distances to area centroid 



SUMMARY OF BERGSTROM TACTICAL AIRSPACE 

ABSG Initial Report (I9 April I995 vs. TEAM FORT WORTH Review 

AREA DESCRIPTION 

J 

Will become major support 
area for exercises. 

Range closed in August 1992. No 
plan to reopen to high performance 
aircraft. 

DISTANCE 

Peason 
Range 

Peason Ridge 
Range 

range - Shoal Creek. South Ft. Hood 
has a live bombing area. The Army 

AVAILABILITY 

Good tactical range in western 
Lousiana. The new Army Medium 
conflict exercise are. Ft. Polk. 
Range closed in August 1992. 

p 

225 nrn 

241 nrn 



SUMMARY OF BERGSTROM TACTICAL AIRSPACE 

ABSG initial Report (1 9 April 1995 vs. TEAhd FORT WORTH Review 

DESCRIPTION AVAILABILITY 

Additionally, the FAA 
preempts military use 

priority given to units based at the 
exceed requirements of modern day air Navy Fort Worth Joint Reserve 

controls. It is close and easy 



SUMMARY OF BERGSTROM TACTICAL AIRSPACE 

ABSG Initial Report (1 9 A-pril I995 vs. TEAM FORT WORTH Review 

DESCRIPTION AVAILABILITY 

limited vertical block is untenable for 

Crystal 
MOA 

Crystal 
MOA 

J 

modern day air combat training. 

The Crystal MOA is large, with the 
biggest altitude block of any MOA in . 

Texas 

The Crystal MOA is an adequate MOA, 
with a veritcal block fiom 6,000' MSL 
to FL 450. 

130 nm 

160 nm 

would have limited availability to 
these MOAs. 
Crystal is used and controlled by 
the Kelly Air National Guard, and 
accordingly is normally available 
However, its distance from 
Bergstrom makes it a second 
choice. 
TEAM FORT WORTH concurs 
with the ABSG statement 
regarding Crystal avaiiabiti. 

m 



ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

ABSG 

"Austin Update May 10, 1995" 

Point / Counterpoint 



ABSG Uvdccte NO May 1995: General Statement 

The City of Austin has provided the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
(DBCRC) with detailed'inforrnation over the last month to support itsfirmly held position 
that the Bergstrom Air Reserve Station PARS) cantonment area should not be shut 
down. In fact, the City's position is that the BARS should be expanded to hrther enhance 
the Department of Defense's financial Return on Investment while providing strong 
Military Value per the DBCRC's criteria. The hllowing outlines our current evaluation 
with regard to that criteria: 

II1.SQM FORT WORTH Resmnse: General Statement (Cornmun ity responds) 



ABSG Update ('1 0 Ma! 1995): The Law and the Promise. 

A. The Law and the Promise. 

1. The 1991 BRAC Law; "The Air Force Reserve units shall remain in a 
cantonment area $the base is converted to a civilian airport. If no decision on 
a civilian airport is reached by June 1993, the Resen~e units will be 
redistributed. If the Reserve units stay but the airport is not an economically 
viable entity by the end of 1996, these units would alro be distributed." 

a. Citizens of Austin voted May 1, 1993, 6396 to .37% to move the municipal 
airport to Bergstrom site. 

b. Plans call for City's Aviation Department to move 4 cargo operations to 
Austin-Bergstrom International Airport (A-BIA) h~ October 1996 and to 
assume majority of operating expenses. 

c. All air operations will move to A-BL4 by end of 1998 and Aviation 
Department and FAA will assume glJ operating expenses. 

2. The Air Force's 1992 Promise: In a special meeting of'the City Cotrncil on 
February 21, 1932, James F. Boatright, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Military 
Installations, USAF, 'told the citizens of Austin that, "Clur plan is still, and will 
remain, and uur planning eforts will be toward operating that unit at Bergstrom 
assuming that there is going to be an airport." and again, "Certainly, we ~ la r ld  
lih to see an airport there because then we could leave the unit right where it is. 
But that's yaur decision, the community's decision, horuever you decide it we'll 
make it work for the Department of the Air Force." 

3. The 1993 BRAC Law: 'B~ergstrom cantonment area wiN remain w e n  and the 
704th Fighter Squadron ( m S )  with its F-16 aircraJrt and the 92'4th Fighter 
Group (AFRES) support units remain at the Bergstrom cantonment area until at 
least the end of 1996. 

a. At April 6, 1995 BRAC visit, Commissioner Cox pointed out that the 1993 
law reafkned the 1991 law that the unit would remain if Austin met the 
stated conditions. 

4. Regional Corrosion Control Facility (RCCIF) 

a. 1991 BRAC Iaw: "The Regtonal Corrosion Control Facility will remain if it 
continues to be economical for the ,4ir Force to operate it there. " 

1. Most environmentally advanced airplane stripping and painting facility 
in the Air Force. 

2. Saves Air Force between $1.5 and $2.0 million a year over cost of 
100 aircraft at depot. 



5. In 1993, Commissioner McPherson referred to "an inherent ninth criteria, 
which is that the United States doesn't break its word or this Commission ought 
not to break its word or to cooperate in the breahng of the word." 

a. Citizens of Austin have upheld every aspect of the requirements for 
keeping the Resewes at Bergstrom Air Reserve Station (BIWS). 

b. The master plan and costs for A-BIA have been greatly dected by 
the 430 ac. cantonment area and other needs of the Air Force 
Reserves. 

c. Construction has begun on south access road for the cantoxunent 
area ($3.7 mil) and utilities rerouting ($464,897, thus far). 

d. City has committed $600,000 directly to the Reserves for the 
cantonment area (over and above utilities rerouting and other costs). 

27BMMIRT WORTHResmnse: The Law and the Promise. 

A. The Law and the Pnnnist. 





ARSG Update (10 May 1995): BARS' Military Value to Nation. 

B. BARS' Military Value to Nation. 

1.  AFRES's F-16's primary mission of close air support for ground troops is 
supported by BARS 3 to 4 times more than any other unit because of it's.close 
proximity to the "largest army fort in the fiee world", Ft. Hood. (The oniy 
AFRES unit located in such close proximity to an Army fort.) 

2. 924th FW accomplishes mission 

a. 704th FS part of team which won first place in "Long Shot '95" 
competition just completed at Nellis AFB, Nev. This competition included 
units fiom the AF and AFRES. 

b. 924th FW flew over Bosnia as part of "Deny Flight" for six weeks in 
March of 1995 without a single sortie canceled due to mechanical or 
equipment failure. 

7EAh4 FORT WOR21I Re-: BARS' Military Value to Nation 

B. BARS' Mhtiuy Value to Nation. 

1 .  BARS does noC support close air support missions 3 to 4 times more than any 
other unit. The 457 FS supported 65% more close air support missions to Ft. Hood 
than the 704 FS for the time period July 1994 through March 16, 1 9 9 ~ ~ ~ .  

There were over 200 total missions scheduled for the Ft. Hood Tadical Range in the 
time period stated above. The 704 FS flew 20 scheduled close air support missions to 
Ft. Hood during this time. The 457FS Bew 33 scheduled close air support missions to 
Ft. Hood chqhg this time. 

The 457 FS a h  flew 38 missions to Fort Sill fiom September 1994 through May 
1995" (a five month period). The 704 FS / 924 FW did not support any CAS 
missions to Fort Sill. The catdid location of NAS FW, JRB uniquely positions 
assets so as to acheive maximum on-station and off-station joint training opportunities 
with Army units at 6 4  Fort Sill and Fort Hood. 

BARS is not tbe only other unit located in such close proximity to an Army fort. The 
704 FS is W e d  approximately 65 miles fiom Ft. Hood. The 457 FS is  85 miles from 
Ft Hood. If flown direct at fighter speeds, it would take an extra 2.5 minutes to amve 
h, Ft. Worth than it would from Austin. Additionally, to get maximum training on 

'' Appendix (005): 3 ASOG Close Air Support Summary. Excluding August and September due to lack of 
data from 3 ASOG. 

Fort Sill Scheduler (MSgt Taylor) DSN 639-2300. 
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close air support missions, low level routes are usually flown to tactical ground ranges. 
Them are no military training routes (MTR's) which lead directly &on] Austin to Ft. 

If the 704 FS were to use an MTR it would drastically increase their distance 
b& going to and departing Ft. Hood range. The 457 FS uses two MTR's which run 
almost directly to Ft. Hood making 85 miles a realistic mrmber. The 457 FS is the 
originator of tbese low levels, specifidy designed for use with the Fort Hood MOA. 
Fighter units stationed at Bergstrom ARS have no advantage Ebr Fort Hood composite 
training than units positioned at Navy FW, IRB. 

2. '924th FW accomplishes mission.. . ." 

a. It is an accurate s&temetlt that the "704th FS was patt of team 
which won fu?rt w e e  in Long Shot '95". However, Part 11, Section 

(Austin Update May 10, 1995), has greivous and misleadmg 
statements concerning the 924 FW / 704 FS. This item will be 
apprmeiy addressed. 

b. Usny other Air Reserve Component (ARC) forces, including the 
301 FW / 457 FS, have also contributed to real world 
conhgemies, with equal success rates. TEAM FORT WORTH 
congrahrJates all ARC fbrces for the dedication and sacrifice they 
have made- 

'' Appendix (006): DOD AP/lB Chart, MTR's - Central US 
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ABSG Update (10 Mqv 199.5): BARS', an economical locale for Air Force Reserves. 

C. BARS', an economical locale for Air Force Reserues. 

1. Cost to operate declining due to collocation on civilian airport. 

2. Collocation of addition units, both AFRES and other DOD, possible cm 
existing cantonment area and in existing facilities. 

3. Savings of significant MILCON funds and other DOD costs with collocation of 
additional AFXES units to BARS. 

T W  FORT WOR TH Res-wnse: BARS', an economical locale.. . 

C. BARS'. an economic locak for Air Force Resews.  



ABSG Update fl 0 May J 995): Economic Impact on Austin. 

D. Economic Impact on Austin 

1. Significant cost associated with design of A-BL4 around cantonment area. 
(Austin will see no return on investment if Reserves leave.) 

2. '91 Base Reahgnment and Closure already cost Austin: 3,870 militiuy 
and 1,256 civilian jobs, directly, 6,628 military dependents; and 
approximately $330,000,000 per year. 

TEAM FORT WORTH Resvonse: Economic Impact on Austin. 

D. Economic Impact on Austin. 



ABSG Update ( I  0 May 1995): BARS' can support any mission. 

E. BARS' can support any mission 

1. Bergstrom Air Force Base was butlt as a SAC base and the current Reserve 
"wet" ramp and hangers (3) located in the BARS were built for KC-135's to 
support the B-52s. 

2. Local ranges and MOAs provide h t  class training areas for all type aircraft. 

TEeM FORT WORTH Res~ome: BARS' can support any mission. 

E. BARS' can support my mission. 



ABSG Update (10 Mq 1995): BARS' Environmental Statement. 

F. Bergstrom Air Reserve Station is one of only two locations in all of AITRES 
which is in an environmental attainment area. 

llEAMFORT W O R ~ ~ ~ e :  BARS' Environmental Statement. (Community 
=W-ds) 

ABSG U~date 0 0  M q  1995) Section II, Paragraph ,I: An Accurate Assessment.. . 

An accurate assessment of the facilities and training areas available is reflected in the 924 FW 
first place finish in Long Shot '95 Long Shot is a composite force employment competition 
between teams of the general purpose Numbered Air Forces. Long Shot is conducted as a low 
costlshort notice, come as you are war, involving rni?~zrnal trai11ingpreparatic7n for execation. 
The objective of Long Shot is bombs on-target-on-time with no losses. The missions involve 
high speed, low level ingress to a scoreable target for MI scale weapons delivery while 
countering a myriad of surface to air threats utilizing electronic threat emitters and engaging 
adversary air fighters (LOWAT). After successf%lly striking the target the palticipants must 
egress their way through the threats, thus exercising the skills required in a combat scenario. 
Based on the 924 FW first place finish the community's assessment of training areas appears 
accurate. . 

T W F O R T  WORTH Response; An Accurate Assessment... 

The statement above is typical of the halfttuths and distortion of operational factors presented 
thr01.1- ABSG h h g s .  The descriptron of the Long Shot competition is camplete and 
ammate. The caqai t ion  was an excellent indicator of combat mission readiness in that it 
was a "come as yw are war". However, the phrase "...924 FW first place fhkh in Long Shot 
'95" would lead most readers to believe the 924FW won first plsce in the Long Shot '95  - 
competition. Ho wever... 

The !XM EW were m m k s  of the first place team and contributed to that team's success. The 
924 FW, along with other reserve and active duty units comprised the winning team. Altbough 
not mentioned in the ABSG statement, the winning team also included the 301FW. 

The Long Shot judges individually evaluated units on each team and assigned points based on 
rsombs on target on time". The total points for each team was the cumulative of each units 
point total. The 457 FS tallied 800 points out of a possible 800 points, for a 1W/o combat 
ef3xtivmsY. The 704 FS tallied 475 points out of 800 points available for a 59% mmht 

The 704 FS finished 1 1 th out of  27 competing units. The 457 PS scored 
higher than all USAF reserve, and guard contestants! These results placed the 457 FS among 

" Appeedix (007): 12 AF Long Shot '95 Summary. 
39 Ibid 



four units with a lW? success rate (other aircrafl were two F-117 and one B-IB). The 457 
FS unit was the or& F-16 unit to achieve a lOOOm success rate. 
In ABSG styk, an accurate assessment of Long Shot '95 rtsults shows the 924 FW f(u:iJitics 
and training artas available to be 5996 effective when compared to the 301 FW feties and 
training. 

The ABSG owes the 301 F W  / 457 FS and 924 FW 1 704 FS Long Shot competitors an 
apology for their portrayal of the Long Shot '95 rtsulta. 

ABSG Update f l 0  Mqv J 9 9 3  Section ID: Return on Investment. 

A. City of  Austin Costs 

1. $600,000 Invested to Date 

2. Changes to Accommodate Cantonment Area 

a. Different terminal location 

b. More demolition required 

c. Utilities rerouted to cantonment are - $465,000 

d. Greater distance between runways 

e. Second runway 9,000'vice 7,000' 

f. New cross taxiway 

g. South access road for Reserves (under construction )-$3.25Pvi 

h. Joint fire fighting facility (under construction)-$2.3h4 

i. Moving cargo in 19%. Prior to I 998 full airport opening will cost $1M 
per year. 

j. Sunk cost at former proposed Manor site-$10M 

B. Costs at Austin-Bergstrom 

1. Air Force Analysis 

'When the Base Closure Commission closed Bergstrom AFB in 1991, the Air 
Force offered the City of Austin the option of moving its commercial airport to 
Bergstrom. As previously discussed, hh. Boatright, Deputy Secretary of the Air 
Force, Installations, told the City of Austin that the Air Force Reserve unit 
would remain at Bergstrorn if the City of Austin elected to use Bergstrom as its 
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commercial airport. The 1991 and 1993 BRACC rb,ports and related statutes 
define the City of Austin and Air Force obligations. 

It is reasonable to expect that between the time of closure of Bergstrom in 
1993 as an active duty Air Force Base and 19%, when the City of Austin 
assumes operation, that the costs of running Bergstrom as an Air Reserve Base 
would be relatively high. It is also reasonable to expect that the cost of 
maintaining an Air Force Reserve unit as a tenant at Austin-Bergstrom after 
19% would be substantially reduced. The heightened costs associated with the 
period 1993-1996 are expected costs of defense conversion. It should come as no 

surprise, therefore, that 1994 and 1995 represent the peak costs of the Air Force 
Reserve at Austin. 

Notwithstanding common sense, the Air Force in its cost analysis of Bergstrom has 
used 1994 as its benchmark year. Extrapolating 1994 costs over 20 years is not 
only inappropriate, but potentially misleading. 

In its response of April 29, the Air Force implies that the Austin Citizens group is 
challengmg the operation of the financial computer program DOD uses in its 

BRACC deliberations - the "COBRA" model. However, the quarrel is not 
with the operation of COBRA, but rather the implementation by Air Force. It is 
difficult - and unnecessary - to criticize the Air Force implementation, because the 
Air Force failed to state or provide its assumptions and inputs into the COBRA 
model. 

The analysis below, while simplistic, should be accurate for comparison of 
alternative locations. Further, the assumptions and inputs are stated so that 
they can be objectively and criticaiiy analyzed. 

2. 1994 Costs 

The costs associated with the Air Force Reserve can be categorized as: (1) 
fixed overhead costs, (2) pasomel overhead costs; and (3) costs of military 
operation. The costs associated with militq operation, category (3), are not to 
be considered in BRACC analysis. Category (1) was reviewed in detail in 
past presentations to the BRACC by Austin Citizens group. Categc~ries (1) and (2) 
comprise the "overhead" or "Base Operating Support" Costs (BOS) in Air Force 
jargon. 

a. Fixed Overhead Costs 

The current fixed overhead costs provided to the Austin Citizens 
Group was approximately $3.8 million for 1995. In 19%, these costs 
are reduced by about $400,000 when the City of Austin asstunes the 
cost of operating the navigational aids and air traffic control 
(ATCALS). Further, as the Air Force Reserve cantonment ,area shrinks 
from 3500 acres as an active duty base to 300 acres, many oFits fixed 
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costs are reduced. For example, the utility costs are a dominant cost in 
fixed costs and utility costs are expected to reduce over $200,000 in 

1995 alone compared to 1994. Fixed overhead costs while close to $4 
d o n  in 1994, should be reduced to about $3 million by 1998 when 
full commercial operations begin at Austin-Bergstrom. 

b Personnel Overhead Costs. 

The total civilians, employed in 1994 in nonmilitary positions at Austin- 
Bergstrom was about 290. Of this amount, about 55 were employed 
as security police 55 for fire protection, and 100 were part of civil 

engineering. Between 1993, when the Active Duty Air Force left and 
1996, the start of commercial cargo activities at Austin-Hergstrom, a 
large number of civilians were required. For example, the AF Reserve 
must provide around the clock fire protection for not d y  flying 
activities, but also structural fires for the over 3000 acres and buildmpp 
of the former Air Force Base. Similarly, a large number of civil 

engineen and planners are required to vacate Air Force buildings, assist 
the City of Austin with construction plans, and oversee construction in 
the 300 acre Reserve cantonment area. 

3. 1998-Joint Use Plan 

a. City of Austin Responsibilities 

In 1996 the City of Austin begins commercial cargo operations at the 
Austin-Bergstrom ab$ort. In 1998, full commercial operation at Austin- 
Bergstrom will begin with the closing, with Austin's current airport Robert 
Mueller. 

Collocation at a joint use facility is a signdicant financial benefit to the Air 
Force, although it is ditficult to quane.  Examples include the following. 

1. Assumption of the cost to operate air traffic control and 
navigational aids. Currently, the Air Force spends about $400,000 
per year and this number will be reduced to about $10,000 per, year 

by 1998. 
2. The cost of maintaining a 12,000 foot runway IS substantial. By 
1998 the City of Austin will not only assume maintenance 
responsibility, but wiU have added a 9000 foot parallel runway. 
3. The cost of noise abatement and community relations is a 
substantial cost to the Air Force at its operating locations. The City 

of Austin will assume responsibility after 19%. 
4. Utility provision is expensive infrastructure. The City of Anstin is 
undertaking extensive capital improvements to provide water, 

waste, electricity, and gas to the Military cantonment area at 
Austin-Bergstrom. 

, 5. The City of Austin has undertaken the responsibility of providing 
access roads construction and maintenance into the Military 
cantonment area. 

b. Tenant Units 



Cwrently, there are many tenant U.S. government units either located at Austin- 
Bergstrom, or with pending written requests to relocafe to Austin-Bergstrom. If the 
Air Force Reserve were to abandon Austin-Bergstrom as the host IN&., these tenant 
units would have to make alternative costly arrangements. For r:xample, the Air 
Force has proposed moving Tenth Air Force to N.4S Ft. Worth at a military 
construction cost of $2.5 million and a relocation cost of $4.4 million, for a totai of 
$7.1 million. As presented to the BRACC on its site visit to Austin on April 6, the 
RCCF is a state of the art aircrafi strip and paint facility that by Air Combat 
Command's own estimate save the Air Force about $2 million per year. 

Without the support of the Air Force Reserve for security, fire, adnlinistration, 
ground equipment, etc. the viability of the RCCF would be in doubt. 

Tenant Mission Military Manning 

Headquarters Tenth Air Command over assigned 140 
Force, AF Reserve Reserve Units 

Army National Guard Helicopter Unit, located at 450 
current Austin airport 

US Navy NR Seal Delivery Currently in place at Austin- 300 
Vehicle Teams 1 & 2 Bergstrom 

G5 M-Force Up Navy Request pending * 18.2 

Ground Combat Readiness Ground combat training and 1013 
Center, AF Reserve drug interdiction 

Regional Corrosion Control ACC state of the art aircraft 13 
Facility (RCCF) strip and paint facility (+ 100 Civ) 

NASA NASA operate 3 ER-2, 41 
aircrafi for will operate about 
170 days per year 

Texas Headquarters Civil Assist Air Force and FAA in 40 
Air Patrol search and rescue 

DOD Investigative Services Security Investigations,, 7 
Industrial Security, etc.. 

ROTC Unk. of Texas 6 

4. Year 2000 Estimated C m  

a. Fixed Overhead Costs 

As previously discussed, the fixed overhead for the Air Force Reserve is estimated 
to reduce to approximately $3.2 million per year by 1998. This is primarily due to 
the assumption of air traffic control, navigational aid, nlnway mainte:nance and 
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other idfastructure expenses and a reduction in utility expenses as the Air Force 
tums buildings over to the City of Austin and shrinks into its 300 acre cantonment 
area. 

b. Personnel Overhead Costs 

Personnel costs are difiicult to estimate. The 1994 number of non-military civilians 
is about 290. This number will reduce gradually over the next five years for several 
reasons. 

First, the City of Austin wdl assume responsibility for structural fires. 
This relieves the Air Force from 24 hour per day lire protection 

services. Instead the Air Force will provide an augmentation fire 
protection service during Air Force flying operations. 
Second, Air Force currently maintains a large civil engineering staff to 

support the transfer of land and facilities to the City of Austin and the 
construction of the Reserve cantonment area and the approximately $13 
million in military construction. 

Third, the Air Force Reserve currently incurs the total cost for 
security of the cantonment area. With the addition of tenant units, 
memorandums of understanding are currently in negotiation for 
contributions from tenant units for the cost of security. This may be 
in the form of manpower or direct expense, but will in any  event reduce 

the effective Cost of security of the Air Force Reserve. 

For these reasons, the effective overhead personnel costs are conservativeIy 
estimated at about 225 by the year 2000. Because the Air Force has not provided 
any of its assumptions or inputs into its COBRA financial model, it is difficult to 
estimate the approximate costs associated with overhead personnel or the reduction 
savings. However, in 1993 the Air Force did provide its inputs for its COBRA 
financial model and used a cost 
factor of about $42,000 per head inclusive of salary, benefits, and burden. 

1998 Fixed 1994 Personnel 1998 Personnel Total 1998+ 
Overhead Overhead Overhead Overht:ad Costs 

Air Force $8 m $12+M $1 2+bA $2.1 h1 
Estimate 

Connect $3.2 h4 $12+M $9.4-M $12.5 M 
Estimate 

*BOS or fixed overhead budgets were obtained fi.om the 924 FW as about $3.9 h4 
in 1994 with the reductions discussed above for a 1998: estimate of $3.2 M. The 

' Air Force estimate of $8 M is dficult to understand because no assumptions or 
inputs are provided by the Air Force, but appears to include about S.2.5 M in active 
duty man days for military reservists. 

C. Cost Comparison 



1. Cost Factors for Reserve Unit 

a. Fixed Overhead Costs 

Fixed overhead cost appear to be fady consistent among reserve units. As 
expected, stand-alone units such as Homestead, Gnssom, March, and Willow 
Grove are the highest, but not sigd~cantly. A unit collocated at a Joint use 
field, such as Bergstrom, are slightly higher then a unit located at an active duty 
base, such as Luke or Hill. 

b. Personnel Overhead Costs 

Here again, stand-alone units such as Homestead, (iri.,som, March, and Willow 
Grove are the highest, while a unit located at an active duty base:, such as Luke 
or Hill are the lowest. A unit collocated at a Joint use field, such as Bergstrom, 
are mid-range. 

The numbers used in the analysis below are (1) actual numbers firom stand alone 
units; and (2) estimates from units located at active duty bases. 'The estimates 
for overhead personnel for a unit at an active duty base are onty rough 
approximations. For example, the Air Force Reserve unit at Lulte AFl3 has only 
about 30 personnel on its payroll in the '%xed overhead or BO!', category. 
However, the Air Force uses a planning number of about 8% of total military for 
overhead personnel planning, plus special categories. For a 1200 military 
reserve unit, therefore, about 100 overhead personnel are estimated for 
additional support - e.g. supply, fire protection, security, administration, 
recreation, billeting, etc. For stand-alone units we estimate about 100 personnel 
in the overhead category. 

c. Construction/Opportunity Costs 

The Austin BRACC Study Group collected the current construction costs for 
the services at the various AFRES locations. In our analysis "opportunity cost" 
is taken as the construction cost savings to the U.S. taxpayer if the listed AFRES 
location were to close. For example, at Homestead $88 million in new 
construction projects are planned and $1 5 million has been spent. At 
AustinlBergstrom, $1 3 d o n  in new construction is authorized and $2 million 
has been spent. At Ft. Worth (Carswell), the Navy saves $39 d o n  in 
construction costs and the Air Force saves about $20 million if the Air Force 
Reserve at Ft. Worth were to close or relocate. At Phoenix (Luke AFB), 
although the value of the AFRES facilities are close to $50 million, only $20 
million of new construction is planned in the next 2 years. 

2. Alternative Location Cost Comuarison 

Fixed Overhead 1994 Personnel 2000 Paormel Opportunity 
($ millions) Overhead Overhead Costs 

Grissom ARB $4 360 360 0 



March ARB $4 400 450 0 

Willow Grove $3 300 300 0 

Carswell ARB $2.8 325 100 60 M 

Homestead ARB $4.0 300 300 73 M 

Bergstrom ARB $3.2 290 225 11 M 

Luke AR $2.8 100 100 20 M 

Hill AR $2.8 100 160 0 

3. Timing of Potential Savinm (Criteria 5) 

The BRACC procedure correctly recognizes that near term siiving~ are more favorable and 
less speculative than long term savings. A frve year present value analysis on the above 
comparison reveals that Austin-Bergstrom is a cost effective location. 

5 Year Net Present Value . 
I 

Grissom ARB 
March ARB 
Willow Grove 
Carswell ARB 
Homestead ARB 
Bergstrom ARS 
Luke AR 
Hill AR 

Annual Overhead opportunity Costs Present Value 

*Using a discount rate of 4.5%, as currently set by OSD, and a 5 year cost recovery 
period. 4.5% discount rate is below the cost of funds of the 1J.S. governrrlent - using a 
realistic discount rate would be more favorable to Bergstrom. 

Cost to closure has not been considered, but would make the Austin location look 
subs tan^ more favorable. The Air Force in their COBRA analysis estimated the cost to 
close AustinBergstrom at $13 miliion and the cost to close Miarni/Homestead at $7.9 
million. Obviously, the cost to close Fort Worth, Phoenix, New Orleans, or Salt Lake City 
would be substantialiy less than Austin or Miami because they would remain as operating 
DOD facilities. 



4. 20 Year Savings !Criteria 4) 

20 Year New Present Value 

Annual Overhead Opportunity Costs Present Value 

Grissom ARB 
March ARB 
Willow Grove 
Carswell ARB 
Homestead ARB 
Bergstrom ARS 
Luke AR 
Hill AR 

*Using a discount rate of 4.5% as currentiy set by OSD, and a 20 year cost recovery period. 

Even using a 20 year analysis period, Austin-Bergstrom is a cost effective location. 

T W  FORT WORTH Res-mme Section III: Return on Investment. 

0 





FPLAN vers ion 9.3: FLIGHT PLAN and LOG route: BSMlA form: FH70STD 
Ref: IF- l6C-1 F100-PW-220 engine, M i l  Climb, Subsonic Cruise 
....................................................................................... 

CLEARANCE I TAKE-OFF, CLIMB, CRUISE DATA 

I 
I Climb: 28000 Cruise: 4521 

I tenp: -40C wind: 

I FF: 2950 
....................................................................................... 

FREQUENCIES 

DEP FIELD DATA I TOT DIST ( TOT ETE I TOT FUEL 

TP ROUTE FREP LA1 MH DIST CAS ETE ATA FUEL 
FIX LON MC GS ETA 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
001 STTO 35 N3011.85 I I I 1 +OO+OO 1 I 1500 

KBSM W09740.98 1 I I 1 0O:OO:OO 1 1 10210 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - ~ ~ - - ~ ~ - ~ - - ~ - - - - - ~ ~ - ~ - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - -  

L / O  a 28000 N 2932.78 ( 147 ( 30 1 300C 1 +03+51 ) 1 576 

U09750.22 1 147 1 30 1 4526 ( 00:03:51 1 1 9634 
----------------------.--------------I----- l-------- l------ l---------- [------I---.----- 
002 S/D: N 2700.00 1 147 1 181 ( 300C ( +24+02 1 1 1181 

V-228 U09600.00 1 147 1 211 1 4525 1 00:27:53 1 1 8453 
- - -------------------- . - ------------- I - ---- l - - ------ l - - ----  1 - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - -  

004 35 N 3011.85 1 330 / 190 I 300C 1 +24+05 1 1 1026 
KBSM U09740.98 1 330 1 423 1 4746 1 02:08:06 1 1 1002 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - -  
Star t ing Configuration: 

1 Gun ( f u l l )  
2 Chaf f / f lares 
2 370 ga l lon  tank w i th  pyton (3/7 empty o r  w i th  miss i les)  

2 AIM-9L, M (1 ,9 )  

APPENDIX (002) FPLAN DATA 

A-002- 1 



FPLAN version 9.3: FLIGHT PLAN and LOG route: BSMlB form: FH70STD 
Ref: IF-16C-1 F100-PU-220 engine, M i l  Climb, Subsonic Cruise 
....................................................................................... 

CLEARANCE I TAKE-OFF, CLIMB, CRUISE DATA 

I 
1 Clinh: 28000 Cruise: 4527 
I  tenp: -40C uind: 

I  FF: 2950 
....................................................................................... 

FREQUENCIES 

DEP FIELD DATA I TOT DlST 1 TOT ETE 1 TOT FUEL 

TP RWTE FREQ L AT HH DlST GAS ETE ATA FUEL 
F I X  LON GS ETA nc . 

001 STTO 35 N3011.85 1 1 I ) +OO+OO 1 I  1500 
KBSM U09740.98 1 I  I  1 0O:OO:OO 1 I  10210 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - I - - ~ - ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ - ~ - ~ - - - - - - ~ - ~ - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ -  

004 35 N 3011.85 1 330 1 189 1 300C ) +23+53 I 1 1037 
KBSM U09740.98 1 330 1 423 1 47413 1 01:56:06 1 1 2084 

-------------------------------------I-----l-------- [ - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - . I - - - - - - - - -  
Starting Configuration: 

1 Gun ( f u l l )  
2 Chaff/f lares 
2 370 galLon tank n i t h  pylon (3/7 enpty or u i t h  missiles) 
2 AIM-9L, H (1,9) 



FPLAN version 9.3: FLIGHT PLAN a d  LOG route: BSWU form: FM~OSTD 
Ref: IF-16C-1 F100-PU-220 engine, M i  1 Climb, Subsonic Cruise 
* * * * * * * * * * * *w****** * * * * * * * * * * *~c~**w**~~**rm**m****** * * * * *~w*****w~ 

1 TAKE-OFF, CLIMB, CRUISE DATA 

I 
I Climb: 28000 Cruise: 4527 

, 1 t-: -40C wind: 

I FF: 2544 
................................................................................... 

FREQUENCIES 

DEP FIELD DATA I TOT DlST ( TOT ETE I TOT FUEL 
I-.----------I.--.--------I--.---.---.---.*.* 

TP RWTE FREP LA1 MU DlST CAS ETE ATA FUEL 
F I X  LON n c ,  GS ETA 

---- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - -*- . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -*- . - - - - - -  

001 STTO 35 N3011.85 1 I I ( +OO+OO ( I 1200 
KBSM W9740.98 I 1 I 1 0O:OO:OO 1 1 7650 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ( - - ~ ~ ~ l . - ~ - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - ~ - - ~  
L/O 8 28000 N 2937.82 1 147 1 24 1 300C 1 +02+57 ( I 437 

~ 7 5 3 . 9 7  1 147 1 24 ) 4526 1 00:02:57 1 I n i 3  
- - . - - - - - - . - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - ~ - - - . - - ~ . - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - . { - - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
002 S/D: N 2mo.00 i 147 i 187 j ~ O O C  1 +24+5i 1 I 1054 

U- 228 U09600.00 1 147 ( 211 1 4526 1 00:27:48 1 1 6159 
- - - - - . - - - - - - * - - - - * - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - I - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - * * - . ~ - - . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

O O " i l C "  N 2700.00 1 149 1 0 I 450C 1 +54+30 1 1 3867 

W9600.00 1149 ( 211 14806 101:22:18 1 1 2292 
---- - - -----------------------------~-----~-~~~~~~~------~----------~----- .~---~~~~~~ 

L/O 8 31000 N2729.10 1 3 3 0 1  1 9 [ 3 0 O C (  +02+161 1 307 
U09542.53 1330 1 230 (4746 101:24:34 1 I 1985 

----.--------------------.---.-------I-----l-------- 1------1----.---.-1-.----I--------- 
OM 3s N 301 1 .as 1 a o  1 193 1 3ooc 1 +24+24 1 1 962 

KBSM U09740.98 1 330 ( 423 ( 4746 1 01:48:58 ( 1 1042 
----.-----------------------------.--I--.-*l---*----(------l---..--.--l---.--(--.-.--.- 
Start ing Conf fgurrt ion: 

1 Gun (full) 

2 Chaff/f lares 
2 AIM-PL, M (1.9) 
1 300 gallon tank with pylon (4/6 empty) 



FPLAN version 9.3: FLIGHT PLAN and LOG route: BSM2B form: FW'IOSTD 
Ref: IF-16C-1 F1W-PU-220 engine, M i l  C l i n b ,  Subsonic Cruise 
**?*******t*******t*CH*tt**tC*eHtt*eHn*H*H-t..H***W*m*****H*****H* 

( TAKE-OFF, CLIMB, CRUISE DATA 

I 
IClinb:28M10 Cruise: 45211 
1 tamp: -40C wind: 

I FF: 2544 
************C******C**C**C*******1t**Ir*H*H*H**t1,*C*t***+t****************C********** 

FREWENCIES 

DEP FIELD DATA 1 TOT DlST ( TOT ETE I TOT FUEL 
I------------I------------[----------------*- 
1 423 1 1+35+59 1 6756 

***************************H******C****HC,**tC*******C**C***************C************ 

TP ROUTE F REQ LA1 WH DlST CAS ETE ATA FUEL 
F I X  LOW n c .  GS ETA 

002 S/D: N ~m0 .00  I 147 I 187 I 3 0 0 ~  1 +24+51 1 1 1054 
U- 228 UO9600.00 ( 147 1 211 ( 452G 1 00:27:48 1 1 6159 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ p ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - - - . - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - . - . ~ ~ ~ - ~  

OO~+: 
N 2700.00 1 149 1 0 I 450C ( +41+30 1 I 2785 

UO9600.00 ( 149 1 211 1 4806 1 01:09:18 1 1 3374 
-.-----------------------------------I-----l--------l------/----------l------l--------- 

L/O a ~ i o o o  N z n 9 . s  I u o  I 20 I 3 0 0 ~  1 +02+26 ( I 326 

U09543.13 1 330 1 231 ) 4746 1 01:11:44 ) I 3048 
- - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ . - - - - ~ ~ ~ ~  
004 35 N 3011.85 1 330 ( 192 1 300c 1 +24+15 1 1 954 

KBSM U09740.98 ( 3 3 0  ( 423 1474G 101:35:59 1 1 2094 
. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - -~ *~~~~~~~~*~~~ .~~ -~ - - . - - - - - - -~ - - - . - -~ - - - - - - -~~ '  
Start ing Configuration: 

1 Gun ( ful l )  

2 Chaff/f tares 
2 AIM-9L, I4  (1,9) 
1 300 gal lon tank with pylon (4/6 apty )  



FPLAN version 9.3: FLIGHT PLAN and LOG route: BUUA form: FM7OSTD 
Ref: IF-16C-1 F100-PU-220 engine, M i l  Climb, Subsonic Cruise 
* 2 . * * * * * * ~ * * * * * * * t ~ * * * * ~ w t t t * ~ t * * * * * * t + t * * * t * H t t * C ~ ~ t * * * * * t t * N N C C n t H C * 1 , t * * *  

I TAKE-OFF, CLIMB, CRUISE DATA 

I 
( Clirnb: 28000 Cruise: 4527 

1 tap: -40C wind: 

I FF: 2344 
**************************c**t**ce+***r****w*e**m*t**tw*t*tw******w************** 

FREQUENCIES 

OEP FIELO DATA I TOT DIST I TOT ETE I TOT FUEL 

I 423 1 1+28+59 1 5865 
t**************************~**~***************t****t*tt~*****t~*tt***~t*t~**c..t~~n*** 

TP ROUTE FREQ LA1 MH O I S T  U S  ETE ATA FUEL 

F I X  LON Mc . CS ETA 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
001 STTO 35 W3011.85 1 1 I 1 +oo+oo 1 1 1200 

KBSM U09740.98 ( 1 I ( 00:OO:OO 1 1 5700 

002 S/D: N 2700.00 ( 147 1 190 1 300C ( +25+17 ( I 988 
U-228 W09600.00 1 147 1 211 1 4526 1 00:27:49 ( 1 4337 

-------------------------------------I-----l--------(------l----------l------l--------- 

OOW N 2700.00 1 149 1 0 1 450C 1 +36+30 ) I 2110 

V09600.00 I 1 4 9  1 211 14806 101:02:19 1 1 2227 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - -~~~~- - - - - - - -~- - - - - -~- - - - - - - - - -~- - - - - -~- - -~~-~-~  

L/O o 31000 N zna.25 1 330 1 17 I ~ O O C  1 +02+07 1 1 284 

UO9541.93 1330 1 229 14746 ( 01:04:26 1 1 1943 
-------------------------------------I----- 1--------1------1----------I-*----I--------- 
004 35 N 301 1-85 1 330 1 1% 1 300C 1 +24+33 1 1 -  

KBSM UO9740.98 1 330 ( 423 ( 4746 1 01 :28:59 1 1 1035 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ( - - ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - ~ - - - - ~ - - - - - ~ ~ - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - ~ - ~ ~ ~  

Start ing Configuration: 
1 G u n  (full) 
2 Chaff/flares 

2 AIM-PL, hl (1,9) 



FPLAN version 9.3: FLIGHT PLAN and LOG route: BSM3B form: FWMSTD 

Ref: IF-16C-1 F100-PU-220 engine, M i  1 Climb, Subsonic Cruise 
........................................................... 

I TAKE-OFF, CLIMB, CRUISE DATA 

I 
(Climb:28000 Cruise: 452T 
( tcmp: -40C uind: 

I FF: 2344 
***++*t+.t*+*******cnt****c*c*******tc*c***t*****c****c**t************************** 

FREQUENCIES 

OEP FIELD DATA I TOT DIST ( TOT ETE I TOT FUEL 

TP ROUTE FREQ LAT MH DIST U S  ETE ATA FUEL 
F I X  LON Mc . GS ETA 

001 STTO 35 N3011.85 ( 1 I 1 +OO+OO / 1 1200 
KBSM U09740.98 1 I I 1 0O:OO:OO 1 1 5700 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - l - - - - - - - - ( - - - - - - ( - - - - - - - - - - [ - - - - - - l - - - - - - - - -  
L/O @ 28000 N 2940.34 ( 147 1 21 1 300C 1 +02+32 1 1 375 

W9755.84 1 147 1 21 1 4526 ( 00:02:32 1 1 5325 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - I - - - - ~ ~ ~ - - - - - - - l - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - ~ - ~ ~ -  
002 S/D: N 2700.00 1 147 1 190 1 300C ( +25+17 1 1 988 

U- 228 U09600.00 1 1 4 7 1  211 14526 (00:27:491 1 4337 

004 35 N 301 1.85 1 330 1 193 300C 1 +24+24 1 1 919 
KBSM -740.98 1 330 1 423 1 4746 1 01:15:58 ) 1 2038 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - l - - - - - - - - l - - - - - - [ - - - - - - - - - - l - - - - - - [ - - - - - - - - -  
Start ing Conf igurstion: 

1 Gun ( f l l l t )  

2 Chaff/f tares 

2 AIM-9L, M (1.9) 



FPLAN version 9.3: FLIGHT PLAN and LOG route: B W  form: FMmSTO 
Ref: IF-16C-1 F100-PU-220 engine, M i l  Climb, Subsonic Cruise 
+*+++++***+H+*++*+*+*+*+*+*+++*************~**~~*H*~*+~~**+*++**++H****+**+ 

CLEARANCE ( TAKE-OFF. CLIMB, CRUISE DATA 

I 
I C l i n b :  28000 Cruise: 4521 
I t-: -40C wind: 

I FF: 2525 
H*++*+*****C~**++**+++*+***+*****+++~C+~~H*H*~~*~+H~I+~~C*~*+C+**+*+*+******+C+~+~~ 

FREQUENCIES 

DEP FIELD OATA I TOT DlST I TOT ETE I TOT FUEL 

TP RWTE FREQ LAT NU OIST U S  ETE ATA FUEL 
F I X  LON MC GS ETA 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

001 STTO 35 N3011.85 1 I I ( +oo+oo 1 I 1200 
KBSH U09740.98 1 1 1 0O:OO:OO 1 1 5700 I -------------------------------------I-----l--------l------[----------l------l--------- 
L/O Q 28000 N 2938.66 ( 147 ( 23 ( 300C 1 +02+48 1 1 422 

U09754.59 ( 147 1 23 1 4526 1 00:02:48 1 1 5278 
------.--------------*--------------- 1-----1--------1------1---------q------1--------- 
002 S/D: M 2700.00 1 147 1 188 1 300C ) +25+01 1 1 1053 

U-228 W09600.00 1 127 1 211 1 452G ( 00:27:49 1 1 4225 

L/O 8 3fOOO N 2729.95 / 330 1 20 1 300C 1 +02+24 1 1 326 

W09543.13 1 330 1 231 1 4746 1 01:00:43 1 1 1993 
. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - ~ - - - - - - - * - - ~ - - - - - * ~ - - - - - - ~ ~ ~  

004 35 N 3011.85 1 330 1 192 ( 300C 1 +24+17 ( 1 966 
KBSM U09740.98 1330 1 423 14746 (01:25:00 ( 1 1027 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ( - - - * - ~ - - ~ - ~ - - ~ ~ ~ - - ~ - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - * - - - - -  
Start ing Configuration: 

1 Gun ( fu l l )  
2 Chaf f / f  tares 

2 AIM-9L, M (1,9, 
1 Centerline pylon 

1 ANIALQ-184 



FPLAN version 9.3: FLIGHT PLAN and LOG route: BSM4B form: FMmSTD 
Ref: IF-16C-1 F100-W-220 mint, M i l  Climb, Subsonic Cruise 
++*+***+****+**+**+*+e***+++**+**t*+~***-*n*+~+***+~tmm****n~*zn++***+** 

CLEARANCE 1 TAKE-OFF, CLIMB, CRUISE DATA 

I 
( C l imb :  28000 Cruise: 4527 

I tenp: -40C wind: 

I FF: 2525 
+ + * ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ + + * + ~ ~ * + ~ * * ~ + * * + n + * + + + ~ ~ + + + ~ n ~ + ~ ~ + ~ * + * + + ~ ~ + + ~ + + ~ ~ ~ ~ + * m + + ~ + * ~ + + ~ * ~ + + ~ * ~ ~  

FREQUENCIES 

*****+**+++*+++++***+****++t****++**++*++~n**~+*~*****+*n+~*+***++**+*~**++**~+* 

DEP FIELD DATA I TOT DIST 1 TOT ETE 1 TOT FUEL 

TP ROUTE FREQ LAT MH DIST CAS ETE ATA FUEL 
FIX LOW MC GS ETA 

------------------------------------------------.-------------------------------------- 
001 STTO 35 13011.85 1 1 I 1 +om00 1 I 1200 

KBSM U09740.98 I I 1 0O:OO:OO 1 1 5700 I ----------------- .------------------- I--~-~~--------~.-----~----------~----~-~------- .-  
L/O 0 28000 N 2938.66 1 147 1 23 I 300C ( +02+48 1 1 422 

U09754.59 ( 147 1 23 ( 4526 ( 00:02:48 1 I 5278 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -*-- I - -~~-~----- - - -~----- -~----- - - - - -~----- -~----- - - - -  
002 S/D: N 2700.00 1 147 ) 188 1 300C 1 +25+01 ) 1 1053 

U-228 U09600.00 1 147 1 211 I 452G 1 00:27:49 ( 1 4225 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 - * ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - - - - * ~ - - : - - ~ ~ - - - - - - - * - - ~ - - - - - - ~ . - ~ - ~ * ~ ~ ~  

N 2700.00 ( 149 1 0' I 450C 1 +18+30 1 1 8 8 4  
W09600.00 1 149 ( 211 1 4806 1 00:46:19 1 1 3342 

- - -  -------------.--------------I-----I--------~-*----~----------~------~-------~~ "e L/O 0 31000 
N 2730.80 1 330 ( 21 ( 3OOC 1 +02+34 ( 1 3 4 6  

U09543.73 1 330 1 232 1 47-56 1 00:48:53 ) I 2996 --------------------------------*----I---~-~--------~------~----------l------~---~.~-~- 
004 35 W 3011.85 1 330 ( 191 1 300C 1 +24+07 ( 

KBSM 
I 977 

U09740.98 ) 330 1 423 (4746 (01:13:00 ( 1 2019 
-.-.---------------------------------I-----l--------[------[----------l------l--------- 
Start ing Configuration: 

1 Gun ( f u l l )  
2 Chrf f / f leres 
2 AIM-9L, I4 (1,9) 
1 Centerline pylon 
1 AN/ALQ-184 







3 ASOG CAS DATA FOR JULY 1994 

-- -x .  n m n s n ~  c -1.4 n.1 

REa. TNXED CORllOL . SORT MUI-DAYS 

AEO m. P ~ I  TOT TFT SORT: awr o ~ o .  WE mrsaorr ~n uNrr FLOW m c  U ~ ~ G U C C  REMARIS O R  EYL 

2WfOlN 5 0115002 16002 2 A-10 DRY FTHOOOCAS 182FS 712 ASOS YES X 

2P0702N 6 0515002 15302 2 DRY j!=THooDCAS ! 
2W703M 6 0515302 1602 2 Mn IFF HOOD CAS I 
2FOM4N 5 0619002 19302 2 : 

- - om I n ~ o o o c ~ s  
X 

-I----- 
2FD705N 6 0519302i2dOOZ 2 A-10 I)RY FTHOODCAS 4 7 ~ ~  ICAVISASOS YES ! 

2P0706N 5 061M)(Ki 16302 2 A10 DRY fT HOOD CAS 4 7 6  2ADll lASOS YES x i  
ZW707N 6 ;0815302 l6WZ 2 DRY n MOD CAS 

ZP0708N 6 061SOOZ 19302 2 A - l o !  DRY FTHOODCAS 47FS ( 71ZASOS 1 YES X 

2P070W 6 061MOZ ZMX,Z .; 2 A-10 ! DAY FT HOOD CAS 47FS 712ASOS YES I X 
2P0710U . 5 0711002 15302 2 F-18 DRY Ff k t 0 0 0  CAS 704FS 2ADfl1A93S YES 1 X 

ZP0711N . 6 0716302 1-2 2 DRY FTHOOD CAS 

2W712N 5 071#X)Z 19302 2 &ID DRY FT HOOD CAS 47FS 2ADlllASOS NO X HHDCNX . 1 
2P0713N 5 0719302 20002 2 1 F-18 DRY .FT WOOD CAS I 182FS Z A D ~ ~ ~ A S O S  YES X 
2P0714N 6 081WOZ 16302 2 ( F-16 DRY FT HOOD CAS 47FS ZADtllASOS YES X 

1 
2W715N 5 IIISCOZ: 15302 2 ! DRY n HOOD c ~ s  I 
2PO716N 5 111630Z:lsOat 2 : DRY FTHOODCAS 
2P0717N 5 1119M1ZI19302 2 F-16 MW RHODDCAS 704FS I CAVBASOS , YES X 

- 

2 ~ 0 7 1 8 ~  c 111~30z 20002 2 DRY nHooDcw I 
'2P071W 6 , 121600Z 15302 2 F-16- DRY F T H O W  CAS G7FS 712ASOS YE6 X 

2P0720N 6 1215302 16002: 2 F-19 bRY FTHooDCAS 467FS 712ASOS YES ! X 

2W721N 6 i 1214002 19302 2. DRY RHOOOCAS 

2 ~ 0 7 2 2 ~  6 ' i21e3m zoo02 2 F - i s  DRY n ~ o o o  CAS 1 8 2 ~ s  7 1 2 ~ ~ 0 s  NO I x MAIM CNX 
-~ - - -  

2P0723N 5 131 5002  16302 2 F-16 DRY FT HOOD CAS 467FS 1 CAV/SASOS YES X .  

2W724N ! 5 1316302 16002 Z F-18 DRY FTHOOD CAS 467FS ICAVjSASOS YES X 

2P0725N . 5 131- 19302 2 F-18 DRY FTHOOD CAS : l lZF6 ICAVmASOS YES X 

2W728N i 5 1318302 20002 2 F-18 DRY FTHOODCAS 467FS ICAVHASOS j YES X 
2W727N 6 1416002 16302 2 F-16 DRY IFTHOODCAS 1 82FS 2ADf 3 1 ASOS . YES X --- -- 1 
2P0728N 6 1416302 16002 2 DRY ;FT@DCAS 

2W7ZQN 5 1414002 19302 2 6 1 6  DRY !FT HOOD CAS - 
6 

-- 
2 2-16 --FTHOODCAS 

-- 

2W731Nfi 5 1615002~1530Z 2 . F-16 DRY FTHOODCAS 704FS 2Mfl1ASOS YES [ X 

Z P Q ~ ~ I N ~  5 181500f( 15302 2 i DRY FT HDOD CAS 1 
2P073W 6 18153421 le002 2 1 DRY FTHOOOCAS 1 I 

1 1 

Page 1 

Ditk: FY94 C A S  
Dir: EXCEL{ 

File: JUI.CASDA.XLS 



3 ASOO CAS DATA FOR JULY 1994 

n 
7- C o m a  LORI 1 

REQYO. I. TOT m 1 .oar. c u n  mo, r m ~ a r o l  uw UMT f FLOYYU i succ u w c c  REMARKS OFF EM 

2P0733N 5 1819002 19302 i 2 DRY FT H O W  CAS i 

- 

DRY n ~ o o o  GAS 

ZW7jeN B 1319302 20WZi 2 F-16 DRY nHOoDCAS 182FS 8 C A V M W G  : YES X - 
2W739N 6 2015002 1530 t l  2 F-19 DRY FT HQQD CA!3 457FS ICAVfSASOS YES X 

2W740N 6 ZOl5U)Z 16002 I 2 F16 DRY FTHQQDCAS 467FS 1 CAVRASOS i YES . X I - 
2P0741 N 1 201 0002 19302 ; 2 F-1s DRY 1 CAVmASOS YES X I - -- 
2W742N 6 2019UlZ 20002: 2 .  F16 DRY nHOM3CAS 457FS ICAVISBSOS i YES X ! 
2P0743N 6 Z t l M ) O Z 1 6 3 0 L i  2 .  F-16 DRY FIHOODCAS 182FS 2ADnlASOS NO K NO AlRSPACE 1 

4 ' 

? 
r 

< 
I 

: 
Disk: fY94 CAS 

Diu: EXCEL\ 
Page 2 file: JUCASDAXLS 

2P0744N 

2 ~ 7 4 5 ~  

ZP0748N 

2P0747N 

2PO74BN 

2P074BN 

ZP0750N 
2P0751N 

2 ~ 0 7 5 2 ~  

ZP07SON 

2P0764N 
2PD756N 

2P0756N 

2P0757N 

2P0758N 
2P075BN 
2 ~ 7 6 0 ~  

5 

6 

6 

5 
5 

5 

5 
6 

5 
5 

6 

5 
5 

5 

211 5302 

2119002 

21 19302 

221500215302 i  

2514302 

251515216302 

25183DZ183M 

2519302 

261130216152 

1816152 

2618302 

26193OZ 
2714342 

2715152. 

SOU 2 F-18 ~ ~ 7 8 1 ~  ! I 

F-18 

F-18 

FT HO<)D CAS 

2 - 
2 .  

16002 1 2 

1 9 3 0 ~ )  2 .  

20002 ] 2 . 

2 .  

5 ]271830ej 19302 

2 8 1 6 1 ~ ~  

A-10 

F-16 

F-18 

F-18 

F-18 
F-18 

F-18 

F-18 

F-111 

F-18 
F-18 

F-18 

F-18 

FTHOODCAS 

FTHOOD CAS 

15152 

20302 

16302 

18302 

20302 

15162 

16302 

2 .  i F-18 BDU 

2 1 F.18 1 BDU 
a 

6 

16302 

80U 
80U 

VMFA t 42 

2 .  

2 .  
2 
2 

2 

2 

2 . 

2 

2 

2 ' 

:2719302/2030;2 

2W762N 

2P0703N 

BDU 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

B W  

BDU 
BDU 

BW 
BDU 

BDU 
BDU 
BDU 

BDU 
BDCl 

BDU 

1 

VMFA142 

VMFA142 

2 - ! F-18 - 6 

2818302 

2819302 

6 

5 

FT HOOD CAS 
FTHOODCAS 

2 jq ( ORY ~ F T H W D C A S  

2 1 I LIVE ~JAATICALFEWZ A-10 
2 

19302 

20302 

FT HOOD CAS 

n H O W  CAS 
~ H O W C A ~  

F7 HOOD GAS 

FTHOQDCAS 
_ _ _ 1 _ _ _ 1 -  

FT HOOD CAS 

FT'HDODCAS 

~ H O ~ ~ C A S  

F7 HDM) GAS 

n HOW CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

RHODOCAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOO CAS 

FTHOODCAS 

X 1 CAVBASOS 

2814302 

2P0764N 
ZW766N 

VMFA142 

VMFA142 

YES 

1CAVISASOS 

1 CAVIBASOS 

16162 

2916002 

0522302 
5 
1 

V MFA 142 

47FS 

182FS 

VMFA142 

VMFA142 

VMFA742 

VMFAl42 

VMFAl4Z 

VMFA142 

VMPAl42 

VMFA142 

VMfA142 

VMFA142 

VMfAl4Z 

YES 
YES 

X 

X j 
1 5302 
23302 

- - -~ 

ZADillASOS 

BCAVBASOG 

X 

X 

X 

I 

YES 

YES 

1 CAVISASOS 

I 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

ZADfllASOS 

2ADl l1  ASOS 

6CAVl3ASOG 

YES 

YES 
YES 

NO X 

2ADn 1 ASOS 1 YES 
2ADI11ASOS I YES 
2ADI1 IASOS 1 YES 
2 A D f l l  ASOS YES 

1CAVfSASOS i YES 

1 CAVI9ASOS ! YES 

lCAVRASOS YES 
1CAVISASOS , YES 
BCAV/3ASOG i YES 

2ADIl lASQ5 / YES 

O R  CNX 

I 
! 
i 

X i ONESHIP 

I 
! 

- - 

I 

! 
1 

N 
I 

rr, 

1 

o 
0 

I 





3 ASOG CAS DATA FOR JULY 1994 

Page 4 

> ae of: l n l l g L ! A  -6.04 PM 

Dlsk FYS4 CAS 
Mr: EXCEL{ 

f i :  JULCASDA.XLS 

d 

0 

2M0716N. 

42M0716N 

l annu-DAYS 

6; 2M0717N 
2M718N 

ENt REMARKS 

OPS CNX 

n J  o ' OFF 

6 

5 

ID. 

m ! r a n  
1 6 3 0 2 '  2 

2 

'2116002 

212000220002 
5 

REQ. 

om. 
BDU 
BDU 

DRY ~DAYCAS 

NR- 

arn 
F-18 

- F-16 
221MXIZl63dz 

2 h M ) 1 1 9 N % ~ z  

2 BDU 

F-I6 1 BDU i f 3 N  C G  i 4 m  4 i D j i W  j YES X 

F-16 

'13302 

!TASKED 

5 

2 , 

2M0720N 
LMO721N 

rrEaao* 
DAYCAS 
DAYCAS 

2220002 20302 

ZlllBOOZ20302 5 
6 

I 

1 

COIJRUL i SUIT 

MCr 

14WW 
1 4 0 m  

2 

succ 

X '  

uIlT 

410113A505 

410i13ASOS 

YES X DAYCAS 

2 ; 

m U C c  

X 

HxIwru 

NO 

YES 

140FW 41Dll3ASOs 
' 

MIY (DAY CAS I 

2M0722N 
2M0723N 

2M0726N 

DRY IDAV CAS - I 

DRY 1 DAY CAS 

2M0725bl 

CRY IDAYCAS 1esFO ' 4IDll3AS05 YES i X 

DRY !DAY CaS  1 B e M  4IDII3ASOS NO 

2 2520002 

F-lB 

F-16 

5 .281300Z 13302 1 2 

I 
X I MAlKTCNX 

20302 . 
6 
5 20302 

261600t163tYZ 

2620002 

5 

2 

2 
DRY 

2MO726N 5 

2713002~13302 'DAY CAS 

2M0727N 

ZM072BN 

2 

2718002 

2720002 5 

5 

DAY CAS 

DAY CAS 

'18302 

20302 

DAY CAS 

DAY CAS 188FG 4lO/13ASOs YES x t 

DRY 
DRY 

DAYCAS 

DRY 

DUY 
2 . : 

2M0729N 

DRY . DAY CAS 

DRY 2Bl3M)Z 
2 

5 ,2816002 16302 

203GZ 

1 3 3 0 Z i  2 

F-16 

2 

: 2 

1 

2913002 113302 
2M0730U , 5 

2M0731 N 
2820002 

5 
2 . ! DRY 2316002 116302 2M0732N DAY CAS I 5 

ZM0733N 

I 

6 2920002 

3013002 
aS016WZ 

DAY CAS I 

DAY CAS I 
DAY CAS 

I 
U ,  
2 

20302 

13302 

1830Z 

2 . DRY 

DAY CAS 1 
DAYCAS 

4 2 

1 .  

I 

-4 
-I 

DRY 

DRY 

2M0734N i 5 

tM0738N 

ZM0737N 

f 

W0736N 

DRY 

DRY 

5 

2MO738N 

2M0739N 

20302 

13301 

6 :302000Z . 2 

2 6 

16302 

20302 

3113002 
6 

5 
DRY ,DAY CAS 

DRY 'DAY CAS 

L 

2 .  

2 

3116002 

3120002 
1 

i 1 NOTE 1 : UNABLE TO OET DATA FROM FT RILEY11 0ASOS - 
! I I I I I 

I 

I 



3 ASOG CLOSE AIR SUPPORT SUMMARY FOR MONTH OF OCTOBER 1994 

Disk: FW4 CAS 
Dir: EXCEL! 

2PIM36N 

2PI006N 
7 

2P1007N 
2P100BN 

REO no P# TOT TFT SORT. CRMT ORD, TYRMW~KU~ FLYW um RWMl SUCC W C C  REINARKS 
ZPIOOIN 6 031600 1630 2 DRY FTHOODCAS 

ZP1002N 6 031130 1600 2 DRY KHOOD CAS 

2P1003N 1 091900 1930 2 DRY FTHOOD CAS 

2 P l M N  5 
6 

6 

6 
6 

03?833 

041MHl 

041630 

041900 
041930 

2P1009N 

2P1010N 

2P1011N 

ZPlO12N 
2P1013N 

0616W 

051630 
051900 
061930 
061600 
061530 
WlB(10 

061030 

071600 
101500 
101530 

2mii 

6 

6 

6 

6 
5 

1530 

1WO 

1830 

2000 
1530 

16W 
I S 3 0  
2000 
1630 

1600 

1930 

ZOO0 

leOO 

1630 
IBO 

2 

2P1020N 

ZPlOZlIU 
2PfO22N 
2Pt023N 
ZP1024N 
2P1026N 

6 

DRY ,FT HOOD CAS 
2 

2 

2 
2 ---- 

2 
2 
2 

2 
2 

2 

2P1016N -- 
2P101BN 

ZP1017N 

2P1018N 

2PlOl9N 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 - -  
2 
2 
2 

2 

6 -.-. 
6 
6 

6 
6 

2P1026N 

2P1027N 
2P1020N 
2PtOZBH 

IS30 
2000 

1530 

1600 

1030 
20051 

, 6 i101900' i 

DRY ~ F T  HOOD CAS 

DRY 
M Y  
DRY 

DRY 
DRY 

DRY 

DRY 
DRY 
DRY 

5 

6 

6 
6 

6 

2 

- . - - - - -  - - -  

---- 
DRY 
DRY 

DRY 
DRY 
DRY 
DRY 
DRY 
DRY 
DRY 
DRY 

2P1030N 

2 ~ 1 0 3 1 ~  
ZP1032N 

2P1033N 
: 

FF HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 
F l  H M I D  CAS 

F F t K m D C M  

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

RHOODCAS 
FT HOOD CAS 
FTHOOO CAS 

tOlS30 

111M)O 

111530 
111900 

111930 

- ---- 

--- 

n HOOD CAS 
FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOQD CAS 

FT HOW) CAS 
FT HOOD CAS 
FT HOOD CAS 
RCKlODCAS 
FTKMDCAS 
FT HOOD CAS 

___C_I_I 

FT HOOD CAS 

DRY FT HOOD CAS 

5 

5 
6 
6 

-- 

DRY 

121600 
121530 
121WO 
1219301 

5 
5 

6 

6 

1630 

1600 
1930 
ZOO0 

- 

DRY 

FTHWDCAS 

2 
2 
2 

2 

FT HOOD CAS I 

1316001 1530 

1316301 1600 

\ 
DRY 
DRY 

2 
2 
2 

2 
131900 

131830 

FT HOOD CAS I 
FT HOOD CAS 

1930 

2000 

D R Y  

DRY 
DRY 
DRY 

FT HOOD CAS 

n HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

F f  HOOD CAS 



3 ASOG CLOSE AIR SUPPORT SUMMARY FOR MONTH OF OCTOBER 1994 

Disk: FY94 CAS 
Dir: EXCEL\ 

Ra MD. 

2P1034N 

2PlQ36N 
2P1036N -- 
2P1037N 
2P103CIN 
2P1039N 
2P104ON 

Z P l M l N  
2 n o 4 w  -- 
2 ~ 1 0 4 3 ~  

2 P l W N  
2PlM6N , 

r(# 

5 
S 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
a 

~ 

6 
6 

5 1 

%OT 

141500 

171500 
171530 
171400 

171830 
181500 
161530 
1BlsOO 
i a m m  
191600 
191530 
191900 
1SlQm\ ZP1046N DRY n HOOD CAS 2000 6 

m 
1800 

1630 
1- 

M A W  CNX 4AECL 
MAIW CNX (4C! 
M A I M  CHX iAlQ 

MAlKT CNX [AlCl 
MAIN1 CNX [AICI 

I 

2 

#R 

 EM^ 

- 

I W O .  

~ m .  
2 
2 
2 

712 ASOS F.18 MK76 FTHOODCLLSISCB VFMAb 
F-18 MK76 FTHOOD CASlSCB VFM A 

Rm. 

OMD. 

DRY 

DRY 
DRY 

1930 

2000 
1630 
1600 

2 
2 

SRY 

DRY 
MK76 
MK76 

K) 201600) 1630 
201 6301 1600 

2P1064N 
2P1066N 
ZP1066N 

2P1047N 
2P1048N 

1930  
2000 
1630 

EM n~: 1 r FM 

2 , 

X 

2 

6 
6 

6 

6 
6 

241906 
241830 
251500 

'TYPEMSSION 

FT HOOD CAS 

n HOOO CAS 

2 
2 
2 

X 
X . 

712ASOS 1 NO 
2P1049N 

1930 
2000 
1530' 

NO 

NO 

X 

X * 

Fi r i m C A S  

FT HOOD CAS 
FTHDODCASLSCB F I B .  

F-18 

- 
6 

2P1067N 
2P1068N 

2PlD596 

ZP1060N 

2P1061N 

2019001 NO 

11 ASOSIZAD 

1 1 AS0:PIZAD 

F-18 M U 6  FTHOOD CASECB -vFMA/ 

2 
2 
2 

WX CNX 

WX CNX 

x .  
x ,  

X 
X 

t m m  
RWNo 

X 
X . 

5 
6 

6 

6 

6 

ZPfOSON - 

2PlOSlNl 
2P1061N2 
2P1062N 

2P1053N 

1030 

261630 
261900 

261930 

281600 

712 ASOS 
- 

WX CNX 
WX CNX 

hIECH PROBLEMfAfQ 
AdCH PROBLEMIAIC) - 

FTHOODCAS 

WX CUX 
WX CNX 

X .  

X 

VFMA 

2 
2 
2 

6 
6 
6 
6 

6 

ZPIOBZN 

PP1069N 

ZP1064N 

2P106SN 
2PlDB6N 

2P1067M 

201830 
211600 
211630 
241600 

241630 
F-18 

F-'I8 

1 
t 

WX CHX 
I .  

WX CNX 
X 
x ,  

FTHOODCAS/SCB I VFMA 
B ASMI I CAV --- 
9 ASOSilCAV 

F-18 MK76RHOODCASlSCB W M A  

F-18 M K ~ B  ~HOODCAS~SCB VFMA 

6 

6 
6 
6 

6 

6 

2000 
1630 
)BOD 
1630 

I600 

NO 
NO 
YES 
YES 

I 

WX CNX 
WX CNX 

COW= mat 

NO 

NO 
9 ASO51'1 CAV 
8 ASOS,'tCAV 

9 ASOSf1 CAV 

F-18 MK76 FTWOOD C ~ I S C B  VFMA 
F-18 MK78 FTHOOD CASlSCB i VFMA 

1800 
1950 

NO 
No 

NO 

8 A600 
3 A m  
3 ASOG 

B lCsOSfl CAV 

2 

2 
2 
2 

2 
X 

X 

SUCC UNlt 

NO 
NO 

NO 
BASOStlCAV 

2 
2 

NO 
1 I ASOSRAD 

1 1 ASOSnAD 
Q ASOS'I CAV 

QASOSJICAV 

B AGDS'ICAV 
Q ASOSJ1 CAV 

11 m I 2 A D  
11 ASWIZAD 

11 AS03t2AD 

X 
X 

VFMA MK76 
DRY 

FlOWd 

NL) 

l i  ASOSi2AD 

DRY FT HOOD CAS 
F-18 MK76FtHOODCASlsCB VFMA 

FTHWDCASISCB 
FTHOODCAS 

1600) 2 

NO 
YES 

NO 

! 

UWUCC 

F-18 
F-16 

F-10 

F-18 
F18 

F18 

X 

X 

MK76 

2 

2 

2 
2 
2 
2 

1930 

ZOO0 

1630 

2816301 1600 

X 

281900 

281930 
271600 

271630 

271900 

271930 

RCMArnS 

h S  CH PROBLEM (AICI 

MECH PROBLEM WICJ -- 
Ho X . 
WO X 
YES X- 

fT HOOD CASECB I. VFMA 

V FMA 
184FS 

VFMA - - - _ _ -  
V W  

VFMA 

l84FS 

2 
2 
2 
2 

1930 
2000 
1630 

1000 

1930 

2000 

)dK7B 
MK76 

MECH PROBLEMWC} 
MECH PRO BLEMWCI 

MK76 
MK76 

DRY 
MK76 

VFMA 
FT HOOD CASrSCB 

FTHOODCAS 

FTHOODCASISCB 
FTHOODCASISCB 

F7 HOOD CASISCa 

FT HOOD CAS 

F-10 1 MK78 
F-10 

F I B  
F-18 

F-18 

610  

F-18 

Fl HOOD CAStSCB ' 

MK76 
ORY 
MK76 
MK76 

W78 

DRY 

FT HOOO CASlSCB 
FTHOODCASECB 

FfHOODCABSCB 
FTHOODCASfSCB 

FTHOOO CAS 

iFf HOOO CASBCB 

VFW 
V F M  

MK76 ,FT HOOD CASE= 

VFMA 
V F W  

WlirU 

VFMA 



3 ASOG CLOSE A1R SUPPORT SUMMARY FOR MONTH OF OCTOBER 1994 

. . * a * . - .  

Dirk FY94 CAS 
Dt: EXCEL\ 

RM nV. m TOT m tm~l. am ORI. FLY*IO U Y T  R L Y W n  
2P1068N1 5 281 600 1630 2 1 MK76 FT MI06 CAS/SCB j M A  9 ASOA?CAV NO X MECH PRORUMAIC( 
ZP1088).12 6 201630 1600 2 F-18 U176 FT HOOD CASWCB VFuA SASOS'ICAV MI 

I 

X WI%H PROBLBIU(AKJ 
ZPlOGQN 1 281000 2000 2 F-18 BWI F T H O O O U m A D  184R 1 11 ASOSlZAO --- - - YFS , X -  , 
2!'!0?W ! 291W 2 F-1% BDU R m D w  1 8 4 6  11ASOWAD YES I X 
2P1071N 1 302000 2100 2 BDU FCmXIDCASIZAD i 
2PlO72N 6 311600 l%JO 2 DRY F f H O O D W  - - -  - - 

2PlU73N 6 311630 1700 2 DRY FTHOOD CAS 

2 F-16 BDU F T H O D D W A b  7MF6 I! AS%/2AC YES ' X --- 

2Pl076N 6 011600 1630 

2P1078N 6 641630 1600 

ZP1077N 6 041930 2000 

2P1078N 6 042000 2030 
1630 

2 

2 

2 

2 
2 

1600. 

F-18 
F-16 

F-16 

F-16 
F-16 ---- 

2 

BW 

BDU 

BDU 
BW 
B W  

F-16 
F -  

F -  

F-16 
F-16 
F-16 
F-18 

F T H O O D C A ~ C B  

FT)#KH)CAStSCB 
FTHOOO CASlSCB 

UNIT CNX LAIC} 
UNIT CNX lNCl 
WIT CNX (Am 

- WIT CM( IAKI 
W CNX (AKI 
UNlr CNX (AICI 
W C N X t l V O  
Umr CNX [AIQ 

1 6DU 
BDU 

BOU 

B W  
BM) 

B W  
BDU 

FTHdODCASrSCB 

FFHOODCASISCB 

FTHOODCASISCB 
FT WOO CASlSCB 
R H O q C A S ( S C B  

2 

2 

2 

2 
2 

2 

2 

2 
2 

2 

F-18 

F-16 

F-111 

F-16 

2P1081N 
2PlO82N 

2PlOBJN 
2P10WN 
PPlOBSN 
2P1066N 

2P1087N 

2P1088N 

2P1089N 

2 ~ 1 ~ 9 0 ~  
2P1091N 

2P1092N 

2P1083N 
2P1094N 

2P1096N 

2P1096N 

2P1097N 

2 ~ 1 0 9 8 ~  

467FS 

457FS 
467FS 

457FS 

457FS 
467FS 
467R 
67FS 

6 
6 

6 

6 
6 

6 

6 

5 

6 

5 
6 
6 

6 
6 

2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 ASOS!1 CAV 

BASW1CAV 
9 ASOG!ICAV 

FT HOOD CAmCB 

BDU )FT HOOO CASISCB 

F-10 
F-1B 

F-16 
F-16 

F-16 
F-16 
F-i6 
F-16 

11 AsOS12AD 

9 ASOSICAV 

9 ASOSn CAY 

Q ASOSll CAY 

B 6OS)lCAV 
BASDS!ICAV --- 

061830 
052000 
111600 
111530 
111830 

11ZOM) 

121500 

121530 

121936 

122000 
181600 

181630 
181930 

18- 

ig lWO 
6 ( 1 8 1 6 3 0  

f 467FS 

467F5 

467FS 

467F6 

467FS 

Boo 
BW 
BDU 
WU 

BDU 
BDU 
BW 
W U  
BOU 
BDU 
BDU 

2000 
2030 
1630 

1600 

2000 

2030 
1630 

1600 

2000 

2030 
1630 
1800 

2030 

1630 

1800 
6 1 191430 
6 1 1~2~x10 

467FS 
457FS 

457m 

457FS 
467FS 
467FS 
467FS 

467FS 

7 ~ ~ ~ C A ~ l s ~  

F f  HODD CASffiCB 
n HOOD WCB 
RHOODCAS16CB 
FTHOODCASISCB 

FTHOOOCASISC8 

FT HOOD CAslSCB 
n HOODCASBCB 
FTHOODCASISCB 
FTHOOD CASISCB 

n HOOD CASSCB 

NO 
NO 
#O 
MI 

unrr a x  (Am 
U W  CNX ( A m  
UNIT CNX W C I  

CJO 
HO 
NO 

2000 
2- 

FTHOOD CASlSCB 

FTHOODCASISCB 

FTHOOO CASISCB . 

UMlTCIlXWa 

! x 
I X 

X 
NO 

X 

X 
- 

X 

X 

12 ASDS12AD 1 YES 

UNIT CNX i Am 

X 
X 
X 
X 

i x 
N C ) ;  467FS 

4 67FS 

467FS 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

11 ASO012AO 
11 ASOS12U) 

11 AS032AD 

9 AXlSf1 CAV 

9 ASDSflCAV 

8 A!Ss'lCAV 
S AS091 CAV 

Na 

IJM-r CNX /mi 
UNIT CNX IAIQ 
UMT CNX INC3 
UNll CNX [UC] 

X 11 ASDSI2AD 

11 A S O S ~ A O  
11 ASOSIIAD 

YES 

YES 
YES 
MO 

UO 

N O ,  
NO 

X 

YES 
YES 

8 ASQS'lCAV f NO 

W T  CNX [AX)  --- 

X 
X 

8 AS0S:l CAV 

9 ASOS~~  CAV 

9 ASOS)l CAV 

NO 

NO 
NO 



3 ASOG CLOSE AIR SUPPORT SUIMMARY FOR NK;)MM OF OCTOBER 1994 

-- -a. r a e ~ r n ~  s-~r r  ma* 

kt: FYB4 CAS 
Dir: EXCELi 

REO RO. 

2P1049N 
m 
5 

M 

1630 

2PlOl60N 
2P10101N 

2P10102N 

ZP10103N 

2P10104N 

TOT 

261500 

AIR. 

CCUFT 

F-16 

SORT. 

2 

F-18 

P-16 

F-i8 

F l 6  

F-18 

li 

6 
B 

6 
6 

REh. 

om. 
BDU 

BDU 
BDU - 

W C E Y ~  

FTHOODCASfiCB 

. 182000 

182030 

262030 
362600 

811830 

2030 
2100 

2100 
2030 

1900 

2K1005N 
2K1006N 

2K1007N 

2K1008N 
2K10100 

2 

2 
2 
2 
2 

TImWCASISCB 
FTHOOOCASlSCB 

261530/ 1800 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

TANLED 

~ r m o  
467FS . 

261830 

2 5 2 0 9  

261800 

281630 

ADO OY M1SSK)#I FOR 10 AS08 

467F5 
457FS 2000 

203C 

1630 
1600 

Btiii 
6W 

BDU 

2 

2 . .  
2 , '  
2 : 

11 ASOUZAD 

11 ASO!WAD 

11 ASOSIZAD 

Q0117ROL 

LIMIT 

11 ASOSlZAD 

I 

DRY 

DRY 
DRY 
DRY 

Fle 
F-18 

2K1001X - 
2K1DOZX 
2K1003X 
2K1004X 

2L1001V 
2L1002V 
2L1003V 
~ 1 ~ 0 4 ~  

Z~IOOBV 

'I 1 ASOSI2AD 

11 ASOSnAD ----. 
FTHBQD C W C B  

F'rHOODCASfiCB 

FT HOOD C A W B  

FTRKEYCAS DRY 
DRY 
DRY 
DRY 

WJ 

2 
2 
2 
2 

2 

1 
6 

6 

6 

6 

5 
6 
5 
s 

171820 
191944 

261920 

261940 

061400 
061400 
121400 
131400 
1~1400 

NO 

NO 

)#) 

SMT 

F L O W  

ND 

457FS 

467FS. 

467FS 

WLEY/JAAT - 4 

FT RILEY CAB 
FT RILEY CAS 

FTRILEYCAS 

IT RlllEY CAS 

F-18 

F-16 
F(6 
616 

1940 
2000 

1940 

2006 

1600 
1500 
1600 
1300 

1600 

NO 
NO 

BDU 

- 

BUCC 

X 

X 
X 

4 
2 
4 
t 

l32FG 

X 
X 

UNIT C M  IAK1 
UNIT CNX I- 
UNrl CNX (A19 

NO 

11 4FG 
114FG 

, 

' 10 ASOSIl D 

FTWLEYCAG 1 114% 

9DU 
BW 
mu 
BDU 

UNIT CNX [Act 

U W  CN)! @.!a 

UIYSucE 

X 

NO 

YES 
YES 

I 

10 ASUSIIID 

10 ASUSllID 

10 ASOSll10 

FT BUSSfCAS 

FT BUSSfCAS 

~ ~ K ~ S S ~ C A S  

FT WSSCAS 

REMARKS 

UNlT CNX iAlCl 

X 

X 

X WX CNX 

X WX CNX 
X 
X 

l o ~ s o s n l 0  1 NO 

1OASOGIlLD NO 
FT RILEY CA!5 

FT RLLEY WS 

FT BLISSKAS 

U N ~ T  CNX IAIC) 
UN1T CNX IAlCI 

132FG 
1 1 4F0 

--------_I_____--- 







3 ASOQ CLOSE AIR SUPPORT SUMWRY FOR THE MONTH OF NOVEMBER 94 

Dl&: FYB4 CAS 
DL: EXCEL\ 

File: NOVCASDA.MS 
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Dltk: FYS4 CAS 

Dlr: EXCEL\ 
Fllr: NOVCASDAX~ 





3 AS00 CLOSE AIR SUPPORT SUMMARY 
FOR MONTH OF DECEMBER 94 

!P1206X 5 . 191630 2 1 1600 Z 4 F-10 BDU IFT kt000 TACP TRN. . VFMAll2 712 ASOS NO N C  UWT CIW 
!P1206X 6 1BlBa0 1 I 2000 Z 4 F-18 BDU FT K)OO TACP TUN. VFMAl12 I t  ASOS NO AfCUNeraYX 
ZPl207X 6 2016aOZ 1sOOZ 4 F-18 BDU FTHOODTACPTRN. VFMA112 712ASOS NO AfCUNlTCNX 
!Pl268X b 2019302 30002 4 F-18 BW FTHOODTACPTRN, VFMAIt2 9 A m  NO AIC UNCT CNX 
ZP1209X 6 211630 Z l a @  4 F l 8  BW FTHOODTACPTRN. WMA112 8 AS08 NO AIC UWT CNX 
!P1210X 6 ZltS3OZ 20002 4 1 SOU ITHOODTACPTRN. VFMA112 0 ASOS NO AIC U W  CNX 
!P1211X 5 221630 Z 1600 4 F-10 BDU FT HOOO TACPTRN. VFMAll2 11ASOS NO AIC UNIT CNx 
!P1212X 6 2219302 20002 4 F-t8 8DU FTHOOOTACPTRhl. VFMAl12 11ASDS NO AICUNtTCNX 

I I I 1 4 a ,  rn a 
I 1  I I I I I I I I I I I 

:!K1201A 1 2 ( 061430(2 { ?MHI~Z 1 2 1 F-16 I BOU ~FTR~LEYARTEPTRN 
\I 

I 303% ] 10ASOS I NO I W CNX 
+ 

Page 2 



3 ASOO CLOSE AIR SUPPORT SUMMARV 

I 

I 
- 

FT ARTEP 1RN 
n mrv ARTEP TRN 

t 
t 8 IULW ARTEP TRN 

I 

, --- . . .. . . -. ..I. 
I I I 

U I F - I R I ~ W A ~ T D - .  

Page 3 



3 ASOG CLOSE AIR SUPPORT SUMMARY 
FOR MONTH OF DECEMBER 94 

> u z I%: EXCEL\ 

File: MCCASDA.XLS Page 4 



3 ASOQ CLOSE AIR SUPPORT SUMMARY 
FOR MONTH OF JANUARY 89 

Page 1 



3 ASOG CLOSE AIR SUPPOFtT SUMMARY 
FOR MONTH OF JANUARY 95 - 

* 

r m m  No. t AllC Ma. T M K m  ' CONTRQ mom 
=No. UNlt ?a TOT m e m .  I amm om. WEMBBION UlilT MRW FLOW 1 0 C  W C C  WUIU 

0- P0137N 712 AS08 6 122200 Z 2230 Z 2 1 L M  FTHMIDMCP TRU. 
W138N 1712A80S 6 1122230Z 23002 2 LIVE FT HOOD TACP fRM I 

1 

$ P O I ~ U N  1 1 2 ~ ~ s  5 i n m z  r ~ o z  r BW FT HOOD TACP TRN. I 
1 

POl4W 711 AS06 5 171630[~ 1700 Z I 2 F10 BDU FTHOODTACP 'IRN. 

-- 
BDU FT HOOD TACP TRN. I 

'0143N 712A80S 6 101800Z 18302 2 WU FTWOOD TACP TRN. 
i 

'Of44N 7ltABOE 6 1818302 t 7 O O Z  2 BMI FT HOOD TAW TRN. 
-14SN 712- 6 ;  la20002 2@30Z 2 F-16 BOU FTHOOOTACPTRH. 184- H A W S  X WX CAhlX BY m 
'0146N 1712- 6 1 l 8 2 O S O Z  2100l21 2 F-18 BDUJFl'HOODTACPtRN. 704- ' O M 0 8  ,--- 

- 

X WX CXNX 
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LONG SHOT 1006 
RESULTS OF 
"DUEL IN THE DESERT" 

TOP TEAM WINNER 

POINT POSSIBLE 
TOTALS POINTS * BAFTEAMW 2200 3200 

9AF TEAM #1 2175 3400 
9AF TEAM #2 1825 3200 
BAF TEAM # I  1725 3400 
12AF TEAM #2 1600 3200 
12AF TEAM iY1 l5?5 3400 

TOP NAF WlNNER 

POINT POSSIELE 
TOTALS POINTS 

9AF TEAM ti 2175 3400 
QAF TEAM #2 1825 3200 

4000 6600 

8AF TEAM f 1 1725 3400 
8AF TEAM #2 2200 3200 

3026 6600 

APPENDIX (007) Long Shot ' 9 5  R . e ~ r ~ l . + c  

A-007- 1 LOIJG SHOT RESULTS 



I I I f 

lWLL0UM-W 4 W  10 FS 6117 I lXaOUl2 7S1442 I 
UPTKOWTOPP STELTH 16% 50 o o Q a o o o o o 50 200 1 

50 0 0 200 0 0 0 0 0 50 200 125.0aOK 

I GRAND I 
1 1 I TOTALS 1 1 1723 wm s0.1un 
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OWEN PICKETT 
2ND DISTRICT 

VIRGINIA 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
OF THE UNITE,D STATES 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 205 15 

COMMITTEES: 

ARMED SERVICES 

MERCHANT MARINE & FISHERIES 

January 30, 1995 

Mr. Chris Goode 
Director of Administration 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22207 

Dear Mr. Goode: 

I am pleased to recommend Lt. Col. Marshall W. Lefavor (Ret.) for a position 
with the Base Realignment and Closure Commission. 

I have enclosed for your review correspondence from Lt. Col. Lefavor, and his 
resume. I hope that you will find Lt. Col. I~ favor  a qualified applicant for any 
positions that may be available with the Commission. 

If I can be of further assistance to you on this matter, please be sure and let me 
know. 

With kindest regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 

Owen Pickett 
Member of Congress 

OPIekk 
Enclosures 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
2430 RAYBURN BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515 
(202) 225-421 5 

VIRGINIA BEACH OFFICE: 
2710 VIRGINIA BEACH BOIJLEVARD 
VIRGINIA BEACH, VIRGIN14 23452 
(804) 486-3710 

NORFOLK OFFICE: 
WARD'S CORNER 
112 EAST LITTLE CREEK ROAD 
NORFOLK, VA 23505 
(804) 583-5892 



2228 Tanglewood Trail 
Virgnia Beach, VA 23454 
7 December 1994 

The Honorable Owen Pickett 
U. S. House of Representatives 
271 0 Virginia Beach Blvd. 
Virginia Beach, VA 23454 

Dear Congressman Pickett: 

I am a retired Marine officer risiding in Virginia Beach. I have lived in this area 
most of my life. 

i've recently become informally involved In the current administration" plans for 
base realignment and closure. I am extremely concerned over the process and 
the effect this and other defense cutbacks will have on our nation's readiness 
and military strength in the 90s and beyond. I am also concerned with the 
immediate impact on our community by the fate of NAS Oceana. 

I have spoken with the present Commanding Officer of Oceana on numerous 
occasions and have expressed my desire to become directly involved in the 
process. He suggested I contact your office and explore the possibilities of 
serving directly on or in support of the Base Realignment and Closure 
Committee in some administrative capacity. 

I am aware that I am too junior to be considered in a decision-making or policy- 
forming role. However, I strongly feel that my wide experience as a career 
officer and record of performance at several staff support levels as well as my 
genuine concern as a citizen might be of useful service to the Committee in a 
journeyman status. I also feel certain that the Committe will generate a 
prodigious amount of information and data which will require administrative 
support. 

Accordingly, I am enclosing my profesionai resume in anticipation that your 
office might explore the possibilites of an ad hoc assignment in support of the 
BRACC or one of its satellite functions. 

Very respectfully, 

Marshall W. Lefavor 
LtCol USMC (ret) 

Encl: 
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Marshall Wade Lefavor 
2228 Tanglewood Trail 

Virginia Beach, VA 23454 - (HI 804-481-7544 - 
C ,)fn.t - .iaJ -a+$$ 

Career Objective 

A challenging and dynamic position in the techinical support arena where my knowledge, 
skills, and experience in the Defense-related industry can be effectively applied. 

Experience Summary 

over 25 years in posit!cns of increasing responsibility as a Marine officer, Department of the 
Navy analyst, and defense contractor Program support specialist. Extensive operational 
experience in Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) employment, aviation weapons and 
tactlcs, warflghting mission-area studles, and JCS/NATO-level command, control, 
communications, and intelligence (c31). 

Education 

AB, English. East Carolina University, 1965. 
MA, English. James Madison University, 1974. 
Additional postgraduate studles: 
University of California, Irvine, 1970. 
North Carolina State University, 1972. 
old Dominion University, 1994. 

Relevant Experience 

10 years' experience as a systems analyst and support program manager. 

Systems Analyst, Department of the Navy: Provided engineering support and 
documentation for F-14 and A-6 post-maintenance flight check program. Designated flight 
test engineer for AWG-9 system. Managed integrated stock control inventory, budget 
tracking, and aircraft depot-level maintenance and check-fifgllt records. 

Information Systems Manager, NATO-SACLANT: Assisted in the NATO-directed manpower 
and ADP configuration study of NATO-SACLANT c31 systems including technical support for 
optimizing the constructive cost model and i t s  implementation within existing NATO 
information systems. Effected liaison with NATO and US commands for enhancing datalinks, 
ADP interface, and communications compatibility. 

Systems Analyst, Naval Air Development Center and Navy Space Warfare Command: 
Assisted the program manager in a multi-million dollar contract for the design, 
development, and integration of the Navy's High Altitude Long Endurance c31, over-the- 
horizon, Aegis battlegroup system including data link and communications subsystems 
configuration with unattended autonomous vehicle (UAV) remote sensor and target 
acquisition systems. 
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Relelvant Experience tcont'dl , ./ 

Systems Analyst, Marine Corps Warfighting Center: provided aviation weapons 
employment expertise for  the development o f  the Marine Corps Mid-Range Objectives and 
Long Range Plan In conjunction wi th  the Joint Strategic Planning Document and the MAGTF 
Master Plan. Developed fire support mission areas, weapons mix, real-time weapons 
availability, and support fire survivability studies. Prepared analyses o f  the integration o f  
Marine Ai r  Command and Control Systems t o  UAV remote sensors, FIREFINDER radar, and 
signal imagery over-the-horizon surveillance. Designed and developed f l ight slmulatlon 
programs for Navy and Marine Corps aircrew trainlng. 

Systems Analyst, Naval Sea Systems Command: Assisted the program manager in the 
development and Implementation o f  the NAVSEA Shock Trial Plan for  underway testing of 
LSD, MCM, and LHA class ships under a multi-million dollar contract w i th  NAVSEA and the 
Navy Underwater Explosive Research Center. Formulated test-plan SOP, compiled analytical 
test results, and superi~ised documentation o f  the final test reports. 

significant Military Experience 

Designated Aerial Observer, Aviation Staff Officer, Tactical Air  Controller Airborne. 1,200 
hours as aircrew in tactical aircraft including DACM adversary. 
Marine Amphibious Force Fire Support Coordination and MAGTF planning 
in three conflicts: Vietnam, Grenada, and Kuwait. 
Atlantic Command lntelligence Officer, Senlor Watch Officer. 
Plans and Exercises, Second Marine Aircraft Wing. 
Tactical Warfare Simulation, Second Marine Division. 
Amphibious Warfare School. 
Defense Language Institute. 
Defense lntelligence College. 
Naval War College. 
Navy Fighter Weapons School. 
Retired f rom the Reserve in 1992 with the rank o f  lieutenant colonel. 

Systems 

UNIX-based Periphery 
Novell LAN 
DB4 
CAD Graphics Applications 

Defense On-Line Intelligence System 
MS Windows 
Word ProcessingISpreadsheet Appilcations 
Cobol Introduction, Basic, DOS Utilities 

Achievements 

Department o f  the Navy Superior Service Certificate (2) 
Navy Commendation Medal 
Published in numerous professional journals 
Department o f  Defense Journalism Award 

Personal Data 

Excellent Health 
Willing t o  relocate 
Willing t o  travel 

Married, empty nest 
Top Secret Compartmented Clearance 
Excellent References 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 3, 1995 

The Honorable Owen Pickett 
United States House of Representatives 
2430 Rayburn Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Congressman Pickett: 

Thank you for your letter concerning the qualifications of Lt. Col. Marshall W. 
Lefavor (Ret.). Commission staff members were impressed by Lt. Col. Lefavor's 
experience and achievements. The Commission has a number of highly qualified 
candidates seeking a limited number of positions on our staff. We will keep Lt. Col. 
Lefavor's resume under consideration as we continue to select candidates for these 
remaining positions. 

I appreciate your bringing Lt. Col. Lefavor's interest in serving on the staff of 
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission to my attention. 

David S .  Lyles 
Staff Director 
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