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MEMORANDUM FOR S AFIGCN SAF/FM SAF/AQX 
AFDPP AF/XOO AFICE 
AF/LGM AF/XOOR AF/RE 
NGBICF 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (W( E G )  Meeting- 
INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

1. The AF/BCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SAFNJ.1, at 0900 hours on 28 
January 1994, in Room 5D973, the Ptntagon. 

2. The following personnel wm in attendance: 

a AF/BCEG members: 

Mr. Boaaight, SAF/MII, Co-Chairman 
Brig Gen Hcflebowa, AFPE Co-Chairman 
Ms. Sparks, SAF/FM 
Maj Gcn McGinty, AF/DPP 
Mr. Om. AF/LGM 
Brig Gen Miller, SAFIAQX 
Mr. Flora, AFICE 
Brig Gen Amold NGB/CF 
Brig G t n  Bradley. AF/RE 
Mr. Fred Kuhn, SAFKiCN 

b. Other key attendees: 
Col Wayne Mayfie4 AFIXOOR 
Lt Col Callaghan. AF/XOOR 
LC Col Ferrrll. AF/X00R 

3. Mr. Boamght welcomed the members to the beginning of the 1995 basc closure process. He 
stnssed the need to concentrate on the Air Forcc operational basc process for now and consikr 
Air Force participation in the DoD joint cross-service analysis at a later time. He then presented 
the need to carefully consider the proposed subelements and questionnaire for data collection as 
these tools would be imponant in defending the adequacy of the Air Force process. Finally, he 
indcated that the functional areas would be depended upon to evaluate their portions of the 
subelements and questionnaire. 

WQ 
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4. Lt Col Callaghan briefed an overview of the 1995 BRAC process, using the slide in Atch 1. 
In his discussion of the capacity analysis, he addressed the impact that the Clean Air Act 
implementing regulations would have on potential realignments, in that it could constrain an 
installation's ability to receive missions and personnel. He also mentioned that this area would 
be given greater attention in the questionnaire and that it may be proposed for consideration 
under another criteria. 

5. Lt Col Ferrell presented the proposed subelements for approval, using the slides in Atch 2. 
As he covered each subelement, he highlighted any change from the subelements used in 1993. 
The following items were discussed pertaining to the subelements: 

a. The need to prepare both the subelements and the grading criteria correctly before 
sending to the field was emphasized. Any change to data, subelements, or grading filters 
could be viewed as an illegitimate attempt to target a particular installation. In general, 
the filters should be based on operational factors and should present appropriate 
discrimination among the bases. 

b. As far as possible, the location of the subelements and questions should not be moved 
from the criteria un&r which it was considered in 1993. The fewer changes from a 
proctss that worked well the better. 

.c. The BCWG was tasked to develop some subelements for special operations missions 
for all installations. If the installation supports special operations, this should be 
reflected. 

d. A portion of the questionnaire relating to air quality issues will be added later after 
the details arc worked out, including possible DoD direction on consideration of this 
issue. 

e. The portion relating to AICUZ was also pulled until further study is ma& on how to 
consider this element. 

f. Criteria VI, economic impact, will include guidance from DoD on how to consider and 
how to measure this area. 

5 Mr. Boamght tasked the XO represenutive to examine criteria I and 111 issues, the CE 
representative to examine criteria 11, V11. and VIII, the DPP to consider VI. and the FM 
representative to consider IV and V ca~tfully and return with a repon to the group that they 
considcr these subclemenu and questions sufficient. 
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7. There being no further matters to discuss. the meeting was adjoumec at 1045 hours. The next 
BCEG mwing will be at the call of the Chairman.. 

9 ~ -  
Lur' 

CHARLES R. HEFLEBOI E R ,  Brig Gen, USAF 
Co-Chairman CeChairman 

2 Atch 
I .  Process slide 
2. Proposed subelements 
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I. CURRENT AND FUrTURE MISSION REQUIREMENTS AND THE IMPACT ON 
0I'ER/\'I1IONAI, REA1)INESS OF DOD TOTAL FORCE 

I .  I:orce Structure 
CLOSURE RATING (G.Y.R) 

A. Is force structure - hlission Designator GREEN - No significant programmed 
Series (MDS) - for primary mission of reductions 
the base remaining in the Air Force YELL0 W - Significant programmed reductions 
inventory? RED - Force structure is being phased out in the 

force structure plan 
NA - No force structure (MDS) 

I 

11. If there i s  force structure (MDS) GREEN - No significant programmed reductions 
to support other missions at the base, Y ELL0 W - Significant programmed reductions 
will they remain in the inventory? RED - Force structure is being phased out in the 

force structure plan I 

NA - No other force structure , 

Significant > 15% 

Operational Support Aircraft (OSA) aircraft are not considered 

P 25 Jun Y I I J  Jlpm INTERIM DRAFT - FOUO 
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2.1. Operational Effectiveness (Fighter Mission) 

A.  Geographic location supports mission 

Alternate airfield: GREEN 5 100 NM; YELLOW 101- 200NM; RED > 200 NM 

Weather impact on mission at base: 

GREEN - At or above 30011 2 90%, at or above 300015 2 75% 
YELLOW - At or above 30011 < 90% 2 80%, at or above 300015 2 50% 
RED - anything else 

Air Traffic Delay for Takeoff: GREEN - < 0.5% 
(Percentage of total sorties flown) YELLOW - 2 .5% < 1.0% 

RED - 2 1.0% 

Number of available runways GREEN - Dual runway orlsingle runway with 
adequate to support a fighter mission? emergency landing airfield 5 50NM 

YELLOW - Single runway with emergency 
landing airfield > 50NM 5 lOONM 

I RED - Emergency landing airfield > lOONM 
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I). Training areas (Ranges, Military Training Routes (MTRs), Military Operating Area 
(kIOAs) 

1 )  Supersonic Air  Combat 
Training (ACBT) MOAs & 
WarningRestricted areas: 

GREEN 5 100 NM 
YELLOW > 100 NM < 150NM 
RED > 150NM 

2) Low alt MOAs for Surface GREEN I 75NM 
Attack Tactics (SAT) & low alt YELLOW > 75NM 5 125NM 
intercept training: RED > 125 NM 

3) Nurnber of scorable range complexes/ GREEN - 1 w/in 100 NM and 4 w/in 
target arrays (including tactical 250 NM 
targets/conventionaI/strafe): YELL0 W - 0 w/in 100 NM and 2 

4 w/in 250 NM 
RED - 3 or less w/in 250 NM 

4) Electronic Combat (EC) range GREEN - Yes; RED - No 
within 150 NM: 

5) Ground forces w/in impact areas capable GREEN 5 100 NM 
of tactical aircraft - em~lovment: - YELLOW > 100 NM < 150NM 

RED > 150 NM 

6) Air Combat Maneuvering 
Instrumentation (ACMI): 

GREEN I 100 NM I 

YELLOW > 100 NM I 150 NM 
RED A 5 0  NM I 

2 5  Jun 9413:Slpm INTERIM DRAFT - FOUO 
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7) Full-scale weapons delivery availability: GREEN I 150 NM 
YELLOW >I50 NM I 2 0 0  NM 
RED > 200 NM 

8) Number of Visual Routes (VR)/ GREEN 2 10 w/in lOONM 
Instrument Routes (IR):. YELL0 W 2 3 and 5 9 w/in 100 NM 

RED < 3 w/in 100 NM 

C. Potential for hirspacelTraining GREEN - Airspace available for future expansion 
area growth: YELLOW - Status Quo 

RED - Reductions possible 

I). Compositelln tegrated force 
training airspace: 

GREEN - Special Use Airspace and/or access tobombing ranges is available within 150NM 
from installation for large force employment exercises. Little or no operational adjustment 
anticipated to acco~nplish these exercises. Additionally, interservice or adversary installation 
is within 250NM. 
YELLOW - Special Use Airspace and/or access to bombing ranges is available within 
200NM horn installation for large force employment exercises, or adequate airspace exists 
within 150NM to 200NM for smaller exercises (less than 20 aircraft). Some operational 
adjustment anticipated to accomplish these exercises. Additionally, interservice or adversary 
installation is between 25 1 to 400 NM. 
RED - Special Use Airspace and/or access to bombing ranges is greater than 200NM from 
installation for large force employment exercises (greater than 20 aircraft). Major 
operational adjustments required to accomplish these exercises. No interservice or adversary 
installation availablc within 400 NM. 
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C. Potential for Airspnce/'llraining area growth: 

GREEN - Airspace available for future expansion 
YELLOW - Status Quo 
RED - Reductions possible 

I). Cornpositelintegrated force training airspace: 

GREEN - Special Use Airspace and/or access to bombing ranges is available within 400NM From 
installation for large force employment exercises. Little or no operational adjustment anticipated 
to nccomplish these exercises. Additionally, interservice or adversary installation is within 
6OONM. 

YELLOW - Special Use Airspace and/or access to bombing ranges is available at 401NM to 
600NM from the installation for large force employment exercises, or adequate airspace 
exists within 401 to 600NM for smaller exercises (less than 20 aircraft). Some operational 
adjustment anticipated to accomplish these exercises. Additionally, interservice or adversary 
irlstallation is within 601NM to 800NM. 

RED - Special Use Airspace and/or access to bombing ranges is greater than 600NM from 
installation for large force employment exercises (greater 20 aircraft). Major operational 
adjustments required to accomolish these exeGcivp Nn in t~ r r~n , i rn  - - -  -- . -- - nr W- uu ~ J . r n - c - - r  . v r V -  J a A a c ) L u l u u u a I  : - -+nll-r:--  

available within 800 NM. 
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2.3. Operational Effectiveness (Tanker Mission) 

A .  Geographic location supports mission 

Alternate airfield: 

Weather impact on mission: 

a. Ceiling & Visibility: 

b. Mean riurnber of days of 
freezing precipi tiit ion: 

Crosswind component to 
primary runway: 

GREEN I 180 NM 
YELLOW > 180 NM I 360 NM 
RED > 360 NM 

GREEN - At or above 30011 2 90% and 
at or above 150013 2 75% 
YELLOW - At or above 30011 2 75% and 
at or above 150013 2 50% 
RED - At or above 30011 < 75% 

GREEN - 5 10 days icing 
YELLOW - > 10 days 2 20 days icing 
RED > 20 days icing 

GREEN - 5 15 kts 75% and 5 25 kts 90% 
YELLOW - 5 15 kts 50% and 5 25 kts 75% 
RED - 5 15 kts 25% and 5 25 kts 50% 

Air Traffic Control (ATC) Delay: GWEN - < 0.5% 
(% of total missions flown YELLOW - 2 . 5 %  < 1.0% 
delayed due to ATC) RED - 2 1.0% 

'f 'JI3:S lpm 
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Tanker saturation within the region: GREEN = tanker poor 
YELLOW = balanced 
RED = tanker rich 

Total Refueling Events: 
Within 700 NM of base 

GREEN - > 750 events 
Yellow - 300 to 750 events 
Red - 0 to 299 events 

INTERIM DRAFT - FOUO 
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2.4. Operational Effectiveness (Airlift Mission) 

A .  Geographic location supports mission 

Alternate airfield: 

Weather impact on mission: 

a. Ceiling & Visibility: 

b. Mean number of days of 
freezing precipi tation: 

Crosswind component to 
primary runway: 

Air Traffic Control Delay: 
(% of total missions flown delayed 
due to ATC) 

GREEN 5 180 NM 
YELLOW > 180 I 360 NM 
RED > 360 NM 

GREEN - At or above 30011 2 90% and 
at or above 1500/3 2 75%' 
YELLOW - At or above 3b0/1 2 75% and 
at or above 1500132 50% 
RED - At or above 300/1 < 75% 

GREEN - 5 10 days icing 
YELLOW - > 10 days 5 20 days icing 
RED > 20 days icing 

GREEN - 5 15 kts 75% and 5 25 kts 90% 
YELLOW - 5 15 kts 50% and 5 25 kts 75% 
RED - - < 15 kts 25% and 5 25 kts 50% 

GREEN - < 0.5% 
YELLOW - 2 .5% < 1.0% 
RED - 2 1.0% 

INTERIW'IFI'  - W U O  



GREEN - Optimum deployable range 
YELLOW - Reduced deployable range, 
requires intermediate stopovers 
RED - Presents difficult range and load 
restrictions 

1). 'I'raining areas (Drop zones (DZs), Low level routes, etc.) 

Drop Zone5 w~thrrl 1 SO Nb1: GREEN 2 2 DZ 
( Formation/V T:K/l>,iy/Actual Personnel) YELLOW = 1 DZ 

RED = None 

t i \ )  Nurnkr  o f  IH rcwtrDs serving above DZs: GREEN 2 2 
YELLOW = I 
RED = None 

B) Number of Slow Routes (SR) serving GREEN 2 2 
above DZs: YELLOW = 1 

RED =None 

Drop Zones within 150 NM: I GREEN 2 2 DZ 
(Funriaiiun/?iay/i-ieavy kqu~prnent) YELLOW = 1 DZ 

RED = None 

A) Number of IR routes serving above DZs: GREEN 2 2 
YELLOW = 1 
RED = None 

U Jan 94'3 5 lpm INTERIM DRAFT - FOUO 
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B) Number of SR routes serving above DZs: GREEN 2 2 
YELLOW = 1 
RED = None 

Closest Landing Zones (LZs): GREEN 5 150 NM 
YELLOW > 150 NM 5 400 NM 
RED > 400 NM 

Arnlyfilarinc installations w i ~  milior GREEN < 500NM 
airdrop employ rncnt requirements: YELLOW > 500NM 5 750NM 

RED > 750NM 

Full-scale airdrop ~va~labi l i ty :  
(Fonnatiorfl/~ghc/St~tlon Keeping 
Equipment (SKE)/tleiivy Equipment) 

GREEN 5 200NM 
YELLOW > 200NM 5 500NM 
RED > SOONM 

Air refueling routes: GREEN 3 3 w/in 200NM 
YELLOW < 3 w/in 200NM and 2 3 w/in 
250 NM I 

RED < 3 w/in 250NM 

INTER1 WI' - FOUO 
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2.5 Operation1 Effectiveness (Mobility Mission) 

A.  Geographic location supports mission 

Alternate airfield: 

Weather irnpact on mission: 

a. Ceiling & Visibility: 

b. Mean number of days of 
freezing precipitation: 

Crosswind component to 
primary runwav: 

GREEN 5 180 NM 
YELLOW > 180 NM 5 360 NM 
RED > 360 NM 

GREEN - At or above 30011 > 90% 
and at or above 1500/3 2: 75% 
YELLOW - At or above 30011 2 75% and 
above 150013 > 50% 
RED - At or above 300/1 < 75% 

GREEN - 5 10 days icing 
YELLOW - > 10 days 5 20 days icing 
RED > 20 days icing I 

I 

GREEN - < 15 kts 75% and 5 25 kts 90% 
\r'FI I nw - 1 c L+V cnol-'-+..rl . qc I - & -  - e m  - --- - - -u r - c v  e w  r u  u r l U  2 L.d R W  I J /U 

RED - 2 15 kts 25% and 5 25 kts 50% 1 

Air Traffic Control Delay: GREEN - < 0.5% 
(% of total missions flown delayed YELLOW - 2.5% < 1.0% 
due to ATC) RED - 1. 1.0% 

IS  . l i ~ n  9 - t / ~ : ~ 1 p m  INTERIM DRAFT - FOUO 



Total Refueling Events 
Within 700 Nbl of base: 

INTERIM .FT - FOUO 

Tanker saturation within the region: 

Mobility/Deploy ability: 

1). Training areas (Ilrop zones, Low level routes, etc.) 

;il 9 I I I :S  lpm 

Drop Zones within 150 NM: 
(Fomation/Visual Flying Rules 
/Day/Act ual Personnel) 

GREEN - > 750 events 
Yellow - 300 to 750 events 
Red - 0 to 299 events 

GREEN = tanker poor 
YELLO W = balanced 
RED = tanker rich 

GREEN - Optimum deployable range 
YELLO W - Reduced deployable range, 
requires intermediate stopovers 
RED - Presents difficult range and load 
restrictions 

GREEN 2 2 DZ 
YELLOW = 1 DZ 
RED = None 

A) Number of IR routes serving above DZs: GREEN 2 2 
YELLOW = 1 
RED = None 

B) Number of SR routes serving above DZs: GREEN 2 
YELLOW = 1 
RED = None 
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Drop Zones within 150 NM: GREEN 2 2 DZ 
(Formilt ion/D;lylHc;lvy Equipment) YELLOW = 1 DZ 

RED = None 

A) Number of IR routes serving above DZs: GREEN 2 2 
YELLOW = 1 
RED = None 

B) Number of SR routes serving above DZs: GREEN 2 2 
YELLOW = 1 
RED = None 

Closest LZ : GREEN 5 150 NM 
YELLOW > 150 NM 5 400 NM 
RED > 400 NM 

ArmyNarine installations with major GREEN I 500NM 
airdrop employ men t requirements: YELLOW > 500NM 5 750NM 

RED > 750NM 
I 

Full-scale airdrop availability: GREEN 5 200NM 
(Forrnation/Night/SKE/Heavv E a u i ~ m e n t )  - - Y E T  .l .OW ? n n _ ~ - ~  5 ZQQ>!?.< 

RED > 5c)ONM 

Air refueling routes: GREEN 2 3 w/in 200NM 
YELLOW < 3 w/in 200NM and 2 3 w/in 
250 NM 
RED < 3 w/in 250NM 

u Jan 9413:Jlpm INTERIM DRAFT - FOUO 15 
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2.8 Operational Effectiveness ('l'echnical Training Mission) 
NOrl'E: 'I'his section applies only to technical training bases. 

,I. 'I'rained Personnel Requirement(TPR) for base courses. 

GREEN - lricreases or remains unchanged over Future Year Defense Program (FYDP) 
YELLOW - Programmed reductions of 20 percent or less over FYDP 
RED - TPR is being reduced by more than 20 percent over FYDP 

I!. Does the base have an active runway? GREEN - Yes; RED - No 

25 Jun 9413:Slpm INTERIM DRAFT - FOUO 
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F. Availability of adequate training areas/routes to support? (Air Reserve Component (ARC) 
Bases Only) 

1 .  Fighter hlission: GREEN - YES 
2. Bomber Mission: YELLOW - Limitations exist 
3. Tanker Missiorl: RED - No 
4. Airlift Mission 

2.9.F.1 Fighter Mission 

Supersorlic ACRT iLlOAs & 
Warning/Kestricted areas: 

Low alt lllOAs for SAT & 
low alt intercept tririning: 

GREEN 5 150 NM 
YELLOW > 150 NM 5 200 NM 
RED > 200 NM 

GREEN 5 100 nm 
YELLOW > 100 NM 5 150 NM 
RED > 150 N M  

Number of scorablt. range complexes/ GREEN - 1 w/in 100 NM and 2 4 w/in 250 NM 
target arrays (iricluding YELLOW - 0 w/in 100 NM and 
tactical tgt/conv/strafe): 4 wlin 250 NM 

RED - 3 or less w/in 250 NM 

EC range within 250 NM: GREEN - Yes; RED - No 

Ground Forces w/iri impact areas capable GREEN I 100 NM 
of tactical aircraft employment: YELLOW > 100 NM I 150 NM 

RED > 150 NM 

INTERIM DRAFT - FOUO 19 





EC Range within: 

INTERIM .FT - FOUO 
GREEN c 400NM 
YELLOW > 400 NM 5 8OONM 
RED > 800NM 

Full Scale Weapons Delivery availability: GREEN I 600NM 
YELLOW > 600 NM 5 1200NM 
RED > 1200NM 

Number of VR/IR routes: 

2.9.F.3 'I'rlnker 

Total Refueling Events 
Within 700 N M  of base: 

GREEN 2 5 w/in 400NM 
YELLOW < Swlin 400NM and 2 3w/in 600NM 
RED < 3 w/in 600NM 

GREEN - > 750 events 
Yellow - 300 to 750 events 
Red - 0 to 299 events 

Tanker saturation within the region: GREEN = tanker poor 
YELLOW = balanced 
RED = tanker rich 

2.9.F.4 Airlift 

Drop Zones : 
(Formation/VFR/Day/ 
Personnel) 

GREEN 5 200 NM 
YELLOW > 200 NM 5 500 NM 
RED > 500 NM 

u Jan PJIJ 9 1 p n  INTERIM DRAFT - FOUO 2 1 
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Armymarine installations GREEN I 500 NM 
w/ir~ airdrop employment requirements: YELLOW > 500 NM 5 750NM 

RED ? 750 NM 

Full scale airdrop availability: GREEN 5 500 NM 
YELLOW > 500 NM I 7 0 0  NM 
RED > 700 NM 

Number of VRlIR routes: 

Air refueling routcs: 

GREEN 2 3 w/in 200 NM 
YELLOW < 3 w/in 200 NM and 2 3 w/in 250NM 
RED < 3 w/in 250 NM 

GREEN 4 w/in 200 NM 
YELLOW 2 w/in 300 NM 
RED < 2 w/in 500 NM 
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3.C Existing Associated Airspace Encroachment (Special Use Airspace) 

h.1OAs/Kestricted Airspace: 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 commercial aviation dominates the development 
of and access to MOAs or Restricted Airspace 

Ro~i lh  Kanges/Drop Zones: 

Low Level: 

4 413:s lpm 

GREEN - Regional development generally compatible with Air- 
to-Ground ranges (or Drop Zones -- large aircraft bases only) 
YELLOW - Regional development incompatible in some (limited) 
arcas. creating restrictions on Air-to-Ground ranges (or Drop 
Zones -- large aircraft bases only) 
RED - Regional development severely incompatible in many 
areas, causing major restrictions to Air-to-Ground ranges (or Drop 
Zones -- large aircraft bases only) 

GREEN - Regional development generally compatible with low- 
level route access 
YELLOW - Regional development incompatible in some (limited) 
areas, creating restrictions on low level route structure 
RED - Regional development severely incompatible in many 
areas, causing major restrictions to low level routes 
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3. D Future Associated Airspace Encroachment (Special Use Airspace) 

hlOAs/Restricted Airspace: GREEN - Future civil and commercial aviation development 
generally 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 or Restricted Airspace may be limited 
RED - Future civil and commercial aviation may dominate the 
area and access to MOAs may become severely limited. Future 
development of Restricted Airspace incompatible. 

Bomb Ranges/Drop Zones: GREEN - Future regional development generally expected to 
remain compatible with Air-to-Ground ranges (or Drop Zones -- 
large aircraft bases only) 
YELL0 W - Future regional development may become 
incompatible in some (limited) areas, creating restrictions on Air- 
to-Ground ranges (or Drop Zones -- large aircraft bases only) 
RED - Future regional development may become severely 
incompatible, in 'many areas, causing major restrictions to Air-to- 
Ground ranges (or Drop Zones -- large aircraft bases only) 

25 Jan 94/3:51pm INTERIM DRAFT - POUO 
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Low Level: 

4. Air Quality 

A. Attainment Status 

B. Proximity to Critical Air 
Quality Regions 

GREEN - Future regional development generally expected to be 
compatible with low-level route access 
YELLOW - Future regional development may become 
incompatible in some (limited) areas, creating restrictions on low 
level route structure 
W D  - Future regional development may become severely 
incompatible in many areas, causing major modifications to low 
level routes 

GREEN - Base is in an attainment area where all pollutant levels 
are below 85 % of non-attainment standards. 
YELLOW - Base is in a non-attainment area for a particular 
pollutant, or in an attainment area where a particular pollutant 
exceeds 85% of the non-attainment standard, and classification of 
pollutants is marginal or moderate. 
RED - Base is in a non-attainment area for a particular pollutant 
and classification of pollutants is equal to or greater than serious. 

GREEN - The proximity from the base to the nearest critical air 
quality region is greater than 100 KM. 
RED - The proximity from the base to the nearest critical air 
quality region is less than or equal to 100 KM. 

INTER1 tFT - FOUO 



C. Restrictions to Operations 

INTER1 .FT - FOUO 

GREEN - Air Quality considerations do not restrict/delay 
activities. 
YELLOW - Air Quality considerations restrict/delay activities. 
RED - Air Quality considerations require active emissions 
reduction efforts. 

25 Jnn 94/3:~1pm INTERIM DRAFT - FOUO 
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I I .  AVAILABILITY A N D  CONDITION OF LAND, FACILITIES AND ASSOCIATED AIRSPACE 
11'1' BOTH 'THE EXISI'ING A N D  POTENTIAL RECEIVING LOCATIONS 

1 .  Facilities capacity: 

Base: 

Housing: 

2. Facilities condition: 

Base: 
Building 
Infrastructure 

Housing: 

GREEN 1 the mean 
YELLOW 2 -1 standard deviation and < the mean 
RED c - 1 standard deviation 

GREEN 2 the mean 
YELLOW 2 - 1 standard deviation and < the mean 
RED c - 1 standard deviation 

GREEN 2 the mean 
YELLOW 2 -1 standard deviation and < the mean 
RED < - 1 standard deviation 

GREEN 5 the mean 
YELLOW > the mean and 5 + 1 standard deviation 
RED > + 1 standard deviation 

INTERIR-TAR - FOUO 2 8 



3. Can Base Runway and l'axiway and Apron Support: I 
Fighter Mission: 
Bornber Mission: 
Tanker Mission: 
Airlift Mission: 
Mobility Mission: 

GREEN - Runway, taxiway, and Apron - Yes 

RED - Either runway or taxiway or Apron - No 

4. Utility infrastructure capacity GREEN - Can support > 10% increase in 
(includes: Electricity, water, and sewage) usage without MILCON 

YELLOW - Can support up to i0% increase in usage 
without MILCON 
RED - Cannot support increase without costs 

5. Are there any Air 1-.orre unique, one-of-a-kind, 
facilities at the installation 1% hich GREEN - 2 or more facilities 
must be replicated i f  the base is  closed? YELLOW - 1 facility 

RED - No facilities 

INTERIM DRAFT - FOUO 
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6 .  Kxisting locallregional community encroachment 

Accident potential zones: 

Soise zones: 

GREEN - Off-base development generally compatible with 
accident potential zones 
YELLOW - Off-base development incompatible in some 
(limited) areas 
RED - Off-base development incompatible with accident 
potential zones 

GREEN - Off-base development generally compatible with 
Air Installation Compatible Use Zone noise 
recommendations 
YELLOW - Off-base development incompatible in some 
(limited) areas 
RED - Off-base development incompatible in many areas, 
or many people exposed to high noise levels 

Noise Impact to Local Community GREEN - No noise abatement procedures in effect 
YELLOW - Noise abatement or community avoidance 
procedures in effect that do not inhibit operations 
RED - Noise abatement or community avoidance procedures 
in effect that affect operations 
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Environs airspace (local flying area): GREEN - Airspace encroachment is low and little or no 
operational adjustments made 
Y ELL0 W - Airspace encroachment is moderate and may 
require limited operational adjustments 
RED - Airspace encroachment is high and requires 
substantial operational adjustment 

611. Future local/regional community encroachment 

Accident potential zones: 

Noise zones: 

GREEN - Future off-base development generally expected 
to remain compatible with accident potential zones 
YELLOW - Future off-base development may become 
incompatible in some (limited) areas , 
RED - Future off-base development may become 
incompatible with accident potential zones 

GREEN - Future off-base development generally expected 
to be compatible with Air Installation Compatible Use Zone 
noise recommendations 
YELLOW. - Future off-base development may become 
incompatible in some (limited) areas 
R F ~ $  - F I I ~ I I ~ P  nff-h2cp. dp.v~.lnnm~.nt a ma" become 
incompatible in many areas, or many people exposed to 
high noise levels 
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Environs airspace (local flying area): GREEN - Potential for encroachment is low and little or no 
operational adjustment anticipated 
YELLOW - Potential for encroachment is moderate and 
may require limited operational adjustment 
RED - Potential for encroachment is high and may require 
substantial operational adjustments 
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F. Dedicated hot cargo pad that can handle GREEN - C- 14 lor larger aircraft 
YELLOW - C-130 or smaller 
WD - No dedicated hot cargo pad 

(;. Geographic location: 

( 1 )  Is the base located within 150 NM of: 

(a) A Ground Force Installation GREEN - Yes 
(Arrny/hlslrinc forces) RED - No 

(b) A Rail Access 

(c) A Port Facility 

GREEN - Yes 
RED - NO 

GREEN - Yes 
RED - NO 

H. What is the excess us:~ble parking apron, in square yards (sy) for mobility contingencies? 

GREEN > 42,000 sy (4 C- 14 1 s) 
YELLOW - 2 1,000 to 42,000 SY (2-3 C- 14 1s) 
RED < 21,000 SY (1-C-141) 
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2. FUTURE FORCE REQUIREMENTS 

Is the base located and have basic necessary characteristics to support another mission: 
(Assumes current nlissior~ is no longer present) 

Fighter 
Bomber 
Tanker 
Airlift 
Mobility 

25 Jan 9413:Slprn 

GREEN - Meets most requirements of MACRO Look 

YELLOW - Meets some requirements of MACRO Look 

RED - Meets few requirements of MACRO Look 
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IV. 'I'HE COST AND RIANPOWER IMPLICATIONS 

I .  One Time Closure Costs: Programming impact; includes environmental compliance costs and 
excludes one-time environn~ental restoration costs 

2. 20 Year Net Present Value: Shows savings (positive number) or cost (negative number) derived 
by discounting costs ant1 savings over a 20 year period 

3. Set Steady State Savings: The annual recurring savings which result from avoiding the 
oprat'ilg and pt.r\c\r~r~sl co\ts of the closed base as offset by the annual recurring costs such as 
CHA.IlPUS and hou31np as rt result of closing the base 

4. Manpower Reductions: Suppon manpower spaces eliminated as a result of closing the base 

V. THE EXTENT ANL) TIlllING OF POTENTIAL COSTS AND SAVINGS, INCLUDING THE 
NUMBER O F  YEARS, BEGINNING WITH THE DATE O F  COMPLETION QF THE CLOSURE 
OR REALIGNMENT, FOR THE SAVINGS TO EXCEED THE COSTS. 

1. Investment Payback: Years elapsed from closure year to payback. Payback computed from Net 
Present Value analysis using OMB Circular A-94 
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VI. T H E  ECONOMIC IIMPACT ON COMMUNITIES. 

I .  Employment: GREEN - Reductions exceed the historic high reduction 
YELLOW - Reductions are between 50% of the historic high reduction 
and the historic high reduction 
RED - Reductions are less than 50% of historic high reduction, or 
negligible 

2. Population: 

3. Income: 

2S Jan 9413:s lpm 

GREEN - Reductions exceed the historic high reduction 
YELLOW - Reductions are between 50% of the lhstoric high reduction 
and the historic high reduction 
RED - Reductions are less than 50% of the historic high reduction, or 
negligible 

GREEN - Reductions exceed the historic high reduction 
YELLOW - Reductions are between 50% of the historic high reduction 
and the historic high reduction 
RED - Reductions are less than 50% of the historic high reduction, or 
negligible 
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4. Local Government GREEN - The net fiscal impact on local govememnt is 

Operating Revenues negative and comparatively large. (Expenditures savings are 
Expenditures: less than 75% of revenue losses) 

YELLOW - The net fiscal impact on local government is 
negative, but comparatively small. (Expenditures savings are 
75% or more of revenue losses) 
RED - The net fiscal impact on local government is neutral 
or positive. (Expenditures savings exceed revenue losses) 

5. Installation 
Restoration 
I'rograms ( I H  P) 

GREEN - Actual clean-up time is estimated'to be lengthy (> 5 
yrs) 
YELLOW - Actual clean-up time is estimated to be moderate 
(about 5 yrs) 
RED - Actual clean-up time is estimated to be relatively short 
(< 5 yrs) 
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VII .  THE AIH1,ITY OF I1OTH THE EXISTING AND POTENTIAL RECEIVING 
COhlblUNI'I'IES' INI~R~IS'I'HL'CTURE TO SUPPORT FORCES, MISSIONS, AND PERSONNEL. 

1 .  Community Infrastructure 

A,  Off-base housing 

Affordable: 
Avail: 

Farnil y: 
Bachelor: 

1). 'I'ransportat ion 

Base served by public transportation: 

GREEN - Yes; RED - No 
GREEN - Yes; RED - No 

Access to n~ur~icipal airports: 

Available air carrier service: 

Round t r i ~  commuting time to work: 

GREEN - Yes; RED - No 

GREEN - < 25 miles from base 
YELLOW - 25 - 50 miles from base 
RED - > 50 miles from base 

GREEN - 3 or more carriers 
YELLOW - 2 carriers 
DIZn . 1 a ~ q t t ; ~ t  "----- c ~ m m i l t ~ r  C P N ~ C P .  

GREEN - 5 40 minutes 
YELLOW - 4 1 to 60 minutes 
RED - > 60 minutes 
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C. Off-base recreation facilities 

Sw itnltling pool: 
Movie [heatre: 

GREEN < 30 minute drive 

Public golf course: YELLOW - 30 to 45 minute drive 
Bowling lane: 
Boating: , RED > 45 minute drive or not available 
Fishing: 

zoo: 
Aquarium: 
Family theme park: 
Professional sports: 
Collegiate spons: 
Camping facilities: 
Beaches: 
Win tcr sports: 

GREEN < 1.5 hour drive 
I 

YELLOW - 1.5 to 2.5 hour drive 

RED > 2.5 hour drive or not available 

D. Shopping facilities - mall or similar GREEN - 20 minutes or less 
shopping environment YELLOW - 21 - 40 minutes 

RED - more than 40 minutes 

E. Distance to Metropolitan center GREEN - < 1.0 hour 
(Population of 100,000 or more) YELLOW - 1.0 - 2.0 hours 

RED - > 2.0 hours 



F. Local area crime rate 

Violent Crime Rate: 
(Per 100,000) 

Property Crime Rate: 
(Per 100,000) 

. Pupil tu 'Teacher Ratio 
(hlax .illowed ratlo) 
(grades K - 12) 

GREEN - 600 or below 
YELLOW - 601 - 899 
RED - 900 or above 

II. L)o High Schools offer four year 
English & hlath programs and 
a foreign language program 

C. Does High Schools offer Honors program 

i ~ .  Stuaenrs rnar go on to cuiitrge 
(Uses numbers for local catchment 
or within 25 miles of base) 

GREEN - 4000 or below 
YELLOW - 400 1 to 6000 
RED - 6001 or above 

GREEN - 5 25 to 1 
YELLOW - 26 - 30 to 1 
RED - > 30 to 1 

GREEN - All 3 avail 
YELLOW - 2 avail 
RED - 1 or less avail 

GREEN - Yes; RED - No 

A--- . .  . e m  

UKCClU - 2 UU70 

YELLOW - 40% to 59% 
RED - < 40% 
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VIII. '1'HE ENVIHONMEN'I'AL IkIPACT. 
(Assessment of existing conditions for decision making) 

I .  Water 

2. Asbestos 

3. Biological 

A. Habitat 

25 Jan 9413:Slpm 

GREEN - Adequate water supplies and no known contaminants present 
YELLOW - Suspect water supplies; contaminants present within a non- 
potable water zone 
RED - Inadequate water supplies and/or region within a state of over 
draft and/or contaminants detected within potable water sources 

GREEN - 5 10% facilities with asbestos containing materials (ACM) 
YELLOW - 10% to 25% facilities with ACM; survey incomplete, or 
unable to assess percentages 
RED - > 25% facilities with ACM 

GREEN - Resources not present 
YELLOW - Resources present which do not currently 
constrain construction/operations 
RED - Resources Dresent which constrain rllrr~nt 
construction/operations or require "work arounds" to 
support current operation 

INTERIM DRAFT - FOUO 



INTERIM FT - FOUO 

1). 'Threatened and Endangered GREEN - Resources not present 
Species ('I1& E) YELLOW - Resources present which do not currently 

constrain construction/operations 
RED - Resources present which constrain current 
construction/operations or require "work arounds" to 
support current operation 

C. Wetlands 

D. Floodplains 

4. Cultural 

GREEN - Resources not present 
YELLOW - Resources present which do not currently 
constrain construction/operations 
RED - Resources present which constrain current 
construction/operations or require "wokk arounds" to support 
current operations 

i 

GREEN - Floodplains not present on the base 
YELLOW - Floodplains present which do not currently 
constrain construction/operations 
RED - Floodplains present which constrain current 
construction/operations or require "work ;~rounds" to support 
current operations 

GREEN - No existing cultural resources 
YELLOW - Cultural resources are present, but do not 
currently constrain construction/operations, or base survey 
incomplete 
RED - Cultural resources are present and constrain current 
construction/operations 



5. I R P  

25 Jan 9413:51pm 
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GREEN - IRP sites do not exist on base; or it has been 
detehned that no remedial action is required 
YELLOW - IRP sites present which do not currently 
constrain construction/operations 
RED - IRP sites present which constrain construction 
(siting) ac tivities/operations on base 

INTERIM DRAIT - FOUO 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 20330-1000 

w 1 5  - -,:>q 
.- 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SAFIGCN SAF/FM S AFIAQX 
AFDPP AF/XOO NICE 
AF/LGM AFKOOR AFIRE 
NGBICF 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Aii Force Base Closure Executive Group (AF/BCEG) Meeting- 
INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

1. The AF/BCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boamght, SAF/IdII, at 1400 hours on 4 
February 1994, in Room 5D973, the Pentagon. 

2. The following personnel were in attendance: 

Mr. Boatright, SAFMII, M h a i r m a n  
Brig G n  Hcflebowa. AFPE Co-Chairman 
Mr. Beach S A F m  
Maj G n  Tcnoso, AF/XOO 
Maj Gcn M i n t y .  AFDPP 
Mr. k, AFffiM 
Brig Gcn Milk .  SAFJAQX 
Mr. Florr. AFICE 
Brig G n  Arnold, NGBICF 
Brig G n  Brsdley. AFIRE 
Mr Frcd Kuhn. SAFE(3CN 

b. Other kcy rntnks 

Mr John BU. AFX,lVP 
Lt Col Ferrrll. AF/XOOR 

3. Mr. Boatright began the mccting with a Ascussion of the meeting ile .had with the Air Force 
representatives to the joint cnns-scrvict pn~ups. lie ideated that he wanted to be prepared to 
support the groups by continuing to m e t  w ~ t h  ;he Air Force representatives. He also wants to 
be prepared to do the analysis if thc jo~nt proups arc not successful. 1Ie is concerned about the 
definition of cross-service malys~s. pan~cularly whether i t  will incluc!e a comparative analysis 
by a cross-service team of all ~nstallat~ondfacilities in a category using common data and 

rC( measures of merit as est3hl1shcd by the joint groups or a lesser anall~sis desired by the Navy. 
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The Navy wants to screen fmt with a military department analysis and then accomplish a cross- 
service analysis of the results only. This would not be a level playing field analysis and is of 

- great concern. He is working with SECAF to obtain further guidance from DoD on the definition 
of cross-service analysis. u 
4. BCEG members from operations, civil engineering, personnel, and finance each indicated their 
satisfaction with the subelements supporting the criteria and the questions collecting data for 
those subelements. Mr. John Baie from AFICEW then briefed the revised subelements on pages 
29 - 32 of Atch 1 pertaining to Accident Potential (APZ) and Noise Zones under Criterion 11. 
A discussion of the validity of Ldn noise studies and differences between APZ's and Clear Zones 

.- - . - 
ensued. The BCEG indicated approval of the-new suilements. ..- 

5. Lt Col Ferrell, AF/XOOR, briefed the proposed subelements for Special Operations Missions 
using the slides at Atch 2. Although there was general consensus that bases ought to be 
evaluated on their ability to support the special operations mission, there was some question over 
which criterion this should be considered under. This issue was referred to the BCWG for 
resolution, but the data supporting these subelements will be gathered. 

6. Lt Col Ferrell then briefed the proposed subelements for evaluating operational effectiveness 
of an installation to support the mobility mission, using the slides at Atch 3. Mr. Boatright 
questioned the need for a separate "mobility mission" category. Maj Gen Tenoso agrttd to 
address this issue with Air Force Mobility Command to obtain. their view. 

7. Lt Col Fenell asked for BCEG approval of the questionnaire at Atch 4, rtcognizing that the 
questions on Air Quality wen still under review. He also indicated that some on 
special operations may be added in light of the earlier discussion. The BCEG approved the 
questionnaire at Atch 4. * 
8. After a discussion of administrative matters, the BCEG discussed the schedule for analysis. 
Because of a need to incorporate the joint group actions into the BCEG analysis, a 1 May 1994 
suspense for return of the questionnaire to HQ USAF from the MAJCOMs was established. 

9. Briefmgs on the interim force suucture and capacity analysis studies, and a briefing by AETC 
on pilot training policy issues. will bc presented at future BCEG meetings. 

10. There being no further matters to Iscuss. the 
be at the call of the Chairman.. 

Co- Chairm an w Co-Chairman 

4 Atch 
1. Subelements 
2. Special Ops subelements 
3. Mobility subelements 
4. Questionnaire 
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I. CURRENT AND FUTURE MISSION REQUIREMENTS AND THE IMPACT ON 
OI'EU~\'I'IONAL READINESS OF DOD TOTAL FORCE 

1. Force Structure 
' CLOSURE RATING (G.Y.R) 

A. Is force structure - \fission Design GREEN - No significant programmed 
Series (MDS) - for primary mission of reductions 
the base remaining in the A i r  Force YELLOW - Significant programmed reductions 
inventory? RED - Force structure is being phased out in the 

force structure plan 
NA - No force structure (MDS) 

U. If there is force structure (MDS) GREEN - No significant programmed reductions 
to support other missions at the base, YELL0 W - Significant programmed reductions 
will they remain in the inventory? RED - Force structure is being phased out in the 

force structure plan 
NA - No other force structure 

Significant > 15% 

Gperarionai Support Aircraft (OSA) aircraft are not considered 

INTERIM DRAFT - FOUO 04 Feb 94/9:29am 1 
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2.1. Operational Effectiveness (Fighter Mission) . 

A. Geographic location supports mission 

Alternate airfield: GREEN 5 100 NM; YELLOW 101- 200NM; RED > 200 NM 

Divert airfield (if single rwy): GREEN 5 50 NM 
YELLOW > 50 5 75 NM 
RED >. 75 NM 

Weather impact on mission at base: 
a. Ceiling & Visibility: GREEN - At or above 30011 5 90%; at or above 

300015 2 75% 
YELLOW - At or above 30011 <' 90% 2 80%, at or 
above 300015 1 50% 
RED - Anything- else 

b. Mean number of days of GREEN - 5 10 days 
I 
I 

freezing precipitation: YELLOW - > 10 days 5 20 days 
RED > 20 days 

Crosswind component to ,GREEN - I 15 kts 75% and 5 25 kts 90%, or 
primary runway: base has crosswind runway 

YELLOW - I 15 kts 50% and 2 25 kts 75% 
RED - 5 15 kts 25% and 5 25 kts 50% 

. ,m - FOUO 
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Air Traffic Delay for Takeoff: GREEN - < 0.5% 
(Percentage of total sorties delayed/ YELLOW - 2.5% < 1.0% 
cancelled due to ATC delays) RED - 2 1.0% 

Number of availa!llc runways GREEN - Dual runway or single runway with 
adequate to suppclrt a fighter mission: emergency landing airfield 5 50NM 

. . YELLOW - Single runway with emergency 
landing airfield > 50NM I 75NM 
RED - Emergency landing airfield > 75NM 

18. Training areas (Ranges, Military Training Routes (MTRs), Military Operating Area (MOAs) 

1) Supersonic Air Combat 
Training (ACBT) MOAs & 
Warninflestricted areas: 

GREEN 5 100 NM ' I 

YELLOW > 100 NM 5 150NM 
'RED > 150NM 

2) Other ACBT MOAs GREEN - 1 or more 5 50 N M  
and warnindrestric ted areas: YELLOW - 1 or more > 50 NM 5 100 NM 

RED - None within 100 NM 

3) LOW alt MOAs for Surfare. 5 ?:?:>.I 
Attack Tactics (SAT) & low alt YELLOW > 75NM 5 125NM 
intercept training: RED > 125 NM 

I 
I 
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4) Number of scorable range complexes/ 
target arrays (including tactical 
targets/conventional/strafe): 

5) Electronic Combat (EC) range 
within 150 NM: 

6) Ground forces w/in impact areas capable 
of tactical aircraft employment: 

7) Air Combat Xlaneuvering 
Instrumentation ( AChlI): 

GREEN - 1 w/in 100 NM and 4 w/in 
250 NM 
YELLOW - 0 w/in 100 NM and 2 
4 w/in 250 NM 
RED - 3 or less w/in 250 NM 

GREEN - Yes; RED - No 

GREEN 5 100 NM 
YELLOW > 100 NM 5 150NM 
RED > 150 NM 

GREEN 5 100 NM 
YELLOW > 100 NM I 150 NM 
RED >I50 NM 

8) Full-scale weapons delivery availability: GREEN 2 150 NM 
YELLOW >I50 NM I 200 NM 
RED > 200 NM 

9) Number of Visual Routes (VR)/ 
Instrument Routes (IR): 

GREEN 2 10 w/in lOONM 
YELLOW 2 3 and 5 9 w/in 100 NM 
RED < 3 w/in 100 NM , 

- FOUO 
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C. Potential for AirspacelTraining GREEN - Airspace available for future expansion 
area growth: YELLOW - Status Quo 

RED - Reductions possible 

D. Composite/In tegra ted force 
training airspace: 

GREEN - Special Use Airspace and/or access to bombing ranges is available within 150NM 
from installation for luge force employment exercises. Little or no operational adjustment 
anticipated to accompl~sh these exercises. Additionally. interservice or adversary installation 
is within 25ONhl. 
YELLOW - Specid Use Airspace and/or access to bombing ranges is available within 
ZOONM from installation for large force employment exercises. or adequate airspace exists 
within 15ON hl to ?(x)Nhl for smaller exercises (less than 20 aircraft). Some operational 
adjustment anticipated to accomplish these exercises. Additionally, interservice or adversary 
installation is between 25 1 to 400 NM. 
RED - Special Use Airspace and/or access to bombing ranges is greater than 200NM fi-om 
installation for luge force employment exercises (greater than 20 aircraft). Major 
operational adjustments required to accomplish these exercises. No interservice or adversary 
installation available within 400 NM. 

04 Ftb 94/9:29.m INTERIM DRAFI' FOUO 
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2.2. Operational Effectiveness (Long Range Bomber) 

A. Geographic location supports mission 

Alternate base: 

Weather impact on mission: 

a. Ceiling & Visibility: 

b. Mean number of days of 
freezing precipitation: 

GREEN I 350 NM 
YELLOW > 350 NM I 5 0 0  NM 
RED > 500 NM 

GREEN - At or above 150013 2 75% 
YELLOW - At or above 150013 2 50% 
RED - Anything else 

GREEN - 10 days 
YELLOW - > 10 days 5 20 days 
&.ED > 20 days 

Air Traffic Delay for Takeoff: GREEN - < 0.5% 
(Percentage of total sorties delayed1 YELLOW - 2.5% < 1.0% 
cancelled due to ATC delays) RED - 2 1.0% 
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Crosswind component to GREEN - 5 15 kts 75% and j 25 kts 90%, or base has 
primary iunway: crosswind nvy 

YELLOW - _< 15 kts 50% and 5 25 kts 75% 
RED - 15 kts 25% and 5 25 kts 50% 

Number of availul~ic runways adequate GREEN - Dual runways or single runway 
to support a bomber mission: with emergency runway w/in 150 NM 

YELLOW - Single runway with emergency 
runway w/in 15 1 - 200 NM 
RED - Anything else 

Il. 'l'raining areas (Ranges, l'raining Routes (TRs), MOAs) available 

Low Altitude Air Tactics training and GREEN 5 400NM 
Low Altitude MOAs for attack: YELLOW > 400NM 5 600NM 

RED > 600NM 

Distance to Scorable Bombing Range: 

bistance to the Tactical Training 
Range Complex: 

EC Range within: 

GREEN 5 400NM 
YELLOW > 400NM I 800NM 
RED > 800NM 

GREEN 5 600 NM I 

YELLOW > 600NM 5 1 2 0 0 ~ ~  
RED > 1200 NM 

GREEN 400NM 
YELLOW > 400NM $800NM 
RED > 800NM 

w Feb 94/9:29arn INTERIM DRAFT - FOUO 7 



INTERIM .FT - FOUO 

Full Scale Weapons Delivery . GREEN I 600NM 
availability: YELLOW > 600NM 5 1200NM 

RED > 1200NM 

Number of VR/IR routes: GREEN 2 5 w/in 400NM 
YELLOW < 5w/in 400NM and 2 3w/in 
600NM 
RED < 3 w/in 600NM 

C. I'otential for Airspacelrraining area growth: 

GREEN - Airspce available for future expansion 
YELLOW - Status QUO I 

RED - Reductions possible 
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I). Cornpositelintegrated force training airspace: 

GREEN - Special Use Airspace and/or access to bombing ranges is available within 400NM from 
installation for large force employment exercises. Little or no operational adjustment anticipated 
to accomplish these exercises. Additionally, interservice or adversary installation is within 
600NM. 

YELLOW - Special Use Airspace and/or access to bombing ranges is available at 40 1NM to 
600NM From the installation for large force employment exercises, or adequate airspace 
exists within 401 to 600NM for smaller exercises (less than 20 aircraft). Some 'operational 
adjustment anticipated to accomplish these exercises. Additionally, interservice or adversary 
installation is within 601NM to 800NM. 

RED - Special Use Airspace andlor access to bombing ranges is greater than 600NM from 
installation for large force employment exercises (greater 20 aircraft). Major operational 
adjustments required to accomplish these exercises. No interservice or adversary installation 
available within 800 NM. 

I 
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Air Traffic Control (ATC) Delay: 
(Percentage of total sorties delayed/ 
cancelled due to ATC delays) 

Tanker saturation within the region: 

Total Refueling Events: 
Within 700 NSI of base 

Distance to highly concentrated 
KCVR area: 

GREEN - < 0.5% 
YELLOW - 2.5% < 1.0% 
RED - 2 1.0% 

GREEN = tanker poor 
YELLOW = balanced 
RED = tanker rich 

GREEN - > 750 events 
Yellow - 300 to 750 events 
Red - 0 to 299 events 

GREEN 5 400 NM 
YELLOW > 400 NM < 800 NM 
RED > 800 NM 

04 Ftb 94/9:2929rm 
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2.4. Operational Effectiveness (Airlift Mission) 

A. Geograpllic location supports mission 

Alternate airfield: 

Divert airfield ( i f  single rwy): 

Weather impact on mission: 

a. Ceiling & Visibility: 

b. Mean number of days of 
freezing precipitation: 

Crosswind component to 
primary runway: 

GREEN < 180 NM 
YELLOW > 180 5 360 NM 
RED > 360 NM 

GREEN < 90 NM 
YELLOW > 90 NM 5 180 NM 
RED > 180 NM 

GREEN - At or above 30011 2 90% and 
at or above 150013 > 75% 
YELLOW - At or above 300/1 > 75% and 
at or above 150013 2 50% 
RED - At or above 30011 < 75% 

GREEN - 10 days icing 
YELLOW - > 10 days 2 20 days icing 
RED > 20 days icing 

GREEN - 15 kts 75% and 5 25 kts 90%, 
or base has crosswind my 
YELLOW - 5 15 kts 50% and 5 25 kts 75% 
RED - 15 kts 25% and 1 2 5  kts 50% 
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Air Traffic Control Delay: GREEN'- < 0.5% 
(Percentage of total sorties delayed/ YELLOW - 2 -5% < 1.0% 
cancelled due to ATC delays) RED - 2 1.0% 

GREEN - Optimum deployable range 
YELLOW - Reduced deployable range, requires 
intermediate stopovers 
RED - Presents difficult range and load 
restrictions 

11. Training areas (Drop zones (DZs), Low level routes, etc.) 

, 
Drop Zones within 150 NM: GREEN 2 DZ 

(Forrna tion/VFR/Day/Actual Personnel) YELLOW = 1 DZ 
RED = None 

04 Feb 94/9:29am 

A) Number of IR routes serving above DZs: GREEN 2 2 
YELLOW = 1 
RED = None 

B) Number of Slow Routes (SR) serving 
a h n v ~  n7c- 

- - - --• 
GREEN 2 2 
YELLOW = 1 
RED =None 

Closest Landing Zones (LZs): , GREEN 5 150 NM 
YELLOW > 150 NM 1 400 NM 
RED > 400 NM 

INTERIM DRAFT - FOUO 
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Drop Zones within 150 NM: GREEN 2 2 DZ 
(Formation/Day/Heavy Equipment) YELLOW = 1 DZ 

RED = None 

A) Number of IR routes serving abovetDZs: . GREEN 2 2 
YELLOW = 1 
RED = None 

B) Number of SR routes serving above DZs: GREEN 2 2 
YELLOW = 1 
RED = None 

Army/h.larine installations with maior GREEN 5 500NM 
airdrop employment requiremenu: YELLOW > 500NM 5 750NM 

RED > 750NM 

Full-scale airdrop availability: GREEN I 200NM 
(Formation/Night/S tation Keeping YELLOW > 200NM '5 500NM 
Equipment (SKE)/Heavy Equipment) RED > 500NM 

Air refueling routes: GREEN 2 3 w/in 200NM 
YELLOW < 3 w/in 200NM and 2 3 w/in 
250 NM 
RED < 3 w/in 250NM 
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2.5. Operational Effectiveness (Missile Mission) 

NOTE: This section applies only to missile bases. 

A. Ground System GREEN - Good maintainability 
Y ELL0 W - Average maintainability 
RED - Poor maintainability 

13. Geology 

C. Spacing 

D. Ranging 

E. Weather 

GREEN - Geo features enhance survivability/maintainability 
YELLOW - Geo features adequate for survivability/maintainability 
RED - Geo features cause reduced survivability/maintainability 

GREEN - High survivability 
Y ELL0 W - Medium survivability 
RED - Low survivability 

GREEN - Good location (North & West) 
YELLOW Centralized or tradeoffs in location 
RED - Poor location (South & East) 

GREEN - No impact on missile maintainabilitv/oneratinns - .  
,-T T ---- 
I GLLU vv - ~ i r u m u m  impact on missile maintainability/operations 
RED - Moderate impact on missile maintainability/operations 

F. Future Systems GREEN - Compatible 
RED - Incompatible 

04 Feb 94/9:2!hm INTERIM DRAFT FOUO 15 





INTERIT AFT - FOUO 

2.5 Operation1 Effectiveness (Mobility Mission) 

1. Geograpl~ic location supports mission 

Alternate airfield: 
' GREEN S 180 NM 
YELLOW > 180 NM S 360 NM 
RED > 360 NM 

GREEN - At or above 300/l / 90% 

Weather impact on mission: 

a. Ceiling & Visibility: 
and at or above 150013 2 ' 7 5 %  
YELLOW - At or above 30011 2 75% and 
above 150013 2 50% 
RED - At or above 300/1'< 75% 

b. Meq  number of days of 
freezing prc;?ipitation: 

Crosswind cornp~~nent to 
primarv runway 

GREEN - 10 days icing 
YELLOW - z 10 days 20 days icing 
RED > 20 days icing 

GREEN - 15 kts 75% and 5 25 kts 90% 
4 VT?T t n + v *  

A k~~~ vv - 5 i j  K ~ S  5 ~ 9 0  and $ 2 5  kts 75% 
RED'- 15 kts 25% and 25 kts 50% 

\ 

Air Traffic Control Delay: GREEN - < 0.5% 
(% of total missions flown delayed YELLOW - 2 .5% < 1.0% 
due to ATC) RED - 2 1.0% 
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Helo Air Refueling Designated Areas GREEN > 2 w/in 50 NM 
YELLOW - 12 50 NM's 150 NM 
RED > 150 NM 

Fu 1 ton (STAR) Designated Areas GREEN 2 2 w/in 50 NM 
YELLOW - 1 2  50 NM 5 150 NM 
RED > 150 NM 

GREEN 2 2 w/in 50 NM 
YELLOW - 1 2  50 NM 150 NM 
RED > 150 NM 

GREEN 2 2 wfin 50 W 
YELLOW - 1 2  50 NM 5 150 NM 
RED > 150 NM 
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Drop Zones within 150 NM: 
(Fomation/Day/Heavy Equipment) 

GREEN 2 2 DZ 
YELLOW = 1 DZ 

I RED = None 

A) Number of IR routes serving above DZs: GREEN 2 2 
- .  YELLOW=l 

RED = None 

B) Number of SR routes serving above DZs: GREEN 2 2 
YELLOW = 1 
RED = None I 

Closest LZ : 

ArmyfMarine installations with major ; 

airdrop employment requirements: 

GREEN j 150 NM 
YELLOW > 150 NM < 400 NM 
RED > 400 NM 

GREEN 5 500NM ; 

YELLOW > 500NM 1 750NM 
RED > 750NM 

Full-scale airdrop availability: GREEN 5 200NM 
(Formation/Nighl/S KWHeavv Eaoinmerit) . A VET T n ~ x r  . e n n x ~ a  R M r n n = ~ -  r 

' Y W U V  *l / L U V l \ l V l : \  3 V V l Y l V l  

' RED > 500NM 

Air refueling routes: GREEN 2 3 Win 2 0 0 ~ ~  
YELLOW < 3 w/in 200NM and 3 wlin 

1 250 NM 
RED < 3 wlin 250NM 



Total Refueling Events 
Within 700 NM of base: 

Tanker saturation within the region: 

, . GREEN - > 750 events 
Yellow - 300 to 750 events 
Red - 0 to 299 events 

GREEN = tanker poor 
YELLOW = balanced 
RED = tanker rich 

B. Training areas (Drop zones, Low level routes, etc.) 

GREEN - Optimum deployable range 
YELLOW - Reduced deployable range, 
requires intermediate stopovers 
RED - Presents difficult range and load 
restrictions 

Drop Zones within 150 NM: 
(FormationNisual Flying Rules 
IDa yIActual Personnel) 

GREEN 2 2 DZ 
YELLOW = 1 DZ I 
RED = None 

A) Number of IR routes serving aboveDZs: GREEN 2 2 
YELLOW = 1 I .  

' RED =None 

B) Number of SR routes serving above DZs: GREEN 2 2 
YELLOW = 1 
RED = None 
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0 pern tionnl Effectiveness (Special Operations Mission) 

Cl~vcct  Lantling Zones: GREEN 2 2 within 50 NM 
YELLOW - 1 2 50 NM 150 NM 
RED > 150 NM . 

.-\ ir ForcelAmyMavy SOF Customer GREEN 100 NM . 

I r ~ ~ t n l l n [ i o n  proximity YELLOW > 100 NM 5 400 NM 
RED > 400 NM 

GREEN - C-5 capable ~ i r f i e l d  
Y ELL0 W - C- 14 1 capable Airfield 
RED - Not C-141 capable 

EChI ilariges within 300 NXl GREEN 2 2 
YELLOW - 1 
RED - None 

'Jight Vision Goggles Airfield 
I .  GREEN 2 2 w/in 50 NM 
op6;z tions Arcn YELLOW - 1 w/in 50 NM 

RED - None 

Ground Fol w a r d  Area Reheling GREEN 2 2 w/in 50 NM 
Point Desig;nated Areas YELLOW - 1 2 SO NM _< 150 NM 

RED > 150 NM 
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2. Water 

3. Asbestos 

4. Biological 

A.  Habitat 

GREEN - Adequate water supplies and no known contaminants present 
YELLOW - suspect water supplies; contaminants present within a non- 
potable water zone 
RED - Inadequate water supplies and/or region within a state of over 
draft and/or contarninan ts detected within potable water sources 

GREEN - S 10% facilities with asbestos containing materials (ACM) 
YELLOW - 10% to 25%. facilities with ACM; survey incomplete, or 
unable to assess percentages 
RED - > 25% facilities with ACM 

GREEN - Resources not present 
YELLOW - Resources present which do not currently constrain 

! 
construction/operations I 

RED - Resources present which constrain current 
construction/operations or require "work arounds" to support current 
operation 

3. Tliisakiied Z~lGil[~gered G E E N  - Kesources not present 
Species (T&E) YELLOW - Resources present which do not currently 

constrain construction/operations 
RED - Resources present which constrain current 

- construction/operations or require "woq arounds" to support 
current operation 
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2.7 Operational Effectiveness - Generic flying operation support 

A.  Does the base have an active runway? GREEN - Yes; RED - No 

If  yes, complete 28  - 2D 

I). Is there an alternate airfield that GREEN 5 100 NM 
can accommodate fighter aircraft within: YELLOW 101- 200NM 

RED >200NM 

C. Is there an alternate airfield that GREEN 5 120 NM 
can accommodate large aircraft within: YELLOW 121- 240NM 

RED > 240NM 

D. Potential for Airspacemraining GREEN - Airspace available for future expansion 
area growth: YELLOW - Status Quo 

RED - Reductions possible 

E. Weather impact on mission 
GREEN YELLOW RED 

At or above 300/1: 90% or more $In@, - - . -  tn -- QOW- -- ," T nna ttrn- onm. 
-r"U U A C U A  UV /u 

At or above 1500/3: 80% or more 70% to 79% Less than 70% 
At or above 300013: 75% or more 60% to 74% Less than 60% 
At or above 300015: 70% or more 50% to 69% Less than 50% 
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Ground Forces w/in impact areas capable GREEN S 100 NM 
of tactical aircraft employment: YELLOW > 100 NM 2; 150 NM - - - 

RED > 150 NM 

ACMI: GREEN 5 150 NM 
YELLOW >150NM _< 200 NM 
RED > 200 NM 

Full scale weapons delivery availability: GREEN 5 200 NM 
YELLOW > 200 NM < 250 NM 
RED > 250 NM 

Number of VRAR routes: GREEN - 2 10 w/in 100 NM 
YELLOW - 2 3 and 5 9 w/in 100 NM 
RED - < 3 w/in 100 NM 

2.7.F.2 Bomber Mission 

Low Altitude MOAs for attack 
and LOWAT training: 

GREEN S 400 NM i 

YELLOW > 400 NM 1 600 NM 
RED > 600 NM 

Distance to scorable bombing range: GREEN 5 400 NM 
YELLOW > 400 NM 5 800 NM 
RED > 800 NM 
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Distance to the TTRC: 

EC Range within: 
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GREEN i 600 NM 
YELLOW > 600 NM I 1200 NM 
RED > 1200 NM 

GREEN c 400NM 
YELLOW > 400 NM 5 800NM 
RED > 800NM 

Full Scale Weapons Delivery availability: GREEN I; 600NM 
YELLOW > 600 NM I 1200NM 
RED > 1200NM 

Number of VK/IR routes: GREEN 2 5 w/in 400NM 
YELLOW < Sw/in 400NM and 2 3w/in 600NM 
RED < 3 w/in 600NM 

2.7.F.3 Tanker 

Total Refueling Events 
Within 700 NM of base: 

GREEN - > 750 events 
Yellow - 300 to 750 events 
Red - 0 to 299 events 

Tanker saturatiorl within the region: GREEN = tanker poor 
YELLOW = balanced 
RED = tanker rich 
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Distance to highly concentrated GREEN 5 400 NM 
RCVR area: YELLOW > 400 NM 2 800 NM 

RED >.800 NM 

2.7.F.4 Airlift 

Drop Zones : 
(Formation/VFR/Day/ 
Personnel) 

GREEN 5 200 NM 
YELLOW > 200 NM 5 500 NM 
RED > 500 NM 

Armymarine installations GREEN 5 500 NM 
w/in airdrop employment requirements: YELLOW > 500 NM 5 750NM . 

RED > 750 NM 

GREEN 5 500 NM i Full scale airdrop availability: 
YELLOW > 500 NM S 700 NM 
RED > 700 NM 

I 

Number of VR/IR routes: 

Air refueling routes: 

GREEN 2 3 w/in 200 NM 
YELLOW < 3 w/in 200 NM and 2 3 w/in 250NM 
RED < 3 w/in 250 NM 

GREEN 4 w/in 200 NM 
YELLOW 2 w/in 300 NM 
RED < .2 w/in 500 NM 

I 
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3A.  Existing Associated Airspace Availability (Special Use ~ i r s i a c e )  

MOA/Bombing Ranges: GREEN - Fully adequate MOAbombing ranges available. 
YELLOW - Generally adequate MOA/bombing ranges available, 
but improvements required. 
RED - Inadequate MOAfbombing ranges available. 

h.1 ilitary Training Routes: GREEN - Fully adequate low level routes/capacity available. 
YELLOW - Generally adequate low level routes/capacity 
available; some restrictions to access or limited route quantity. 
RED - Inadequate low level routes/capacity available. 

311. Future Associated Airspace Availability (Special Use Airspace) 

blOA/Bombing Ranges: GREEN - Fully adequate MOA/bombing ranges expected to 
remain available. 
Y ELL0 W - Generally adequate MOA/bombing ranges expected 
to remain available, but improvements required. 
RED - Expect inadequate MOAhombing ranges in the future. 

Military Training Routes: GREEN - Fully adequate low level routes/capacity expected to 
remain available. 
YELLOW - Generally adequate low level routes/capacity 
expected to remainavailable; some restrictions to access or 
limited route quantity. 
RED - Expect inadequate low level routes/capacity in the future. 
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1 1 .  AVAILABILITY AND CONDITION OF LAND, FACILITIES AND ASSOCIATED AIRSPACE 
/\'I1 Ii O'I'I 1 'I'H E EX IS'I'ING c\ND POTENTIAL RECEIVING LOCA'l'lONS 

I .  17acilit ies capacity: 

Base: 

Housing: 

2. Facilities condition: 

Base: 
Building 
Infrastructure 

Housing: 

GREEN 2 the mean 
YELLOW 2 -1 standard deviation and < the mean 
RED < -1 standard deviation 

GREEN 2 the mean 
YELLOW 2 -1 standard deviation and < the mean 
RED < -1 standard deviation 

GREEN 2 the mean 
YELLOW ,2 -1 standard deviation and < the mean 
RED < -1 standard deviation 

GREEN 2 the mean 
YELLOW 2 -1 standard deviation and < the mean 
RED I< - 1 standard deviation 
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4. Can Ihse Runway and Taxiway and Apron Support:, 

Fighter Mission: GREEN - Runway, taxiway, and Apron - Yes 
Bomber Mission: 
Tanker Mission: RED - Either runway or taxiway or  Apron - No 
Airlift Mission: 
Mobility Mission: 
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3. Are there any Air Force unique, one-of-a-kind, 
fircilitics at the installation wtrich GREEN - Yes, unique facilities exist 
must l ~ e  replicated if the base is closed? RED - No unique facilities exist 

4. Utility infrastructure capacity GREEN - Can support > 10% increase in 
(includes: Electricity, water, and sewage) usage without MILCON 

YELLOW - Can support up to 10% increase in usage 
without MILCON 
RED - Cannot support increase without costs 
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5.A Existing Associated Airspace Encroachment (Special Use Airspace) 

MOAs/Restricted Airspace: 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 commercial aviation dominates the development 
of and access to MOAs or Restricted Airspace 

Bornb Ranges/Drop Zones: 

Low Level: 

GREEN - Regional-development generally compatible with Air- 
to-Ground ranges (or Drop Zones -- large &craft bases only) 
YELLOW - Regional development incompatible in some (limited) 
areas. creating restrictions on Air-to-Ground ranges (or Drop 
Zones -- large aircraft bases only) 
RED - Regional development severely incompatible in many 
areas, causing major restrictions to Air-to-Ground ranges (or Drop 
Zones -- large aircraft bases only) 

I 

GREEN - Regional development generally compatible with low- 
level route access 
YELLOW - Regional development incompatible in some (limited) 
areas, creating restrictions on low level route structure 
RED - Regional development severely incompatible in many 
areas, causing major restrictions to low level routes 
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5.1 Future Associated Airspace Encroachment (Special Use Airspace) 

As/Restricted Airspace: GRE 
gene 
Ope: 
Y EL 
may 
of N 
REC 
area 
deve 

ZEN - Future civil and commercial aviation development 
:rally expected to remain compatible with existing Military 
rating Areas and Restricted Airspace 
.LOW - Future civil and commercial aviation development 
impact access to some (limited) MOAs. Future development 

IOAs or Restricted Airspace may be limited 
- Future civil and commercial aviation may dominate the 

and access to MOAs may become severely limited. Future 
llopment of Restricted Airspace incompatible. 

Bornb Ranges/Drop Zones: GREEN - Future regional development generally expected to 
remain compatible with Air-to-Ground ranges (or Drop Zones -- 
large aircraft bases only) 
YELLOW - Future regional development may become 
incompatible in some (limited) areas, creating restrictions on Air- 
to-Grbund ranges (or Drop Zones -- large aircraft bases only) 
RED - Future regional development may become severely 
incompatible in many areas, causing major restrictions to Air-to- 
Ground ranges (or Drop Zones -- large aircraft bases only) 
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Low Level: 

,". 
1 
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GREEN - Future regipnal development generally expected to be 
compatible with low-level route access 
YELLOW - Future regional development may become 
incompatible, in some (limited) areas, creating restrictions on low 
level route structure 
RED - Future regional development may become severely 
incompatible in many areas, causing major modifications to low 
level routes 
YELLOW > the mean and +1  standard deviation 
RED > + 1  standard deviation 

5.C' Ihisting I.ocal/Regionrl Airspace Encroachment 

Environs airspace 
(local flying area): 

GREEN - Airspace encroachment is low and little or no 
operational adjustments made. 
YELLOW - Airspace encroachment is moderate and may require 
limited operational adjustments I 

RED - Airspace encroachment is high and requires substantial 
operational adjustment 

5.D Future LocaVRegional Airspace Encroachment 

Environs airspace 
(local flying area): 

GREEN - Potential for encroachment is low and little or no 
operational adjustments made. 
YELLOW - Potential encroachment is moderate and may require 
limited operational adjustments 1 

RED - Potential encroachment is high and requires substantial 
operational adjustment 
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5.E Existing LocallRegionnl Community Encroachment 

Incompatible Development in GREEN - No 
Clear Zone (CZ)? RED - Yes 

Accident Potential Zone ( APZ) I: GREEN - Off-base development generally compatible 
(For each runway end) within APZ I. 

YELLOW - Off-base development incompatible in some (limited) 
areas of APZ I. 
RED - Off-base development significantly iniompatible within 
APZ I. 

Accident Potential Zone ( APZ) 11: GREEN - Off-base development generally compatible 
(For each runway end) within APZ 11. I 

YELLOW - Off-base development incompatible in some (limited) 
areas of APZ 11. 
RED - Off-base development significantly inkompatible within 
APZ 11. 

65-70 Ldn Noise Zones (NZ): GREEN - off-basedevelopment generally compatible within 65- 
70 Ldn NZ. 
YELLOW - Off-base development incompatible in some (limited) 
areas of 65-70 Ldn NZ. 
RED - Off-base development significantly incompatible within 
65-70 Ldn NZ, 
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70-75 Ldn NZ: 

75-80 Ldn NZ: 

Within 80 Ldn NZ and Above: 

GREEN - Off-base development generally compatible within 70- 
75 Ldn NZ. 
YELLOW - Off-base development incompatible in some (limited) 
areas of 70-75 Ldri NZ. 
RED - Off-base development significantly incompatible within 
70-75 Ldn NZ. 

GREEN - Off-base development generally compatible within 75- 
80 Ldn NZ. 
YELLOW - Off-base development incompatible in some (limited) 
areas of 75-80 Ldn NZ. 
RED - Off-base development significantly incompatible within 
75-80 Ldn NZ. 

GREEN - Off-base development generally compatible within SO+ 
Ldn NZ. 
YELLOW - Off-bpe development incompatible in some (limited) 
areas of 80+ Ldn NZ. 
RED - Off-base development significantly incompatible within 
80+ Ldn NZ. 



5.F Future LocaURegional Community Encroachment 

It~colnpatible Developrnel~t GREEN - No 
Arlticipatcd in Clear Zonc (CZ): RED - Yes 

Accident Potential Zonc (APZ) I: GREEN - Future off-base development generally expected to 
(For each runway end) remain compatible 'within APZ I. 

YELLOW - Future off-base development may become 
incompatible in some (limited) areas of APZ I. 
RED - Future off-base development may become significantly 
incompatible within APZ I. 

Accident Potential Zone (APZ) 11: GREEN - Future off-base development generally expected to be 
(For each runway end) compatible within APZ 11. 

YELLOW - Future off-base development may become 
incompatible in some (limited) areas of APZ 11. 
RED - Future off-base development may become significantly 
incompatible within APZ 11. 

65-70 Ldn Noise Zones (NZ): GREEN - ~ u t u r e  off-base development generally expected to be 
compatible within 65-70 Ldn NZ. 
x r v 1  r n - Y *  

&LLV w - Future oft-base development may become 
incompatible in some (limited) areas of 65-70 Ldn NZ. 
RED - Future off-base development may become significantly 
incompatible within 65-70 Ldn NZ. 
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70-75 Ldn NZ: 

75-80 Ldn NZ: 

GREEN - Future off-base development generally expected to be 
compatible within 70-75 Ldn NZ. 
YELLOW - Future off-base development may become 
incompatible in some (limited) areas of 70-75 Ldn NZ. 
RED - Future off-base development may become significantly 
incompatible within 70-75 Ldn NZ. 

GREEN - Future off-base development generally expected to be 
compatible within 75-80 Ldn NZ. 
YELLOW - Future off-base development may become 
incompatible in some (limited) areas of 75-80 Ldn NZ. 
RED - Future off-base development may become significantly 
incompatible within 75-80 Ldn NZ. 

Within 80 Ldn NZ and Above: GREEN - Future off-base development generally expected to be 
compatible within 80+ Ldn NZ. 
YELLOW - Future off-base development may become 
incompatible in some (limited) areas of 80+ Ldn NZ. 
RED - Future off-base development may become significantly 
incompatible within 80+ Ldn NZ. 
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I 11. THE ABILITY TO ACCOMMODATE CONTINGENCY, MOBILIZATION, AND FUTURE 
1;OKCE REQUIREMENTS AT BOTH THE EXISTING A N D  POTENTIAL RECEIVING 
IJOCA'I'ION. 

I .  CONTINGENCY AND ikIOBILIZATION 

A. What is the C-141 equivalent GREEN - 4 or more 
working maximum on ground (MOG)? YELLOW - 3 to 2 

RED - less than 2 

I Can airfield handle wide-body GREEN - Yes 
operat ions? RED -,No 

C. Does the base have an GREEN - Yes 
operational fuel hydrant system? YELLOW - Yes, with limitations 

RED - NO 

D. Is base fuel storage facility GREEN - Yes 
serviced by pipeline? RED - No 

E. What is the excess CAT 1.1 munitions storage capacity of the base? 

GREEN > 500,000 lbs Net Explosive Weight (NEW) 
YELLOW 7 1 to 500,000 Ibs NEW 
RED - No excess/deficit/no storage facilities 
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F. Dedicated hot cargo pad that can handle GREEN - C- 14 lor larger aircraft 
YELLOW - C- 130 or larger 
RED - Smaller than C-130 or no dedicated hot 
cargo pad 

C. Geographic location: 

Is the base located within 150 NM of: 

(a) A Ground Force Installation GREEN - Yes 
(Arm yhllrine forces) RED - No 

(b )  A Rail Access 

(c) A Port Facility 

GREEN - Yes 
RED - NO 

GREEN - Yes 
RED - NO 

H. What is the excess usable parking apron, GREEN > 42,000 sy (4 C- 14 1s) 
in square yards (sy) for mobility contingencies? YELLOW - 21,000 to 42,000 sy (2-3 C-14 1s) 

RED < 21,000 SY (1-C-141,) 
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2. FUTURE FORCE REQUIREMENTS 

Is the base located and have basic necessary characteristics to support another mission: 
(Assumes current mission is no longer present) I 

Fighter 
Bomber 
Tanker 
Airlift 
hlobility 

GREEN - Meets most requirements of MACRO Look 

YELLOW - Meets some requirements of MACRO Look 

RED - Meet.. few requirements of MACRO Look 

I 
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IV. THE COST AND IkIANPOWER IMPLICATIONS 

1.  One Time closure Costs: Programming impact;. includes environmental compliance costs and 
excludes one-time environmental restoration costs 

2. 20 Year Net Present Value: Shows savings (positive number) or cost (negative number) derived 
by discounting costs and savings over a 20 year period 

3. Net Steady State Savings: The annual recurring savings which result from avoiding the 
operating and personnel costs of the closed base as offset by the annual recurring costs such as 
CHAMPUS and housing as a result of closing the base 

4. Manpower Reductions: Support manpower spaces eliminated as a result of closing the base 

V. THE EXTENT AND TIbIING OF POTENTIAL COSTS AND SAVINGS, INCLUDING THE 
NUMBER OF YEARS, BEGINNING WITH THE DATE OF COMPLETION OF THE CLOSURE 
OR REALIGNMENT, FOR THE SAVINGS TO EXCEED THE COSTS. i 

1. Investment Payback: Years elapsed from closure year to payback. Payback computed from Net 
Present Value analysis using OMB Circular A-94 
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VI.  THE ECONOMIC IMPACT ON COMMUNITIES. 

1. Employment: GREEN - Reductions exceed the historic high reduction 
YELLOW - Reductions 'are between 50% of the historic high reduction 
and the historic high reduction 
RED - Reductions are less than 50% of historic high reduction, or 
negligible 

2. Population: 

3. Income: 

04 Feb 94/9:29nm 

GREEN - Reductions exceed the historic high reduction 
YELLOW - Reductions are between 50% of the historic high reduction 
and the historic high reduction 
RED - Reductions are less than 50% of the historic high reduction, or 
negligible 

GREEN - Reductions exceed the historic high reduction 
YELLOW - ~educfions are between 50% of the Mstoric high reduction 
and the historic high reduction 
REu - Keductioris are less than 50% of the historic high reduction, or 
negligible 
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4. Local Government GREEN - The net fiscal impact on local governemnt is 
Operating Revenues negative and comparatively large. (Expenditures savings are 
Expenditures: less than 75% of revenue losses) 

YELLOW - The net fiscal impact on local government is 
negative, but comparatively small. (Expenditures savings are 
75% or more of revenue losses) 
RED - The net fiscal impact on local government is neutral 
or positive. (Expenditures savings exceed revenue losses) 

1 
! 

I 
GREEN - Actual clean-up time is estimated to be lengthy (> 5 
yrs) 
YELLOW - Actual clean-up time is estimated to be moderate 
(about 5 yrs) 
RED - Actual clean-up time is estimated to be relatively short 
(< 5 yrs) 

5. Installation 
Restoration 
Programs ( IR  P) 
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V I I .  THE ABILITY OF BOTH THE EXISTING AND POTENTIAL RECEIVING 
COMMUNITIES' INFRASTRUCTURE TO SUPPORT FORCES, MISSIONS, AND PERSONNEL. 

I .  Community Infrastructure 

A. Off-base housing 

Affordable: 
Avail: 

GREEN - Yes; RED - No 
GREEN - Yes; RED - No 

B. Transportation 

Base served by public transportation: GREEN - Yes; RED - No 

Access to municipal airports: GREEN - < 25 miles from base 
YELLOW - 25 - 50 miles from base 
RED - > 50 miles from base 

Available air carrier service: GREEN - 3 or more carriers 
YELLOW - 2 carriers 
RED - 1 carrier or commuter service 

Round trio commuting time to work: GREEN - 5 40 minutes 
YELLOW - 41 to 60 minutes 
RED - > 60 minutes 
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C. Off-base recreation facilities 

Swimming pool: 
Movie theatre: 
Public golf course: 
Bowling lane: 
Boating: 
Fishing: 

Zoo: 
Aquarium: 
Family theme park: 
Professional sports: 
Collegiate sports: 
Camping facilities: 
Beaches: 
Winter sports: 

GREEN < 30 minute drive 

YELLOW - 30 to 45 minute drive 

RED '> 45 minute drive or not available 

GREEN < 1.5 hour drive 

YELLOW - 1.5 to 2.5 hour dribe 

RED > 2.5 hour drive or not available 

D. Shopping facilities - mall or similar GREEN - 20 minutes or less 
shopping environment YELLOW - 21 - 40 minutes 

RED - more than 40 minutes 

E. Distance to Metropolitan center GREEN - < 1.0 hour , 

(Population of 100,000 or more) YELLOW - 1.0 - 2.0 hours 
RED - > 2.0 hours 
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Fa Local area crime rate 

Violent Crime Rate: 
(Per 1 00,000) 

Property Crime Rate: 
(Per 100,000) 

2. Education 

A.  Pupil to 'reacher Ratio 
(Max allowed ratio) 
(grades K - 12) 

Be Do High Schools offer four year 
English & hlath programs and 
a foreign language program 

C. Does High Schools offer Honors program 

D. Students that go on to college 
(Uses numbers for local catchment 
or within 25 miles of base) 

GREEN - 600 or below 
YELLOW - 601 - 899 
RED - 900 or above 

GREEN - 4000 or below 
YELLOW - 4001 to 6000 
RED - 6001 or above 

GREEN - 5 25 to 1 
YELLOW - 26 - 30 to 1 
RED - > 30 to 1 

GREEN - All 3 avail 
YELLOW - 2 avail 
RED - 1 or less avail 

GREEN - Yes: RED - No 

GREEN - 2 60% 
YELLOW - 40% to 59% 
RED - < 40% 
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E. Opportunity for off-base education (within 25 miles) 
( I )  Vocational/technical training: GREEN - Yes; RED - No 
(2) Undergraduate College: GREEN - Yes; RED - No 
(3) Graduate College: GREEN - Yes; RED - No 

3. Spousal employment 
A. What percent of spouses are able to find work 

within 3 months of starting job search? GREEN > 75% 
YELLOW - 50% to 75% 
RED < 50% 

U. What percent of spouses are able to find work 
commensurate with job skills, work GREEN > 75% 
experience and education? YELLOW - 50p to 75% 

RED < 50% 

4. Local Medical Care 

A. How does the number of physicians 
in the community compare to GREEN - ~ r e a t e r  than or equal 
the national norm of 2.2 RED - Less than 
physiciansllOO0 population 

B. How does the number o f .  GREEN - Greakr than or equal 
hospital beds in the community RED - Less than 
compare to the a national norm 
of 4.0 beds/1000 population 

I 
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SECTION VIII. 

VIII.1 AIR QUALITY 
(VIII. I .A)  - What is the name of the Air Quality Management District in which the base is located? 
(VIII. I .B) - Is the base within a maintenance or non-attainment area for any particular pollutant? YESINO 
(VIII. 1 .B. I )  I f  the base is in  a maintenance area, identify the regulated pollutant(s). . 
( V I I .  1 . 2 )  I f  the base is in a non-attainment area, identify the pollutant(s) and the degree of severity (marginal, 

moderate, serious, severe, or extreme). 
(VIII. I .C) - Are there any critical air quality regions (i.e. non-attainment areas, national parks, etc.) within 100 

kilometers of the base? YESNO 
(VIII. I .D) - Has the local Metropolitan Planning Organization (or similar organization) restricted or delayed any 

on- or off-base activities due to air quality considerations? Examples to consider include 
restrictions to construction permits, restrictions to operating hours for industrial facilities, 
implementation of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) procedures during rush hour, etc. YESINO 

(VI 11. I . D. 1 ) Has the base been required to implement emissions reduction through special actions, such as 
carpooling or emissions credit transfer? YESINO 

( I .  2 I f  special actions have been implemented, specify the nature of the actions. 

VIII.2 WATER - POTABLE 
(V111.2.A) - What is the base potable water supply (on-base or local community) and source (aquifer, lake, 

re$cF,,,,r, y m ~ c ~ . . e l  n * n - - 1 - . y  0-- -:=--A 

y u a  UUppI J 1 .  LJpGbllJ. 

(V111.2.B) - Are there any constraints to the base water supply? 
(VII1.2.B. 1) -- Quality ? I 

(VIII.2.B.2) -- Quantity? 
(VIII.2.B.3) -- Seasonal shortages? 
(Vl11.2.C) - Does the presence of contaminants or lack of adequate water supply constrain construction 

activities/operations (e.g., restrict facility siting options, well usage, construction, etc)? Describe: 

t , 04 Feh ~ 8 s m  INTERIM ,AFT' - FOUO 
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VIII.3 \VATER - GROUND WATER 
(V111.3.A) - Is there known contamination to the base or local community groundwater? 
(V111.3.A. I ) -- Nature of contamination: 
(VI11.3.A.2) -- Is the contaminated groundwater a. potable water source? 
(V111.3. B) - Is the base actively involved in groundwater remediation activities? 
(V111.3.C) - How many water wells exist at the base? 
( V l I . 3 . )  - How many have been abandoned and why? 

111.4  \VriTEH - SURFACE \VtlTER 
I I 4 1 ) - Are there pcrenll~al bod~es of water located on base? 
I 4 . 1  - -  ldent i fy locat i o n ( ~ )  and surface area size. 
V 4 . .  -- Do pcrcnrl~al water bodies receive water runoff or treated wastewater discharge from the 

base? 
(VIII.J.A.3) -- Is the base located within any specified drainage basin? If  so, is the base involved in any 

cooperative agreements for restoration and protection of water quality and associated living 
resources (e.g., Chesa~eake Bav Program). 

(V111.4. B) - Are special permits required to conduct trainingloperations, or for construction projects on or near . 

bodies of water? (Identify) 
(V111.4.C) - Is there known contamination to the base or local community surface water? 
(VIII.4.C.1) -- What is the nature of the contamination? 
(V111.4.C.2) -- Is the contaminated surface water a potable water source? 

VIII.5 WASTEWATER 
(VII1.5.A) - Where is base wastewater treated (i.e., on-base or by the local community)? 
(V111.5. B) - How many wastewater treatment facilities (industriaYdomestic) are located on-base? (List) 
(VIII.5.C) - Are there any discharge (treatment) violations or any outstanding discharge (treatment) open 

enforcement actions pending? YESMO. 
(VIII.5.C. 1)  -- If yes, provide date, nature, current status of violation, and compliance attainment date. 

&AFT - FOUO 
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VIII.6 DISCHARGE POINTSflMPOUNDMENTS 
(V111.6.A) - Are there any National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permits in effect? (Describe) 
(VII1.G.R) - Does the base currently discharge treated wastewater on-base or off-base? (Describe) 
( I  C )  - Does the base have any discharge impoundments? YESIN0 
(Vll1.C. I )  -- Number of wateriwastewater treatment impoundments: 
(VllI.b.C.2) -- Nutnber of industrial wastewater treatment impoundments: 
( V l  I 1.6. D) - Are there any discharge (treatment) violations or any outstanding discharge (treatment) open 

enforcement act ions pending? 
( I l l .  1 .  I ) -- If so, how many? 
(rill. 2 - -  I f  so, H hat I F  the status? 

' 1 1 . 7  II,l%/lHI)OVS hlATEHI,lI, - ASBESTOS 
(V111.7.A.) \V hat pcrccn[age of  facilities have been surveyed for asbestos? 
(VIII.7.A.l j - -  What percentage of facilities surveyed have been identified as having asbestos? 
(V111.7.A.2) - -  How rnany facilities rue considered regulated areas or have restricted use due to friable 

asbestos building materials? 

VIII.8 BIOLOGICAL - HABITAT 
(V111.8.A)- Are any ecological or wildlife management areas on or adjacent to the base? (Identify) 
(V111.8.A. 1 ) -- Are there any natural areas on or adjacent to the base which are generally recognized by 

zrnlln r\f ~ n ~ n p t ,  m e  ; m n n d r - b  - - - 1 - - ' - - '  '' ' " ' 

C -O--.-, ..., a...rV.LULLC W ~ W L ~ L ~ L G Q I  S I L ~ ; ~ :  tloenury) 
(VII1.8.B)- Have any criticalisensitive habitats (as defined by the US Fish and Wildlife Service) been identified on 

base? (Describe) 
(V111.8.C)- Does the base have a cooperative agreement with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the State Fish 

and Game Department for conducting a hunting and fishing program? 
(V 11 1.8. D)- Does the presence of these resources constrain currenufuture construction activities/operations? 

(Describe) 
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VIII.9 BIOLOGICAL - THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
(V111.9.A)- Have any FederalIState. listed/proposedlcandidate, threatenedlendangered, plantfanimal species been 

identified on the base? (List species and status) 
( V  11 1.9. R)-  Are any FederallStatelPrivate organization "special 'concern" plant or animal species on the base? (List 

species and status) 
(V1 11.9.C)- Does the presence of these species constrain current/future construction activities/operations? (Describe) 

VIII.10 BIOLOGICAL - WETLANDS 
(VIII. 1O.A)- Are there any wetlands, estuaries, or other special aquatic features present on the base? 
(VIII. 1O.A. I )  -- What types are present, and the approximate acreage of each? 
(VI11.10.A.2) -- Is the base involved in any jointly-managed programs for protection of wetlands, estuaries or 

special aquatic features (see # V111.4.A.3). 
(VIII. 1O.B)- Has the base been surveyed for wetlands in accordance with established federally approved 

guidelines? ( Y  ESMO) 
(VII1.10.B. 1 )  -- When was the survey completed? I 

(VIII. lO.B.2) -- What percentage of the base was included in the survey? 
(V111.10.B.3) -- What method was used to survey the base (e.g., Corps of Engineers Delineation Manual, US 

Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetlands Inventory)? 
(VII I .  1O.C)- Is any part of the base located in a 100-year floodplain? 
(VIl I .  10. D)- Does the presence of these resources constrain current/future construction activities/operations? 

(Describe) 

VIII.ll BIOLOGICAL - FLOODPLAINS 
(VIII. 1 1 .A)- Are floodplains present on base? 
(VIII.II.A.1) -- If present, do floodplains constrain construction (siting) activities or operations? 
(VIII. 1 1 .A.2) -- If floodplains are present, does periodic flooding constrain operations at the base? 
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VIII. 14 COMI'1,IANCEIIRI' COSTS ($000) 

(V111.14.A) - Identify costs, currelitly known or estimated, that are required for permits or other actions required 
to bring existing practices into compliance with appropriate regulations. 

Current FY FY+l FY+2 FY +3 FY+4 - 
IRP 
Perinits 
Natural Resources 
Hazardous Waste DisposaVRernediation 
Other(s), i.e., waste water compliance (Specify) 

VIII.15 OTHER ISSUES 
(V111.1S.A) - Describe Local, State and/or Federal activities which may constrain or enhance base operations (i.e., 

joint-use with commercial facilities, base lies in coastal management zone, etc.) 

INTERIM -.Am - FOUO 
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1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

SECTION I. 

1, Force Structure 

( I .  1 .A..) - List all on base NAF and non-Air ~ o r c e  activities (e.g., DECA, bank, Red Cross) and the number 
of assigned personnel as of FY 9314. 

( I .  1 .B )  - Does the base support any remote/geographically separated units (units off base) which get at least 
50% or more of Base Operational Support (BOS) from the base; if so, name unit(s), location, and 
type support. e.g., personnel, supply, finance, Traffic Management Office (TMO)? (List support , 

agreements, i.c., Host Tenant Support Agreement (HTSA), Interservice Support Agreement 
(ISSA), Memorandum of Understanding/Agreement (MOUIA), unit(s)). Provide answer in 
the following format: 

Unit Location Support Provided 

INTERIM DRAFT - FOUO 1 
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(1.2.C.S) - 
( C . )  - 
(I.2.C.7) - 
(1.2.C.8) - 

Identify & provide distance to all MOAs, warning/restricted areas within lOONM which have a 
rninirnum size of 2,100 sq NM and 20,000 feet altitude block above 5000 feet AGL. 
Identify & provide distance to low altitude MOAs and warninglrestricted areas which begin at the 
surface up to at least 2.500 AGL, with a minimum area of 2,100 sq NM, within 600NM. 
Identify & provide distance to scorable range complexesltarget arrays (each must be capablehave 
tactical targets, conventional targets and strafe) within 800NM. 
Identify & provide distance to nearest electronic combat (EC) range? 
Identify & provide distance to nearest Air Combat Maneuvering Instrumentation (ACMI) range. 
Identify & provide distance to nearest full-scale, heavyweight (live drop or inert) range. 
What is the total number of slow routes (SR)lvisual routes (VR)/instrument routes (IR) with an 
entry point within I OONMII 50NMl200NM/400NMl600NM/800NM? Identify routes. 
Distance to Point A of the nearest 400 Series Military Training Routes (MTR) which leads in to 
the Tactics Training Range Complex (TTRC). 
Total number of air refueling (AR) routes and distance to anchor points for refueling anchorslair 
refueling control points (ARCPs) for refueling tracks within 200 NMl300 NMl500 NM? 
-- Identify routes and distance to each route's control point (CP). 
Identify all drop zones (DZs) (as listed in AMC Pamphlet 55-57) within 150 NM that are a - 

minimum of 700 x 1000 yds. Also provide the following information for each DZ listed: 
-- Identify all IRISR routes which serve the above DZs - BASE MUST ANSWER. 
Identify and give the distance to the closest primary landing zones (LZs), (as listed in AMC 
Pamphlet 55-57) which is a minimum of 3000 ft x 60 ft. 
What is the name and distance to the nearest full scale airdrop DZ (1000 yds x 1500 yds which 
could be used for formation IFR airdrop of personnel and equipment)? 
Distance to ground force installation (US Army, USMC) with restricted airspace capable of 
supporting tactical aircraft employment (floor no higher than 100 ft AGL, ceiling no lower than 
3,000 ft AGL, minimum area 2,500 sq NM). Identify installation. 
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D. Ranges 

Ranges (Controlled/managed by installation) (IF NONE, SKIP TO 1.2.D.18) 

List the range(s) that your base controldmanages? 
List the range's (s') associated airspace to include restricted areas, MOAs, etc. 
What is the distance from the base to the range(s) (primary target or centroid)? 
What is the size of the range? (in acres) 
-- What is the size of the range's(s9) impact area(s) (in acres)? 
-- What is the size of the restricted area in which the range lies (in square miles)? 
-- What is the altitude ceiling of the range's(s') restricted area(s)? 
Does the range*s(s9) shapdocation prohibit efficient training or significantly hamper mission 
accomplishment (i.e.. single run-in headings, no pop patterns, etc)? 
What other type of restrictions exist (i.e., limited hours, exercise only, ceiling precludes high 
altitude dive bomb deliveries, etc.)? 
What flying squadrons are regular users (20 or more range periods per year) of the range(s)? List 
What is the published availability of the range@)? 
How many hours (average per year for 1990 thru 1993) was the range(s) scheduled? 
How many hours was the range(s) used (average per year for 1990 thru 1993, total of all users)? 
Utilization (average used/average scheduled x 100 = %) 
Give reasons for non-use. 
Does the range(s) have full-scale weapons develivery (FSWD) capability? Describe in detail. 
What are the associated FSWD restrictions? . I 

Does the range(s) have any special weapons capability (shapes, laser-guided, etc.)? 
-- What are the associated special weapons restrictions? 
Does the range(s) have electronic warfare capability? Describe (unclassified) in detail. 
-- What are the associated electronic warfare restrictions? 
Are there any noise sensitive area (NSAs) associated with the range(s)? List. 

t 
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I 

(1.2.D.19) - Is missionltraining impacted by training area airspace encroachment or other conflict? For 
example, noise abatementltraffic procedures that limit operations. Explain. 

(1.2.D.20) - Do the MOAslbornbing rangeslother training afeas have any scheduling restrictionsAimitations? 
(1.2. D.20.a) -- I f  scheduling problems are encountered, list all reasons. 
(1.2. D.2 1 ) - Do you expect more restrictions/limitations to be imposed on the MOAs/bombing rangedother 

training areas used by your unit? (Yes or No) 
(I.2.D.21 .a) -- I f  yes, state all reasons. 
(1.2.D.22) - Are there any significant changeslrestrictionsAimitations being worked that will effect the 

scheduling of low level routes used by your unit? (Yes or No) 
(1.2.D.22.a) -- I f  yes, list all changes. 

I 

E. Airspace Used by Base I 

(1.2.E. I )  - Excluding airport traffic area, what airspace does the baselwing schedulelmanage? Include any 
military operating areas, restricted areas, warning areas, low altitude tactical navigation areas, air 
refueling trackslanchors, military training routes, and alert areas. List and identify each unit of 
airspace. Provide MOA and restricted area utilization reports as necessary. 

(1.2.E. 1 .a) -- If  base does not schedulefmanage any airspace, then identify airspace used for local training. 

FOR EACH PIECE OF AIRSPACE. ANSWER THE FnlI r?w!Nc ~I_TCS'??~??S:  
(Answer only if you controVmanage airspace, if none go to 1.2.G) 

(1.2.E.2) - Has an environmental analysis been conducted on each airspace? (Yes or No) 
(1.2.E.2.a) -- What is the status of each environmental analysis and supplement?, -- - 
ji.2.E.2.bj -- Were there any problems associated with the analysis? I 

(I.2.E.2.c) -- Does the current "Description of Proposed Actions/Altematives" (DOPAA) define your 
operations, and if it does, was it used for the latest environmental analysis and supersonic 
waiver if required? Explain any lack of reports. 

04 Feb W19:5&m INTERIM DRA'E'- FOUO 
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Are there known noise sensitive areas (NSAs) associated with each piece of airspace? (YesINo) 
-- List those documented in Flight Information Publication (FLIP) and those you have concerns . 

about . 
-- Do any of these NSAs affect or threaten the quality of training or mission? 
Are there any known civilian/commercial encroachments with each piece of airspace? (Yes/No) 
-- List those for ground or airspace encroachment. (i.e., Public-use airports, parachute 

operations, gliders, etc.) 
Are there any planned expansions to your special use airspace? Yes/No (Include new airspace 
proposals). 
--  Explain proposal and give status (to include community reactions) 
-- What was the primary rationale supporting expansion? 
What type of restr~ctions exist with each airspace? (i.e., hours of operation, subsonic, altitude 
restrictions, exerclse only. ATC delays, etc.) 
What is the published availability of each airspace? 
-- How many hours (average per year for 1990 thru 1993) was the airspace scheduled? 
-- How many hours were actually used (average per year for 1990 thru 1993, total of all 

users)? 
-- State reasons for difference between scheduled and actually used. 
Is it possible to increase utilization of the airspace? (Yes or No) 
Can it be expanded in volume andfor hours of use? (Yes or No) 
Describe the volume or area of the airspace. 
What percentage of the airspace is usable? 
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Conlrnercial Aviation Impact 
(1.2.E.12) - Is the base joint-use (CIVILIANIMILITARY) ? YES/NO. 
(1.2.E. 13) - Identify all of the airfields (to include civilian/commerical/general aviation/uncontrolled) within a 

50 mile radius of the base. 
(1.2.E. 14) - Do civilian/co~nmerical operators or other airspace users pose any scheduling, operational, or . 

environmental constraints or limits on operations? Yes/No (In answering Yes or No, consider 
ATC. hours of operations, flight tracks/profiles, conflicting traffic with other airports or airspace 
users, noise sensitive areas, etc. 

(1 .2  i-: I4 ;I) - -  1)ewribe the impact. 

F. I'otrrit iel For Growth in Training Airspace (Area) 
(1.2.F. I )  - Is expansion possible? (Yes or No) t 

(1.2.F. 1 a )  --  If  yes. glve an estimate of the percentage of increase and rationale for your estimate 
(1.2.F.2) - Will current access rerniun the same (status quo)? (Yes or No) 
(1.2.F.3) - Are reductions expected? (Yes or No) 
(1.2.F.3.s) -- I f  yes. give an estirnate of the percentage of decrease and rationale for your estimate 
(1.2.F.4) - Do current special use airspace a ~ ~ d  training areas meet all training requirements? (Yes or No) 
(I.2.F.4.a) -- Can some of your training requirements only be met by deployed, pff-station training? (Yes 

or No) 
(1.2.F.4.b) -- If  not, what degradation is experienced? Explainlidentify. 
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G .  Cornposi tdntegra ted Force Training 

(I.2.G. 1 )- Identify and give distance to the nearest active duty ground combat unit where joint training can 
be accomplished and that has impact areas capable of tactical employment. 

(1.2.G.2)- Identify and give distance to the nearest Reserve Component ground unit where joint training can 
be accomplished and that has impact areas capable of tactical employment. 

(1.2.G.3) - Identify and give distance to the nearest Naval unit where joint training can be accomplished. 
(1.2.G.4) - Identify and give distance to the nearest active duty Air Force unit where dissimilar training can 

be accomplished. 
(1.2.G.S) - Identify and give distance to the nearest ARC unit where dissimilar training can be accomplished. 

H. Missile bases only (AFSPACECOM will provide ratings based on 5 -- outstanding; 4 -- Excellent; 3 -- 
Average; 2 -- Less Than Average; ANSWERS WILL BE CLASSIFIED AND WILL NOT BE 
INCLUDED WITH OUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES.) 

- planning Flexibility 
(I.2.H. 1)  -- Range 
(1.2.H.2) -- Spacing 
(1.2.H.3) -- Geology 
(I.2.H.4) -- Weather 
(I.2.H.5) - Future Systems 
(1.2.H.6) - System Maintainability 

I. Technical training mission sites only 

(1.2.1)- Will trained personnel requirements for installation courses change over the FYDP? Explain. 
(QUESTION TO BE ANSWERED BY HQ AETC) 
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1.  Installation Capacity & Condition. 

( 1 I . I . A )  A.Land 

Instructions: 
- List only acreage under Air Force control. 
- Include leased land (identify as such in description). 
- Total acreage should include all remote sites and main installations owned by the Air Force. 
- Acreage "suitable" for new development should be consistent with the Base Comprehensive Plan. 

(11.1 .B.) B. Facilities 

Instructions: 
For section (11.1 .B. la) - (11.1 .B. 1 .ee) use the 28 Feb 94 Real Property Records (Do not include leased facilities). 
For section (11.1.B.2) in-house surveys will be required so condition codes and capacity for individual components of the larger system 
can be determined (i.e., pavement and utility distribution systems). 
Provide data for base and ger?graphica!!y-apuated site facilities for h e  3- i-ud 6-digit category codes iisted. 
Except where specifically excluded under category description, include all facilities that fall within the 3 digit facility category code 
family and meet the unit  of measure to get a sum total for that particular facility category code family (i.e., 41 1--Liquid Fuel Storage- 
Bulk, would include 41 1-123, 127, 128, 131, 132, 134, 135, 137, 138, and 139 with barrels (BL) as the unit of measure). It is of Ihc 
u [most importance to maintain un i t  of measure integrity. 
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From real property records: 
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(111.1%1n.i) 

( I  I I 13 I n I i 
p- 

( I 1  1.1% 1 h )  

(11.1 11.1 c ) 

I .  I I .  I c i 

(11.1 .n . l .c  ii) 

(11.1 .B.l .c.iii) 

(11.1 .B. l.c.iv) 

(II.1.B.I .c.v) 

( 1 1 . l . d . )  

(11. l .n.l .d.i) 

(II.1.B.l.d.ii) 

1 , .  1 . .  , .... \ ,... . .&,. l . u . l l l l  

(11. I .n. l .d.iv) 

(ll.l.1l.l.d.v) 

(II.I.D.1.c.) 

(11.1 .D. l .c.i) 

121-122 

I2 I - 1 2 h  

131 

I41 

14 1-232 

141-753 - ~ 

141-782 

14 1-784 

141-785 

Ilydr;mtFuelingSystcmI~irs 

Cmsolidatcd Aircraft Support System 

CommunkUions-Duild~ngs 

Opcmdons-Buildings 

Aaial  Delivery Facili~y 

Squadron Operations 

E A 

EA 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

NIA 

- 
NIA 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

Air Fnight Terminal 

Air Passenla Terminal 

Feet Service Terminal 

171 

171-21 1 

171-21 la  
.-. -.- 
8 t a - L I L  

171-212a 

171-618 
I 

NIA . 

NIA 

SF 

SF 

SF 

Training BuiJdings 

Flight Traiding 

Combat Cnw Trng Squadron Facility 

GiLCi~i Su~~uiaior lrarnrng (ttrgh Bay) 

Companion Tmg Program 

FieldTrainingFacility 

NIA ' 

N/A 

t 

* 

SF 

SF 

211 

21 1-1 11 

NI A 

NI A 

k a i n t e n a n a - ~ i r c d t  
(Do not include 2 1 1 - 193) 

Maintenance Hangar 
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-- 

% 
COND 

OF 
ATEGORY DESCRIPTION 1 

SF (11.1 R. I c i i )  2 11-152 General Purpse Aircraf~ Maintenance 

( I 1  I I1 I c ~ i i )  2 l l - Is2a DASII 21 . SF 

( 1 1  I I1 I c I V )  2 1 1  - 153 Non-Desuuctive Inspcctmn (NDI) Lab SF 

( I I I l i I c b )  I l -1 -54  A i r c r P n M u n u ~ w t ' n ~ t ~ k ~ l U )  SF 

I I I I ,711-157 JetF3qcnclnynlrtnmJS!ununace SF 

I1 1  I1 1 c \ 111 2 1 1  - 1571 fmmw Opcravd Mun Ilau Supply SF 
I ('OM RS 1 

tll I I )  I C V I I I )  211-159 A m d l  ( ~ m w n ( ' c w m ~ l  l l n t r  SF 

l l l . l l c ~ x )  211.173 I a f t e k r n r l l M a ~ n v n v ~ c I h c k  Sf: 

I .  I .  I .  x Fll-175 Medium A i m  b!iunume Dock SF 

(II.I.D.l.e.xi) 21 1-177 Small Airarlt Marnvnance Dock SF 

(11.1 .B.l.e.xii) 21 1-179 Fuel Syslan Maintenance Dock SF 

(11. l .n. l .e.xiii) 21 1-183 Tesl Cell SF 

(11. I .B. 1 .i.) 212 Mainl-Guided Missiles SF NIA 

(11. I .I]. I .i.i) 212-212 Missile Assembly (Build-Up) Shop SF 

(11. I .B.1 .i . i i )  212-212a Inlegrated Maintenance f'aulity (cruise SF 
missiles) 

( l l . l .D. l . l~i i )  212-213 TacticalMissileMainrcnanceShop SF 

(11. I .n. l .f.iv) 2 12-220 lntegraud Mainlcnana Facility SF 

(11 1.Il.I.g.) 214 Maintenance-Automolive SF NIA 
(Do not include 214-469) 
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( I 1  I 1) I g 1) 

( I 1  1 Il 1 e, II) 

411 I II 1 1 1 )  

,I 
I1  I Ii  I I I 

I I I l \ l j ~  

I l I I 1 l j 1 ~  

I1  I 11 1 j 11) 

214-425 

2 14-467 

215.552 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

Sf: 

SF 

L~railerlQuipment Matnrenmce Facility 

Refueling Vehicle Shop 

Weapons md Release Systems 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

I1 1 D 1 ~ 1 1 1 )  

NIA 

fArmamcnt Stxydiun Ma~ntcwnce) 

2 Ih N 2  k r n v ~ l l l ~ l ~ l  Mun~ucnt Shy 

217-713 

218-712 

2 18-852 

2 18-868 

2 19 

310 

311 

312 

315 

, 

NI A 

NI A 

NIA 

NI A 

NIA 

NIA 

217 

217212 

l:X3MPodSb<ll,mdSlarge 

Aircnn S- F4u1pmm1 
SboplStqe Fmllry 

Survival Equipment Shop(Paracbutc) 

Precision Measurement Equipment Lab 

Maincnancc-lnstallauon. Repair, and - 
v p  UUUll 

Science Labs 

Aircraft RDT&E Facilities 

Missile and Space RDT&E Facs 

Weapons and Weapon Sysl RDTBE 
Facilities 

I1 I I3 I k I) 

(11. 1 ..Il. 1 k i l )  

(11. 1 B I k i i i)  

(11.1 B 1 1 )  

(111.D1.m) 

(11.1 B l n )  

( 1 1 1 . n l o )  

( I I I B l p )  

~ l u n ~ - f ~ ~ ~ c r  and ('tmmun~uuons 
I$utp 

AvcocrtcShclp 

I 

i217~212.,lANTIRN 

NI A 

NI A 

Nl A 

NI A 

NIA 

L 
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(2) Use 28 Feb 94 Real Property Records 1 
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( 1 1 .  1 .13.2) From in-house survey: For the category codes listed below, most bases will need to conduct an 
in-house survey to accurately capture the condition of these facilities. This survey is required because, in most 
cases, Real Property Records lump all pavements and utility distribution systems under one facility number. The 
coliditio~l of these facilities is determined by the predominant condition of the entire system. This does not 
accurately irldicate the true condition of the entire system and, therefore, necessitates a survey so you can report the 
percent of the system that is condition code 1, 2 and 3. When the bases do these surveys, it is vitally important 
ttlcy bc auditable. Bases should have hard documentation to show exactly how they amved at condition codes for 
cacti seglilent of the category codes listed below. 

C 

(11.1.11.2.h.) 

(II.1.11.2.c.) 

(11. I .I3.2.d.) 

(11.  I .D.2.c.) 

112 

113 

1 16-662 

812 

Airfield Pavements-Taxiways 
(Do ml include shoulden) 

Airfield Pavcmcnr-Apron(s) 
(Do not include shoulders) 

Dangerous Cargo Pad 

Elcc Power-Tnns & Disv Lines 
(Overhead & UIG, Ri & Sec 
Lines) 
@o nor include 8 12-92 1, 8 12-926, 
and 8 12-928) 

S Y 

SY 

SY 

LF 

- 
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ATEGORY DESCRIPTION 

(Do mt includc 8.5 1 - 142 and 

(11.1.11.3) Remarks for Sections II . l .B.1  6 II.1.B.Z: 

(II.l.C) C. Famiiy Housing (Facility Category Code 711): 

(11.1 .C. 1 ) - CAPACITY (Housine Inventorv): List the following: 

(11.1 .C. 1 .a) -- Number of adequate units from current DD Form 1410, line 18d. 
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(11.1 .C. 1 .b) -- Number of substandard units from current DD Form 1410, line 18e. 
(I1.I.C. 1.c) -- Current deficit or surplus units as reflected in your validated Market Analysis. This deficit or 

surplus includes El-E3 requirements. Indicate surplus units with brackets. If Market Analysis 
is not available. use most recent Housing Survey data. 

( 1 1 . 1  .C. I .c.i) --- A Market Analysis was used to answer questions in Section (II.1.C) - YesMo 
(11. I .C. I .d) -- FY 95/4 projected net housing deficit or surplus of units, for officers and enlisted,(extrapolate to 

FY 95 if necessary) using validated Market Analysis. Indicate deficit units with a negative 
sign. Include any realignment (missions added or subtracted) actions unaccounted for in the 
Market Analytic. I f  Market Analysis is not available, use most recent Housing Survey data. 

( 1 1 .  I .C.?) - CONDITION: 1.1st the following: 
NOTE: For cond~tion data. use your housing community plan if it is at least 60 percent complete, 
otherwise. use the Air Force Unit Assessment Guide to analyze your inventory. 

(11.1 ,C.?.a) -- Number of adequate units meeting current whole-house standards of accommodation and state 
of repair. to include projects programmed through FY 95/4. (Units meeting whole-house 
standards are those that were programmed after FY 88). 

( 1 1 . 1  .C.2.b) -- Number of adequate units requiring whole-house renovation or replacement. (Units meeting 
whole-house standards are those that were programmed/renovated after FY 88). 

(11. I .C.2.c) -- Number of new housing units projected to meet current deficit. 
(11.1 C . 3 )  - Provide the of military families, by officer and enlisted, living on base as compared to the 

total number of military families, both off'icer and enlisted, assigned to the base. 
(11.1 .C.3.a) -- Percent of officer families living on base? 
(11.1 .C.3.b) -- Percent of enlisted families living on base? , 

(11. I .C.3.c) -- Total percent of families living on base? 
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2. Airfield Characteristics 

- Number of active runways? 
- Number of  parallel runways (including the main runway)? 
- Dimensions of the primary runway: 

-- Length 
-- Width 

- Dimensions of any secondary runways: 
--  Length(s) 
-- Width(s) 

- Width of primary ~ a x ~ w a y ?  
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(11.2.F) - Use your latest Air Force Civil Engineering Support Agency Airfield Pavement Evaluation Report to 
determine i l  your primarv pavements can support the following aircraft for the weights and tlu~nber 
of passes indicated. Include recent or current projects that havelwill improve pavement strength in 
your evaluation (Do not include unfunded, programmed projects). If your base does not have an 
Airfield Pavement Evaluation Report, then use procedures given in AFM 88-24, Ch 2, Airfield 
Flexible Pavement Evaluation, and Ch 3, Rigid Airfield Pavement Evaluation to perform necessary 
calculations. 
-- An AFCESA Pavement Evaluation Report was used to answer questions in this Section - 

Yes/No. 
-- Engineering judge~~lrnt is required when determining if the "overall" pavement features can 

suppon the aircraft. 

AIRCRAFT GROUP & 

II.2.F.2 

I1.2.F.3 

300,000 passes 

Fighter 
F-16C/D, 37 kips 
300,000 passes 

Born ber 
B-52, 450 kips 
15,000 passes 

I 

4 
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AIRCRAFT GROUP RL 

(II.2.F.5) -- I f  primary pavements cannot sup~ort  a oarticular airrraftl.ircr?f! o- nrnlln --r rr~mrrrl --..a wU -.. ;" Tnhln A U U A w  TT A l . Y . l  T= , 
what work is required to upgrade pavement to required strength? Provide the following for 
each "NO" answer: 

(I1.2.F.5.1 ) --- Unit of measure 
* l- ( i i .~ . r .5 .2 )  ' --- Quantity 

(II.2.F.5.3) --- Description of work 
Example: SY; 90.000; 4" thick asphalt overlay is required to upgrade ap,ron to support Airlift 
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- Excess aircraft parking capacity for operational use. (Answers must be consistent with real property 
records. Do not count transient aircraft parking, hammer heads, hot cargo pads and aprons that 
provide access to taxiways, docks or hangars as usable parking aprons): 
-- What is the total usable aircraft parking (SY)? 

---What are the dimensions of each aircraft parking area (LF) and current use? 
-- What is the current aircraft parking requirement for permanently assigned aircraft (SY)? 
-- How much excess space is available for parking additional PAA (SY)? 
-- What are the limiting factors in your parking capability? 

- What are the dimenisions of your transient parking area? 
- What type and tlow inany operational aircraft arresting systems are on each runway described above? 
- Are there any critical features relative to the airfield pavement system that limit its capacity? 

3. Utility Systems 
(11.3.A) - For the following categories, show the system capacity and percent current usage 
(II.3.A. 1 )  -- Water: million gallonslday (MGID) % current usage 
(11.3.A.2) -- Sewage: MGID ' % current usage 
(II.3.A.3) -- Electrical distribution: million watts per hour (MWH) % current usage 
(11.3.A.4) -- Natural gas: million cubic feet (MCF) % current usage 
(II.3.A.5) -- High temperature waterlsteam generationldistribution: million British thermal units per 

hour (MBTUH) % current usage 
(11.3.B) - Are there any characteristics regarding your utility systems that should be considered? 
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4. Aircraft Mairltcnancc Hangar Facilities (Do not include Depot or Test and Evaluation facilities) 
- Provide the following for each general maintenance hangar and nose dock: 

(11.4.A. I ) -- The facility number and current use. 
(11.4.A.2) -- Size (SF) 
(11.4.A.3) -- Largest aircraft the hangar can completely enclose 
(11.4.A.4) -- Largest aircraft the nose dock can hold 
(11.4.A.S) -- Dimensions of the door opening 
(II.J.A.6) -- Dimensions of the largest unobstructed space inside the hangar (length, width, height) 

5. Unique Facilities (Do not include Depots, Product Centers or Laboratories) 
(11.S.A) - Are there any on-base facilities unique (one-of-a-kind) to the Air Force that must be replaced if the 

base is closed (YedNo). I f  so, list the following information: 
(11.S.A. I )  -- Name or type of facility 
(11.5.A.2) -- Total SF 

! 
(II.5.A.3) -- Cat code 
(II.S.A.4) -- Present use 
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6. Air Installation Conipatible Use Zone (AICUZ) and Terminal Area Procedures - Answer as well 
as possible i f  civilian control or FAR PART 150 Study applies. 

LOCAL/REGIONAL LAND ENCROACHMENT 
Answer the following questions regarding current community and other land encroachment near or at 
the installation. by filling in the attached tables following the instructions below. 

Instructi~m: 
- Provide the perccrlt off base current incompatible land use within the Clear Zone (CZ), Accident 

Potential Zone 1 (APZ 1). Accident Potential Zone I1 (APZ 11), and each noise contour interval (i.e., 
65-70  Ldn. 70-75 Ldn. etc.) in the attached tabular fonnat, along with the indicated support 
~nformation. Incolnpatibility is defined in the AICUZ study and the 9 Ju l  93 AFICEV letter 
regarding shopping nialls. (See ATCII 1) 

- Obtain current land use data by overlaying noise contours and CUAPZ from the most recent publicly 
released AICUZ onto current land use maps obtained from local govemments. If no current land use 
maps are available. bases may use recent aerial photography of the off-bask areas to determine 
compatibility percentages. Aerial photos may be available from local govemments, USDA offices or 
planning agencies. Another alternative is to obtain a USGS or other map of the environs, and 
detennine land uses through a windshield survey. Analysis of tadparcel or similar maps may also . 
be conducted. 
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- Then determine the percent incompatible land use. This work is now typically done with computer 
digitizing prograins and equipment. However, the work can be done manually, with the help of the 
drafting section, through the use of a template or other means. Visit local government planning 
offices for assistance with off-base land use. 

- For consistency, use generalized land use areas in determining incompatible land uses (i.e., for 
residential'land uses, include residences, lawns, sidewalks, driveways, local streets, etc., NOT JUST 
THE RESIDENCES). Generalized land use is the traditional nationwide planning convention and is 
the standard wed in the typical land use maps provided by local governments. Permanent residences 
new enough to have had central air conditioning installed during construction, are assumed to have 
adequate insulation and are considered compatible land uses within the 65 to 75 DNL noise contours. 
For each fann houce or rural residence in Accident Potential Zone (APZ) I, add 112 acre of 
incornpat~ble land u w  

- What is the percent current off base incompatible land use: I 
(11.6.A. 1 ) -- Within the Clear Zone (CZ) at each end of each active runway? 
(II.G.A.2) -- Within Accident Potential Zone (APZ) I at each end of each active runway? 
(II.6.A.3) -- Within APZ 11 at each end of each active runway? 
(11.6.A.4) -- Between the 65 Ldn and 70 Ldn noise contours? 
(II.G.A.5) -- Between the 70 Ldn and 75 Ldn noise contours? 
t w v  f A f, n *A-  t I ( nn T 3- .. - ? - -  - - - -  a ----- CI 
(II,U.A,U) -- uciwc~l~ ilic r~ LUII all~ ov LUII IIVI~C ~ V I I L V U * ~ :  

. (I1.6.A.7) -- Within the 80 Ldn noise contour, and above? 
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CUHRI<N'I' LAND USE STATUS FOR ACCIDENT ZONES, (Reference Questions II.6.A.1, II.6.A.2, and 
II.b.A.3) 
Describe current off base encroachment/incompatible land use by completing the information in 
the following table for clear zones and accident potential zones 

NOTE: DEVELOP A TABLE LIKE THE ABOVE FOR EACH RUNWAY END (FOR EXAMPLE,ONE TABLE 
FOR RUNWAY 19 AND O N E  TABLE FOR RUNWAY 01) AND IDENTIFY IF PRIMARY OR SECONDARY' 
RUNWAY. 
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CUIIIIENT LAND USE STATUS FOR NOISE ZONES (Reference Questions II.6.A.4 through 
II.6.A.7) Describe current off base encroachment/incompatible land uses by filling in the 
information in the following table for noise zoneslcontour intervals 

FUTURE LOCA WREGIONAL COMMUNITY ENCROACHMENT 

Answer the following questions regarding future community and other land encroachment  near or at the installation, 
by developing tables similar to the two preceding tables. Relabel these new tables for future land use. Then follow 
the instructions below . 
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Iristructio~is: t 

Provide the percent off base future incompatible land use within the Clear Zone (CZ), Accident Potential Zone I 
(APZ I) ,  Accident Potential Zone I1 (APZ 11), and each noise contour interval (i.e., 65-70 Ldn, 70-75 Ldn, etc.) in 
tabular forl~iat, along with the indicated support information. Incompatibility is defined in the AICUZ study and the 
9 Jul 93 AFICEV letter regarding shopping malls (See Atch 1). . 

Obtaill Iniid use data by overlaying noise contours and CZlAPZ from the most recent publicly released AICUZ onto 
fulure land use maps (or zoning maps if no future land use'maps are available). 

Dctcrtni~le the percent future incor~lpatible land use. This work is now typically done with computer digitizing 
programs and equipment. However. the work can be done manually, with the help of the drafting section, through 
the use of a ternplate or other means. Visit local government planning offices for assistance with off base land 
use. 

For consistency, use generalized land use areas in determining future incompatible land uses (i.e., 'for residential 
land uses, i~lclude residences, lawns, sidewalks, driveways, local streets , etc., not just the residences). Generalized 
land use is the traditional nationwide planning convention and is the standard used in the typical future land use and 
zoning maps provided by local governments. New permanent residences typically have central air conditioning 
installed during construction, so are assumed to have adequate insulation and are conside;ed compatible land uses 
within the 65 to 75 DNL noise contours. 

I - What is the percent future off base incompatible land use: 
(II.6.B. 1) -- Within the Clear Zone (CZ) at each end of each active runway? 
(II.6.B.2) -- Within Accident Potential Zone (APZ) I at each end of each active runway? 
(II.6.B.3) -- Within APZ I1 at each end of each active runway? 
(II.6.B.4) -- Between the 65 Ldn and 70 Ldn noise contours? 
(11.6.B.5) -- Between the 70 Ldn and 75 Ldn noise contours? 
(11.6.B.6) -- Between the 75 Ldn and 80 Ldn noise contours? 

W Fcb 1 , a m  
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(Il.G.B.7) -- Within the 80 Ldn noise contour, and above? 

- What is the date of your most recent, publicly released AICUZ studylamendment? (Publicly 
released AICUZ Study is defined as a study which has been released to the public at an officially 
announced public release meeting held by installation officials for the purpose of explaining and 
distributing the AlCUZ study, as specified in AFR 19-9, Chapter 3, Para 3-8f). 

- Does the most recent, publicly released AICUZ study reflect current flying operations? YESINO 
(Indicate if the flying activity subsection of the latest publicly released AICUZ study correctly 
identifies all the current types of assigned aircraft and the number of daily flying operations for these 
aircraft. Also, indicate if the latest public released AICUZ study's flight track figurelmap accurately 
reflects current flight tracks). 

- When was your AICUZ data last validated? AICUZ data validation consists of the installation 
AICUZ office for prilnary responsibility (OPR) having installation organizations (which provided the 
original AICUZ data) review and either confirm the data is still accurate (validate the data) or 
indicate the data is no longer accurate, thus requiring initiation of AICUZ updating actions. The 
validation requirement is described in AFR 19-9, Chapter 3, para 3-8c, and requires MAJCOM 
review and action. 
-- If the latest, publicly released AICUZ is not valid, provide milestones 'for completion of an 

updated AICUZ. 
- Describe how local governments (municipalities, counties) have incorporated AICUZ 

recnmmendstinnc into I!nd y ~ _ p  cr3nt_rc!~ (vnr\;n* atn \ h-. :-A:--&:-- ---L:-L ( - - - I  - - - - - -  - - -  - ' -  ' r  
\ - v - a r r r b ,  vbr., v J A ~ A U A W U C ~ A A ~  W 1 1 1 ~ 1 1  I U b U  6 u V G I  I I I I IGIIL3~ 11 ally) 

have incorporated any of the following into their land use controls: 
-- AICUZ recommended height restrictions. 
-- AICUZ recommended development limits for Accident Potential Zone I (APZ I). 
-- AICUZ recommended development limits for APZ 11. 
-- AICUZ recommended development limits between the 65 Ldn and 70 Ldn Noise contours. 
-- AICUZ recommended development limits between the 70 Ldn and 75 Ldn Noise contours. 
-- AICUZ recommended development limits between the 75 Ldn and 80 Ldn Noise contours. 
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Air Space Encroachmerit 

( I  1.6. K) - Do you receive noise complaints from off-base residents? YESMO. . 
( I f  .6. K. I ) -- How marly per month (average)? Include noise complaints from local and transient aircraft 

within the airfield traffic pattern and departure and arrival corridors. - .  

(11.6.L) - Has the base implemented noise abatement procedures? YES/NO. 
(11.6.1.. 1 ) - Describe your procedures. Include noise abatement procedures for maintenance, flight operations, 

arrivals. departures, and command directed. 
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SECTION 111. 

1. Corltingcrlcy and Deploy mcnt Hcquirements: 
(Assume full mobilization. sustained 24-hour capability) 

(111. I .A. 1 )  -- Considering existing load crews, marshalling yards, build up areas, concurrent servicing, and 
material handling equipment (MHE), how many C-141 equivalent aircraft can be loaded or 
unloaded at one time? Assume a 13-pallet load, a 2 hr, 15 min ground time.. 

(111.1 .A. 1 .a) --- What is limiting factor (load crews or MHE)? 
(111. I .A. 1 .b) --- What is your current MHE? I 

(111. I .A.2) -- Considering a 100,000 lb (15,625 gal) fuel load for each aircraft, use of existing personnel, 
equipment. and facilities, how many C-141 equivalent aircraft can be refueled at one time? 
Assume 2 hr. 15 min ground time. 

(I1 I .  1 .B) - Can airfield handle wide-body aircraft operations (C-5, KC- 10s. E-3A, 747s transient operations, i.e., 
park, fuel, load)? (YesMo) 

(111. I .C) - Does the base have an operational fuel hydrant system? 
(111.1 .C. 1 )  -- Is the system available to transient aircraft? 
(111. I C.2) -- How many hydrants pits are operational and what is the flow rate (600 gallons per minute 

(GPM) or 1,200 GPM)? Complete the following table to describe your hydrant system(s) and , 

any associated limitations? 

Total No. of Acft 
Pumping No. of No, of Usable ~imult~neous 

I Y E  Rate (GPM) Laterals Refuel Positions Narr- Wide - - 

(111.1 .C.3) - - How many hydrant storage tanks support the hydrants? 
(Ill. I .C.3.a) --- What is the capacity of each tank? 
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(I1 I .  I .C.4) 
( I  1 I .  I .C.S) 
(Ill. I .D) 
(111.1 .I). 1 ) 
(Ill. 1.11.2) 
(111.1 .D.3) 

-- What is the distance between the hydrant servicing area and the bulk storage area? 
- - How rnany pits are certified for hot pit operations? 

- Is base bulk storage facility serviced by pipeline? (Yes or No) 
- - I f  yes, is i t  the primary source of fuel? (Yes or No) 
-- If  yes, are there any limitations to continuous service from the primary source? 
- - Using the Fuels Logistical Area Summary (FLAS) or Inventory Management Plan (IMP), 

what is the excess storage capacity (over your normal requirements)? NOTE: Storage for 
others should not be considered part of your normal requirements. 

- - What other receipt modes are available to include number of offload headers and how many 
tank trucks or tank cars can simultaneously be offloaded? 

- - How many refueling unit fillstands are available? I --- How many refuelers can be filled simultaneously? 
- - What is the current maximum and sustained dispensing capability as defined in AFR 144-1 ? 
-- 1s the base directly supported by an intermediate Defense Fuels Supply Point (DFSP)? 

--- I f  yes, which one? 

Cat I .  1 and 1.2 Munitions storage requirement/capacity 
(111.1 .E. 1) -- What are the maximum munitions storage capacities by each categbry? 
(111.1 .E.2) - - What are the normal installation mission storage requirements for each category. 

(NOTE: All answers should provide net explosive weight (NEW) information and square 
footage to include ohvsical caoacitv limits: if I &  annrnnriat~ . ) 

(11 1.1 .F) - Does base hive a dedicated hot cargo pad? 
(111.1 .F. I) - - If yes, are there any access limitations? . 
(111. I .F.2) - - What is the size (in sq ft) of the hot cargo pad? 
(111.1 .F.3) - - What is the sited explosive capacity of the hot cargo pad? 
(111.1 .F.4) - - Is pad taxi-onltaxi-off or a turn around? 
(JII. 1 .FS) -- What is the width and pavement condition number (PCN) of the servicing taxiway? 
(111.1 .F.6) - - What type aircraft have used your pad over the last five years? 
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Is the base located within 150NM of: 
-- Ground Force Installation (active)? Yesflrlo (If yes, give name(~)) 
-- Rail Access which allows the loadinglunloading of heavy equipment? Yes/No 
-- Deep water port facility? Yes/No (If yes, give name(~)) 
Does the base have a dedicated passenger terminal? 
Does the base have a dedicated deployment facility capable of handling cargo on standardized DoD 
pallets (463L cargo handling equipment/pallets)? 
Does the base medical treatment facility routinely receive referral patients? (Yes/No) - - If so. list what medical facilities and type of referral patients. 
Have any of the military medical facilities in your catchment area (40 mile radius) been designated 
for closure or realignment? (YedNo) If  yes: . 
- - What's the anticipated impact on your workload, facility, manpower, and operations and 

maintenance (O&M) funding? 
-- Do you have the capacity to absorb additional workload without facility modification? If 

no, what's the anticipated cost of modification? 
Do base medical facilities have any unique missions (aeromedical staging facility, environmental 
health laboratory, area dental laboratory, physiological training unit, wartime tasking, etc.)? 
Iden ti fy . 
Do base medical facilities have a military construction program (MCP) or O&M alteration project 
planned to begin before 1999? 
-- If so, has it been approved? Specify. 
- Has a major MCP been completed since 1 Jan 1989? Specify. 
What is total excess storage capacity (in sq fi) of base facilities: e.g., supply warehouses and 
industrial warehouse space to include hangar space that might be used for temporary storage? 
- What is the total covered'storage capacity (sq ft)? 

- - Breakout the total covered storage capacity by Supply storage (warehousing, Individual 
Equipment Unit (IEU), Tool Issue, Base Service Store), Mobility storage, and War 
Readiness Support Kits (WRSK) storage.' 
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(111.1 . N . 3 )  - - List any base supply facilities that have a MCP project planned and funded? 
( 111 .1  .O) - Provide the number of military light vehicles on base 
(Ill. I .P) - Provide the number of military heavylspecial vehicles on base 
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SECTION VII. 

NOTE: FOR THIS SECTION, ALL DISTANCES AND TIMES ARE TO BE CALCULATED FROM THE 
MAIN GATE OF THE BASE. 

NOTE: Questions (VII.1 .A. I )  through (V11.4.B) are not to be  answered by ARC installations. 
1. Community Infrastructure 

- Describe the off-base housing situation. 
(VII. 1 .A .  1 )  - - Is i t  affordable? 
(V11.1 .A.2) -- Are units available for both families and singles? 

- Describe the transportation systems: 
(VII.I .B.1) -- Is the base served by regularly-scheduled, public transportation? If  yes, identify. 

(VII. 1 .B.2) -- Distance to the nearest municipal airport with scheduled, commercial air traffic? Identify 
airport. 

(VII. I .B.3) -- How many commercial air carriers are available at the airport? 
(VII. I .B.4) - - What is the average round trip commuting time to work? 

- Off-base public recreation facilities: (How long does it take to drive to the following facilities? 
Additionally, please provide distance in miles and identify the facility. ~ i s t  ONLY THE 
NEAREST facility for each subcategory.) 

I 

(VII. 1 .C. 1 )  - - Swimming pool 
(VII. 1 C.2) -- Movie theater 
(VII. I c . 3 )  -- Public golf course 
(VII. I .C.4) - - Bowling lane 
(VII. 1 .C.5) - - Boating 
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(VII. 1 .C.6) - - 
(Vl I .  1 .C.7) - - 
(VII. 1 .C.8) -- 
(VII.  1 C.9) - - 
(VII.I.C.10) -- 
(VII. I .C. 1 1 ) -- 
(VII.l.C.12) -- 
(VII.l.C.13) -- 
(VII.l.C.14) -- 

Fishing 
zoo 
Aquarium 
Family theme park 
Professional sports 
Collegiate sports 
Camping facilities 

I Beaches (lake or ocean) 
Outdoor winter sports 

(VII. I .D) - How long does i t  take to get to shopping facilities - indoor mall (two major anchor stores plus 
smaller retail outlets) or similar shopping environment? Identify facility and distance. 

(VII. I .  E) - What is the distance and average one-way driving time to the nearest Metropolitan center 
(populatibn of 100.000 or more)? Identify. 

Local area crime rate: (Use the crime rate for the civilian municipality in: which 50% or more of 
the military families assigned to your base reside. If the military families living off base reside in 
several communities, use the crime rate figures for the metropolitan area. Use the most current 
annual FBI Statistics Report as the source document.) 

(V11. 1 .F. 1) - - What is the violent crime rate her lm,mn) in !he ! 3 ~ "  !:ti? ?!ĉ :: Vidc7; c~iiiii  is 
defined as the sum of homicide; rape, robbery, felony assault, and simple assault. 

(VII. 1 .F.2) -- What is the property crime rate (per 100;000) in the local area? Note: Property crime is 
defined as the sum of auto theft, burglary, - - theft and arson. 

04 Fch .M m INTERIM a .AFT - FOUO . ( 41 



INTERIM L .AFT''- FOUO 

2. Education (In answering the following questions on education, use the school district in which the 
largest number of military dependents are enrolled.) 
- Based on grades K-12,  what is the highest maximum allowed pupil to teacher classroom ratio? Use 

local area ratios. 
- Do high schools offer four-year English and Math programs and a foreign language program? 
- Do high schools offer an honors program? 
- What percentage of high school students go on to either a two or four year college? 
- Are there opportunities for off-base education within 25 miles of the base? (Yes or No) (NOTE: 

Education facility must be off-base, e.g, not a local college that's 50 miles away providing classes 
on-base.) Identify education facilities in each of the following areas: 
- - ( I ) Vocationalltechnical training? 
- - (2) Undergraduate College? 
-- (3) Graduate College? 

3. Spousal employment (Use the attached survey to gather information to answer the following 
two questions) I 

i 

(VII.3.A) - What perbentage of spouses are able to find employment (within 3 months) in the local community? 
(VII.3.B) - What percent of spouses are able to find' work commensurate with job skills, 

work experience, and education? 

4. Local Medical Care (use CHAMPUS catchment area or 40 mile radius of base) 
(V11.4.A) - What is the current ratio of active, non-federal physicians in the community (# physicians11000 

people)? 
(V11.4.B) - What is the current ratio of hospital beds (beds11000 people)? 
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MEMORANDUM FOR SAF/GCN SAFJFM SAF/AQX 

AFlDPP AFKOO AFICE 
AF/LGM AF/XOOR AFRE 
NGB/CF 

' 

SUBJEC'E Minutes of Air F& Base Closure Executive Gr~up (AFBCEG) Meeting- 
INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

1. The AF/BCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boamght, SAF/MIl, at 0930 hours on February 
18, 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Fentagon. 

2. The following personnel were in attendance: 

a. AFiBCEG mem bas: 

Mr. Boabight, SAF/MII, &Chairman 
Cd Sueacre AFIPE 
Mr. Beach, SAFtFM 
Maj Gcn Tcnoso. AFKOO 
Maj Gtn McGinty, AF/DPP 
Mr. On, A F U M  
Brig Gen MiUa, SAF/AQX 
Mr. F k n  AFECE 
Brig Gta Amdd NGBICF 
Cd Mhghhn.  AF/RE 
Mr Fred Kuhn. SAFXiCN 

a. Other key uundcts -  

3. Mr. Boatright k p  with r d h u s h  of the joint mu-service  groups, noting that thac were 
no significant changes in their opcruiont. He smscd that he had pro1 nisd Air Force leadership 
that the BCEG would be able to step in and achieve needed reductions in these areas in the event 
that the joint process is noc urcctuful. In his view, there: would be nt, way the Air F o m  could 
let the 1995 closure round pass without achieving =ductions in these areas. 
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4. Mr. Boatright then noted that in the last BCEG May 1, 1994, was set as the &&.fa 
command return of the questionnaires to the Air Staff. Because of the possible inference that 
&liberation of operational bases would be accelerated as well, he wanted it clear that 
deliberations would not start until August 1,1994. Tht intervening time will be used to validate 
the data, load it into our computer-assisted &ta presentation system, and test the system. He als 
noted that an August 1 date is consistent with the other services. 'cry 
5. Major General Tenoso then briefed the results of his discussions with Air Mobility Command 
(AMC). According to AMC, no separate category for analysis of a mobility wing mission is 
necessary. The BCEG accepted that recommendation. 

6. Lt Colonel Ledbetter, AF/JACE, briefed Clean Air Act issues using the slides at Attachment 
1. The BCEG approved the proposed questionnaires for inclusion in the base questionnaires. 
There was general agreement that clean air issues impacted realignment actions more than current 
operations, but a decision on the criterion under which the clean air issues would be considered 
was delayed. There was a recognition that ANG and ARC units at commercial airports would 
not need to respond to these questions because of their lack of control of overall emissions. 

7. Maj Catlin. AFMOFC, briefed a summary of the force structure, using the slides at 
Attachment 2. A summary of that discussion and Attachment 2 are located in the classified 
annex to these minutes. 

8.  apt Hopson, AF/XOOB, gave a progress report on the capacity analysis which is in process, . 

using the slides at Attachment 3. The B E G  nmcd the.right to conduct a sumy of any 
installation at any time, with MAJCOM participation. 

9. Mr. Boamght noted that Mr. Flora would be retiring from ftdtral service soon and th 
him for his faithful participation and assistance. anhcrV 
10. Mr. Boamght observed that SAF/MIQ has not been named to BCEG membaship this ytar 
because there was some consideration being given to merging that offia with MIL That issue 
has been resolved in favor of maintaining a separate MIQ office. As a result, Mr. Boatright 
asked the members to consider the propriety of adding S A F M Q  to the BCEG when appointed. 
He felt this was particularly important in view of the significance of environmental considerations 
to base closure and realignment decision% 

1 1. Thert being no further manen to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1055 hours. The 
next BCEG muting will k u the dl of the Chairman. 

3 Atch 
1. Clean Air Act Issues 
2. Force Saucture (located in classified annex) 
3. Capacity Analysis Ovcrview 
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CIXAN AIR ACT OF 1990 

IMPACT OF GENERAL CONFORMZTY REQUIREMEP4T ON 

REALIGNMENT DECISIONS 

prepared by 

LT COL SAM RUPE 

& 

LT COL GEORGE H. LEDBETTEIt 



CONTENTS: 

Overview of Clean Air Act of 1990 
\ 

Legend for Air Quality Considerations for Realignment Decisions 

TechnicaVLegal Basis for Air Quality considerations for 
Realignment Decisions 

Questionnaire for Determinations of TechnicaVLegal Basis for Air 
Quality Considerations for Realignment Decisions 

Legend for Conversion of Questionnaire Results to Red, Yellow, 
Green Rankings for Realignment Decisions (not included in 'u 
package) 



CLEAN AIR ACT OF 1990 

Criteria Pollutants - CO, Pb, N02, 03 (precursors-NO u, VOC), PM-10, SO2 

- To be designated as a criteria pollutant the substance must affect 
human health or welfare and be pervasive !n the environment 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 

- Limits on concentrations of the criteria potlutants set to protect 
human health and welfare 

Attainment . . Areas, Non-attainment Areas, Maintenance Areas 
. 

- Approximately 85 million americans live io areas designated by 
the .EPA as having air which is .unhealthy to breath 

- Attainment areas have well establish and quite restrictive 
programs to ensure violations of the NAAQ 5 do not occur 

- Non-attainment areas must be brought intc attainment through 
state programs 

State Implementation Plans (SIP) 

- States must submit for approval by EPA plans which are to bring 
-)to attainment all areas 

§176(c)(l) of the Clean Air Amendments of 1990 - General Conformity 

- Prohibits any Federal activity negatively affecting the efforts of the 
states to ensure attainment and maintenance of NAAQS 

Lt Col LcdbettcrlAFIaSA/JACE/703-696-9166/14 Feb 94 



LEGEND FOR AIR QUALITY CONSIDERATIONS 

Installations assigned the following Air Quality codes can be reasonably expected to 
accommodate the specified growth. 

GREEN - CAN ACCOMMODATE MAJOR GROWTH: W 
Installations coded GREEN, in all but extremely rare and unusual 
circumstances, will be able to accommodate substantial new missions 
and significant increases in their existing missions. In most cases 
expansion to the 111 capacity of existing infrastructure should pose no 
problem, and, barring infrastructure exp&sions which result in major 
new construction or major modifications to existing major stationary 
sources designated as major source changes under the Clean Air Act 
(highly unlikely for most primary flying mission installations) should 
accommodate some infi-astructure increases and the resulting growth. 

YELLOW CAN ACCOMMODATE REASONABLE GROWTH WITH 
SIGNIFICANT PROBABILITY OF EXPENSIVE MANDATORY 
MITIGATION: 

RED 

Installations coded YELLOW should be able to accommoda+ reasonable 
growth, including addition of a normal flyhg squadron, its associated 
personnel, and a reasonable activity level. In many instances the 
increase in emissions will have to be mitigated or offset through a 
variety of measures. These measures can be very expensive and require 
specific commitments to accomplish prior to initiation of the action w 
Specrtic costs are impossible to accurately estimate without knowing the 
location of the planned action and the associated air quality data. 

CANNOT ACCOMMODATE MEANINGFUL GROWTH: 

Installations coded RED normally are not under immediate air quality 
related t h a t  as to their current operations; however, air quality 
considerations and the resulting Federal (Conformity), and in some 
cases state  and 1-1. prohbitions make it highly unlikely that these 
installations can accommodate meaningfid new missions or increases in 
current activity. 



GREEN - 

YELLOW - 

RED - 

Base is in an attainment area for both ozone and carbon 
monoxide where the pollutant levels are below 85% of 
nonattainment standards. 

Base is in any of the following areas: 

(1) An attainment area where the ozone or carbon 
monoxide pollutant levels exc2eds 85% of the 
nonattainment standard. 

(2) .An area with an air quality maintenance plan 
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 5 7505a fc~r ozone or carbon 
monoxide. 

( 3 )  A nonattaimknt area for ozone thz~t is cleissified as 
marginal nonattainment. 

(4) A nonattainment area for ozone wllere: 

(a) The area is classified as moderate or worse 
nonattainment; 

(b) The SIP's reasonable f urthlx progress (RFP) 
plans s~ecif icallv provide l'or, as a minimum, 
by the year 1996, 20% and 10% incrleases over 
th'e SIP0 s 1990 baseline emissions inventory- for . 

VOCs for the installation's mobile (including 
aircraft) and stationary sou rce' VOC lemissions, 
respectively; and 

( c )  The SIP's reasonable f urtht!r progr-ess (RFP) 
plans ~ e c i  f icallv provide for, as a minimum, 
by the year 1996, 30% and 10% increases over 
the SIP'S 1990 baseline emissions inventory for 
NOx for the installation's rnobile (including 
aircraft) and stationary souirce NOx missions, 
respectively. (This prong dces not apply to an 
area where €PA has determin1.d pursuant to 42 
U.S.C. S 7 S l l a ( b )  that reduct:ions in NOx would 
not contribute to attainment. and need not be 
shown in RFP plans.) 

( 5 )  A nonattainment area for carbon mmoxide where the 
SIP* s carbon monoxide plans for tho. affected area do 
not contain a quantitative limit, restriction, or 
projected budget for carbon monoxi de emissions from 
aircraft operating out of or at tne installation. 

Base is in an ozone carbon monoxide nonattaixment area 
that does not satisfy any of the green c r yellow criteria 
described above. . For example, if the kase is in an area 
whose carbon monoxide status fulfills o!le of the Green or 
Yellow criteria but whose ozone status does not fulfill 
any of the Green or Yellow criteria, the basme will be 
coded Red. 



AIR QUALITY 

The following section is intended to obtain information that 
will provide a measure of the installation's capacity, based on air 
quality concerns, to accommodate future growth or receive a major 
unit realignment. One of the most significant air quality concern: 
for future growth at an installation that can have a d i r e c w  
operational impact is the concept of wconformity." 

Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act, as amended by the 1990 
Amendments, provides that Federal agencies cannot engage in, 
approve, or support in any way an activity that does not conform to 
an approved or promulgated air quality implementation plan 
(commonly referred to as a "SIPw). To clarify what nconform to a 
SIPw means, Congress explained that the Federal agency's action 
cannot: (1) cause a new violation of the national ambient air 
quality standards (NAAQS) for criteria air pollutants; (2) 
contribute to an increase in the frequency or severity of existing 
N M Q S  exceedances; or (3) delay the timely attainment of any 
standard, interim milestones, or other milestones towards achieving 
attainment, EPA published a final conformity rule on 30 Nov 93 at 
58 Fed. Reg. 63214-59, amending 40 C.F.R. parts 51 and 93, that 
establishes elaborate procedures and requirements Federal agencies 
must satisfy in determining whether a certain action will 
wconform.n The types of actions subject to conformity requirements 
include, but are not limited to, proposed unit realignments 
required by BRAC or force structure considerations. The pollutant 
emission sources that must be addressed under conformity include 
stationary, mobile, and area sources under Air Force control. This 
has been construed by EPA to include military aircraft emissions, 
on-base motor vehicle emissions, and even off-base motor vehicl 
emissions attributable to base employees0 commute trips. If th 
total emissions of a proposed Air Force action creates a 
nonconforming situation (e.g. increases the frequency or severity 
of existing nonattainment conditions in an air quality control 
area), the action cannot be approved until mitigations are 
committed to which result in a positive conformity determination. 
For major unit realignments, this could involve offsetting hundreds 
of tons of carbon monoxide or nitrogen oxides per year, 

The ability of the Air Force to make positive conformity 
determinations will greatly depend on the existing air quality of 
the air quality control area (AQCA) in which the base is located 
and on the amount of future growth (or increase in pollutant 
emissions) allowed for the base in the AQCA8s SIP. Air Force 
experience on the amount. of pollutant.-emissions associated with 
major unit realignrants and the requirements of EPA8s new 
conformity rule reveal that ozone precursors and carbon monoxide 
(CO) are typically the primary pollutants of concern for 
conformity, Ozone precursors are volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 
and nitrogen oxides (NOx) . 



i To complete this section of the survey, tlle base air quality 
environmental point of contact should work with the AQCA regulatory 
representative. The term "air quality control e reaw or AQCA is the 
generic label for the air region, usually a gc~ographic subset of 
the state, that is regulated by the-state or local regulatory 
agencies for air quality purposes based on EPA-designated w attainment or nonattainment classifications. I f the base provides 
environmental support for geographically separated sites, or Air 
Force Stations, these sites/installations may be in (a different 
AQCA than the main base and the survey information should be 
provided for each specific site. 

The survey uses terms such as "design valuew, "reasonable 
further progressn, etc. The following is 'a b1,ief explanation of 
these terms. 

"Design valuen is a measure of ambient air quality calculated 
(expressed in parts per million or ppm) according to EPA 
methodology (usually monitoring results from 1!)87-89) and used to 
categorize the severity of nonattainment for' ozone and carbon 
monoxide. The AQCA agent should be quite familiar with the AQCArs 
design value for ozone and carbon monoxide. 

"Reasonable further progressn or RFP is a requirement levied 
on AQCAs that are moderate nonattainment or worse for olzone and CO 
(for CO, RFP .is a requirement only if the design value > 12.7 ppm) . 
AQCAs must demonstrate a periodic reduction in either totaE tonndge 
of pollutant emissions or, in the case of CO, a vehicle-miles- 
travelled (VMT) forecast showing future reductions in VMTs. For 
AQCAs with moderate ozone nonattainment or worse, the RF'P plans are 
commonly referred to as the "15%" Plan, which means the RFP plan 
must demonstrate an overall 1 5  reduction in VOCs from a 1990 
baseline emissions inventory by 15 Nov 96 and any necessary 
reductions in NOx to reach the attainment deadlines. AQCAs that 
are serious nonattainment or worse must provide additional plans 
demonstrating, as a minimum, an average annual 3L reduct-ion in VOCs 
and any necessary reductions in NOx for eac11 post-1.996 3-year 
interval (the 3-year intervals are referred to as nmilestonesn). 
These plans are usually enlssions inventories lor all YOC and NOx 
sources, by category, vithin the A m .  The plans may only show a 
summary of .?missions inventory -- you may need l:o consult with the 
AQCA8s emi .sion inventory planner to determine l.he specific levels 
of VOC and NOx emissions projected specifically for the 
installation by the attainment deadline year. 

For carbon wnoxide, the RPP plans are usuzllly VMT forecasts. 
However, some A-s ray have e total tonnage CO t!missions inventory 
projection for major ccrtogories of sources (e.g. military 
aircraft) . Additionally, AQCAn in serious nonat tainment: for CO are 
required to develop contingency plans (in the event attainment is 
not achieved by the deadline) that include annual percentage 
reductions of CO emissions in thc AQCA. You nee13 to verify whether 



the CO RFP plans Specifically address major sources such as 
military aircraft and whether the plans project limits or 
quantitative estimations on future CO emissions from military 
aircraft assigned to or operating at your base or to your base's 
aircraft operating in MOAs or restricted airspace within the AQCA. 

"Rural transport areaw or RTA refers to EPA-designated areas 
or portions within an AQCA designated as nonattainment for ozone w 
but where the RTA portion is essentially treated as "marginal" 
nonattainment even though the remaining portion of the AQCA may be 
moderate nonattainment or worse. 

#@Maintenance areaw refers to former nonattainment areas that 
subsequently attained the NAAQS and are in a probationary status 
under an EPA-approved maintenance plan. 



1. ~dentify the name of the AQCA (geographic r=gion) in which the 
base is located (e.g. Riverside County portion of Soutlh Coast Air 
Basin). w 2, Identify the name of the air quality regulatory agency 
responsible for the AQCA, the AQCAts air program manager for issues 
pertaining to the base, and that regulatory ?ersonts telephone 
number. 

3 .  Indicate whether the AQCA (or specific portions of the AQCA in 
which the base is located) is designated by ISPA as attainment, 
nonattainment, nonclassifiable, maintenance, or transitional for 
each of the six criteria air pollutants (ozone, carbon monoxide, 
particulate matter [PM-101, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, and 
lead), 

Ozone 
Carbon Monoxide 
PM-10 
Sulfur Dioxide 
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,, not NOx) . 
Lead 

Is. the AQCA currently being proposed by EPA to b~ nonattainmemi. for . . 
any of the above pollutants? Yes/No 

4 .  Indicate the "design valuen for the portior of the AQCA where . 
the base is located for the following pollutants: wf - 

a, Ozone (Daily maximum hourly design value) = - PPm 

b. CO (8-hour design value) = ppin 

c, [ ( A Q C A ~ s o z o n e d e s i q n v a l u e p p m )  4 0.12) x loo=-% 
of NAAQS 

d, [ ( A Q C A ' s  C o d e s i g n  v a l u e p p m )  + 91 x 100P 8 
of NAAQS 

If the base is in an AQCA that is attainment or is nonclassifiable 
for ozone and carbon monoxide, you do not neeti to complete any 
further air quality survey questions. If the AQCA is nonattainment 
or maintenance-for-either ozone or carben mono>,ide, proceed with 
the Air Quality Survey, 



5. If the base is in an AQCA that is nonattainment for ozone, 
indicate the EPA-designated severity of nonattainment (circle one 
of the following and answer 5a, 5b, and 5c. 

a. Is the AQCA part of an EPA-designated multi-state ozone - 1  
transport region? Y~S/NO 

b. If yes to 5a, identify the name of the ozone transport 
region: 

c. Has the portion of the AQCA in which the base is located 
been designated by EPA as a "rural transport areaw (or RTA)? 
Yes/No 

d. Is the AQCA currently being proposed for redesignation of 
severity of nonattainment for ozone or CO by EPA? Yes/No 

(Please indicate what redesignation has been proposed by EPA 
in the Federal Register). 

6 ,  . Answer this .portion only i f  the base is in an AQCA designated 
as ~arqinal nonattainment for ozone or as a rural transport area. 

. a, Has the AQCA requested an extension to .the ozope, 
attainment deadline of IS Nov 93 tor marginal areas? Yes/No 

b. If no extension to the 15 Nov 93 deadline has been sought 
by the AQCA, does the AQCA expect EPA to conclude that the AQCA has 
fulfilled the 15 Nov 9 3  attainment date? Yes/No 

c. If no to 5. and Sb, does the AQCA expect EPA to 
redesignate the area to a worse classification of ozone 
nonattainment (e.9., loderate nonattainment)? Yes/No 

(Please indicate expected ozone attainment reclassification), 

7. Answer this portion only If the base is in an AQCA designated 
as moderate, serious, severe-15, severe-17, or extreme 
nonattainment for otona. 

a. Refer to the AQCA's 1990 baseline emissions inventory, 
and, if necessary, the udtrlying inventory data for the inventory. 
What are the specific ozone precursor (VOC and NOx) emission levels 
for the installations, broken d m  by the following categories in 
tons/year, as list& or provibod for in the AQCAts 1990 baseline 
inventory? 



(1) Mobile source vocs (including basefs aircraft VOC 
emissions) = tons/year 

(2) Military aircraft (associated with the base) 710C 
emissions = tons/ year 

(3) Stationary source VOCs = t ons/yea~: 

(4) Mobile source NOx (including baslzfs aircraft NOx 
emissions) = tons/year 

(5) Military aircraft (associated with the base) blOx 
emissions = . tonslyear 

Stationary source NOx 

b. Refer to the AQCAos RFP and Attainment F lans and emissions 
inventories, and if necessary, the underlying inv~entory data. What 
are the specific VOC and NOx levels for the installation, broken 
down by the following categories in tons/year, as listed in the 
AQCAfs REP and Attainment Plans and emissions ilventories for the 
year the AQCA is required to reach attainment (E.g., year 1996 for 
moderate, 1999 for serious, 2005 for severe-15, 2007, for severe-17, 
and 2010 for extreme ozone nonattainment)? 

. 1 )  Mobile source VOCs (including bast?f s aircraft . VOC '. ' 

emissions) = tons/year 

(2) Mi1itar;y aircraft (associated with the base) VOC - 

emissions = tons/year 

(3) Stationary source VOCs = tons/year 

(4) Mobile source NOx (including base's aircraft NOx 
emissions) = tons/year 

(5) Military aircraft (associated with the base) NOx 
emissions = tonslyear 

( 6 )  -tationary source NOx = - tons/year 
c. List the amount of reduced average anlual emissions of 

VOCs and NOx, by tons/yorr, for the installatilm resul.ting from 
permanent reductions in base activity levels, process changes 
(egg., 80 tons/year rduction by conversion from JP-4 to JP-8 
fuel), or any other measures implemented at the base since 1 Jan 
90. 



Source I AveraQe Annual Reduction 

(1) Mobile source VOCs tons/year 
(including aircraft VOC 
emissions) 

(2) Stationary or area source. tons/ year 
vocs 
(3) Mobile source NOx tons/year 
(including aircraft NOx 
emission) 

(4) Stationary or area source tonslyear 

d. List the amount of ,increased average annual emissions of 
VOCs and NOx, by tons/year, for the installation resulting from 
increased activity levels, facility expansion, process changes, or 
other means implemented since 1 Jan 90. 

(1) Hobile Source V m :  Allowable Growth I 

(4) Stationary or area source 
NOx 

100 x Jblll + cllll - 1) + d l u  - Z Growth allowed - 
a l l )  for mobile source VOC 

emissions. 

tons/year 

(2) Stationa~y Source VOCs: Allowable Growth I 

e. Compute the following using the data provided in 7a - 7d 
above. (e-g., nb( l )m refers to 7(b)  (1) : 

100 x Jbf31 + cl21 1 - ( 3 1  + dl211 a= Z Growth allowed 
a ( 3 )  for mobile source VOC 

emissions. 



(1) Mobile Source NOx: Allowable Growth 

100 x fb(4) + cf3) 1 - fat41 + df3) 1 = - % r;rowth allowed 
a ( 4 )  for mobile source NOx 

emissio~~s. 

(2) stationary Source NOX: ~llowable Grow1:h 

100 x Jbt6) + cf4)l - fa(6) + d(4)l = % c;rowth allowed 
a ( 6 )  for mobile source NOX 

emissio~ls. 

f. Compute the following using the data pi-ovided in 7a - 7d 
above (e.g., I1c(3)" refers to 7c(3) ) . 

(1) Total VOCs: Allowable Growth by % 

(1) Total VOCs: Allowable Growth by % 

8. If the base is in a portion of the AQCA that is nonattainment 
for carbon monoxide, indicate the EPA-designited severity bf 
nonattainment (circle one). 
Moderate (design value 12.7ppm)/Moderate (> 12.7 ppm)/Serious 

9. If the portion of the AQCA where the ba!;e is located is w nonattainment for cnrbon -, does the AQCA8s carborr monoxide 
plan (to include attainment demonstrations, VMT forecasts, RFP 
plans, post-1990 emissions inventory plans, and contingenc:~ measure 
plans) contain any form of a quantitative limit, projection, 
restriction, or emissions budget for carbon monoxide emissions from 
military aircraft? yes/no 

10. If the portion of the AQCA is nonattai~~ment for carbon 
monoxide and the AQCA has VXT forecasts as pa1.t of its RFP or 
attainmcr.. plans, fLEY to obtain a determination fxaorn the AQCA as to 
how many Tore VXTs above and beyond the 1990 bas~zline are- allowed 
in the W attainment year forecast for the main arterial roads 
leading into and out of the base. 
Allowable increase in YKTs - mi 18:s. 



I I 

I 

CAPACITY ANALYSIS TEAM 
LT COL SID BLACK 
LT COL PJ SOARES 
MR RICK DICAMILLO 
CAPT LYSA HOPSON 

I 
I ' 

. . 
I 

. . 



C ITY ANALYSIS 

TIME LINE 
Packages mailed to MAJCOMs 8 Feb 94 
MAJCOM suspense to installations at MAJCOM 
discretion 
Packages submitted to Air Staff NLT 15 Apr 94 
Capacity Analysis database available to BCEG 
15 May 94 





C ITY ANALYSIS 

AIR STAFF RESPONSIBILITIES 
Develop procedures for MAJCOM 
information gathering 

I Monitor time lines and provide guidance 
Develop capacity database to enable 
comparison/contrast of excess capacity at 
different locations 
Provide "sanity checkw 



C ITY ANALYSIS 

MAJCOM RESPONSIBILITIES 
I Conduct base visits as necessary 

Provide documentation and analysis 
MAJCOM XP/XO validates and certifies 
Be available to brief BCEG on their installations 



CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

wwww 
Collect data on operational Air Force installations 
in order to determine what excess capacity exists 
Aircraft templates are the basis of analysis 
- Templates developed by AF/CE in coordination 

with MAJCOMs ' .  

- MAJCOMs select and will overlay templates to 
determine installation capacity 

MAJCOM and installation involvement key to data 
collection and analvsis * 

d 

- Addresses MAJCOM concerns over lack of input 
to 92 Capacity Analysis 

\ 
- L - 



CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

OVERVIEW, 
CONCEPT 
MAJCOM RESPONSIBILITIES 
AIR STAFF RESPONSIBILITIES 
TIME LINES 







I 
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.I DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

29 &;'P ?g::[ .+  4 

MEMORANDUM FOR SAF/GCN S A F m  S AF/AQX 
AFiDPP AF/XOO MICE 
AF/LGM AFiXOOR AF/RE 
NGBICF 

SUBJE(3T: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (AFBCEG) Meeting- 
INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

1. The AF/BCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SAF/MII, a1 0830 hours on April 8, 
1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon 

2. The following personnel wert in attendance: 

Mr. Boatright, SAF/MD, Co-Chairman 
Brig Gen Hcflebowa, W h a i r m a n  ' 

Mr. Bath, SAFiFM 
Maj Gcn Tenoso. AFIXOO 
Maj Gcn McGinty, AF/DPP 
Maj Gen Sheppcrd NGBICF 
Maj G n  Closner, AFtRE 
Mr. Orr, A F U M  
Mr. Kuhn. SAFi'GCN 
Col Kraus, SAFIAQX 
Col Walsh, AFKE 

b. Other key utendas: 

Maj Gen Blume. LTVCC 
Col Mayfield, AF/XOOR 

3. Mr. Boanight began by welcoming Maj G n  Blume. who will become the BCEG co-chahan 
effective May 1, 1994. He thcn stated that thc purpose of the meeting would be to review the 
products of the joint cross-strvict grwps appointed by DoD in depots, Wit and tvalt~ation (T&E), 
laboratories, undergraduate pilot training (UFT), medical treatment facilities (MTF), and 
ccono-.l.ic impact. He indicated that the &[a requests of each of the grc~ups would be mailed to 
Air F o m  installations for completion with a cover letter from the BCIG. 
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4. Brig Gen Hoffman, AF/SG, described the efforts of the. MTF group using the slides at . 

Atch 1. He indicated that data only for criteria I-TV of the eight DoD criteria would be 
developed. Mr. Boatright indicated that most of the joint groups would be looking at only these 
criteria. Gen Heflebower raised the issue of how a joint analysis and the service analysis would 
be integrated. Mr. Boamght indicated that this issue is being presently considend by the 
Steering Group. .I 
5. Mr. Orr outlined the depot maintenance joint group's product and approach using the slides 
at Atch 2. He distinguished the work of this group from the Depot Task Force which is 
developing policy his group will follow. He indicated that he will be working with AFMC to 
ensure that the questionnaire is properly completed and that all questions are understood. 

6. Lt Col London A F m R  briefed the T&E group's approach and product, using the slides at 
Atch 3. There was a question on the meaning and significance of unconstrained capacity, the 
purpose of which was explained to be the ability of a facility to accept additional work 

7. Lt Col Hansen, AF/AQXM, presented the issues and approach of the Labs group, using the 
slides at Atch 4. Then was concern txpnsscd over the limited inclusion of FFRDC's. There 
was also a discussion of the timelines adopted by the Labs p u p  and the Air Force's ability. to 
give them the requesttd analysis by the dates indicated on the slide. 

8. Lt @I Jarman. AFjXOOT. provided an overview of the work of the UPT cross-service group, 
using the slides at Atch 5. He indicated that they would also only address ~teria I-IV in their 
questionnaire. He also indicated that policy issues wtrt being wdrktd separately, but with a goal 
of July 1, 1994, to match the return of the rcqucsted data from the services. Gen Heflebower 
asked that the questionnaires from the joint groups be reconciled with the Air Foru questiomak 
to ensun that answers on similar i uun  were cmsistenr Col Mayfield indicated this was a '(111 
cumnt project of the working group. 

9. Mr. Reinmson, AFICEVP, briefed the work of the Economic Impact group, using the slides 
at Atch 6. He indicated rhat no base-level data will be needed, since the information is held at 
the headquarten level or can be obtained from other sounxs. 

10. Gen Heflebower dirtcud the w d n g  group to develop a schedule for MAJCOM's to come 
to the BCEG and brief their vision of basing for their commands, beginning in June. 
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11. There being no finther matters to discuss, the meeting was adjoun~ed at 0955 hours. The 
next BCEG meeting will be at the call of the Chairman. 

'clcr, R HEFLEBOWER, Brig Gtn. USAF 

6 Atch 
1. MTF briefing 

. . .................. - - . -  - -. -- .-- 
2. Depot briefrng 
3. T&E briefing 
4. Lab briefing 
5. UPT briefing 
6. Economic Impact briefing 
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MEDICAL LABORATORY AND RESEARCH 
GRADUATE MEDICAL EDUCATION 
BIOSTATISTICAL ACTIVITIES 





JCSG-DM 

DUSD(L) SIGNED OUT MEMO ON 4 APR 94, 
TRANSMITTED JCSG-DM DATA PACKAGE TO 
MILITARY SECRETARIES 

JCSG SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETED THEIR TWO 
FIRST TASKS BY 31 MARCH 

TASK 1: DETERMINE COMMON SUPPORT FUNCTIONS 
AND DEPOTS THAT WILL BE ADDRESSED I 

TASK 2: ESTABLISH GUIDELINES, STANDARDS, 
ASSUMPTIONS, MEASURES OF MERIT, : 
DATA ELEMENTS, AND MILESTONES FOR 
DOD COMPONENTS TO CONDUCT 
CROSS-SERVICE ANALYSIS 

RECOMMEND WHOLE REPORT BE SENT TO FIELD 



GROUP 

DATA GUIDANCE 



. --. 

- 

OVERVl EW 

TEST AND EVALUATION FACILITY TAXONOMY 
I 

MEASURES OF MERIT 

EXCESS CAPACITY DETERMINATION 
1 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
1 



AFmE T&E FACILITY TAXONOMY 
'I L\ 

FUNCTI\''NAL AREAS & .RESOURCE CATEGORIES 

I WEAPONS PLATFORMS ( PERVASIVE SYSTEMS I 
T&E 
FUNCTIONAL 
AREAS 

T&E 
I C A P I I  ITV I 
I rivlLI I L 

CATEGORIES 



- 

MEASURES OF MERIT 

MILITARY VALUE CRITERIA 

OVER-ARCHING MEASURES OF MERIT 

FUNCTIONAL AREA MEASURES OF MERIT 



DETERMINATION OF UNCONSTRAINED CAPACITY 
WORKSHEET DEVELOPED 

METHODOLOGY FOR DETERMINING 
FORECASTED WORKLOAD 



- *. C' - 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

T&E JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP DATA GUIDANCE 

SECTION 1: GUIDANCE, STANDARDS, AND ASSUMPTIONS 
1.1 GUIDANCE 
1.1A Guidance for Identifmtion of Test and Evaluation (T&E) 

Fdides/CapabiliU~ 
1.15 Guidance for Military Department Data Cdledjoo 
1.1.C Cuidana for Milltan Department Data Analysis - - 
1.2 ASSUMPTIONS 
13 mMCIlONAL AREAS 
13A Air Vehides 
13.B Electtonic Combat (EC) Systems 
13.C ArmamentsNVeaporrs 

SECTION 2: CAPACITY 6s TECHNICAL RESOURCES 
2.1 WORKLOAD 
%lA Historical Workload 
215 Forecasted Workload 

UNCONSTRAINED CAPACrIY 
23 ~ C A L R E S O U R C E S  

SECTION 3: MEASURES OF MERff 
3.1 OVER-ARCHING MEASURFS OF MERIT 
3.lA IntemmOecb*vity 
3 . 1  Facility Condition 
3.1.C Enrimmental and Eacmdmemt Camydq C.pldty 
3.19 SpedaUted Test Support Fadl i tb  and T m  
3.1.E Expdabflity 
3.19 Uniquenm 
3.1.C Awlable Air, Lud, rsd S a  Spwr  
3 . 1 ~  C c o g r P p w a ~ ~  tcrturn 
3 3  AIR VEHICLES 
32A Supersoak Alrspact 
32-8 Aideld and F d t y  hrwtrrbtk.  
32.C Tat Opcrrdons 
33 m u n o m c c o m ~ t  
33A TbmtEaviromen4 
3 3  Test Art& Support 
3.4 A- 
3.4A Dirsctbd Energy 
3AB R o c k c W l d B o m b  S p m ~  

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 



AFmE 1. ISSUES 

TRI-SERVICE ANALYSIS TEAM 

TRI-SERVICE ANALYSIS PLAN 

I RESPONSIBILITY FOR DETERMINING MILITARY VALUE 

PROCESS FOR INTEGRATION ACROSS FUNCTIONAL 
JCSG AREAS 

1 



. 
Laboratory Joint Cross-Sewice 

Group (L JCSG) Data Call 
- 

F O R O F F W I  II.SF n h l . T  
t 

I 

I 

7 Apr 94 . 

- 

I taqJg4 FOR OFFICIAL USE .Y -WORKING DRAFT 



''Labn Activities 

Defined as: 

Primarily involved in Science & Technology, 
Engineering Development, andlor In-Service 
Engineering efforts 

I I I iocated at one base, under the same commander 

t I 
4/6/94 FOR OFF ICIAL USE ONLY i WORKING DRAFT 7:40 AM 
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IR FORCE ACTIVITES & INSTAL4J4TIONS TO BE ADDRESSED 

ARMSTRONG LAB, BROOKS AFB 
ARMSTRONG LAB, TYNDALL AFB 
ARMSTRONG LAB, WPAFB ' 

ARMSTRONG LAB, WILLIAMS AFB 
' HUMAN SYSTEM CENTER, BROOKS I 

WRIGHT LAB, WPAFB 
WRIGHT LAB, EGLlN AFB 
ASC, WPAFB 
ASC, EGLlN AFB 
OC-ALC, TINKER AFB (in-service engineering) 
00-ALC, HILL AFB (in-service engineering) 
SA-ALC,' KELLY AFB (in-service engineering) 

t '*IS4 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ' Y -WORKING DRAFT 



SECTION I I  - CAPACITY OF DOD 

Workyears are the selected indicator of the "lab" 
infrastructures capacity at an aggregate level for 
each military department I 

I 

- Workyears = government personnel and on-site 
FFRDC and SETAS 

I Excess Capacity = Aggregate Peak Workyears - 
Aggregate Projected Workyears 
- Peak = Highest during FY86 (or inception of 

rrganization j through FY93 
- Projected = Estimated at FY97 

1 
rU6/94 FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY - WORKING DRAFT 7:49 AM 



SECTION I l l  - CAPABILITY OF 
ACTIVITIES TO PERFORM COMMON 

SUPPORT FUNCTIONS 

Location 
Personnel 

a 

Funding 
Facilities & Equipment 
Expansion Potential 



'JOINT CROSS-SERVICE 
GROUP PROCESS 

\ - - 1 

I JCC REVIEW 
L I 

I I - 
1 I I I ( 

GROUP I 
I -REVIEW - REVIEW DO0 1 

DEPAR- COMPONENT 
EXCE88 PROPOSED 

CROSSISERVICE CROSSSERVICE 

ALTERNATWES ALTERNATIVES 

CROS84ERVICE 

CROSS4ERVlCE I L-AnVES I 1-1 
7 e l 6  Nova4 

SHARE DATA 
1 JUL 94 J 6 - U A U ~ V ~  

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY -WORKING DRAFT I 
416194 I 11:41 AM 







JOINT TRAINING 
PROJECTION . JPATS 

AIR FORCE 

AF: T-1 Navy: T-44 

USN, USMC 
& USCG - 



SCOPE 

' ALL UNDERGRADUATE FLYING 
TRAINING: 

I 

UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

UNDERGRADUATE HELICOPTER 
PILOT TRAINING 

UNDERGRADUATE NAVIGATOWNFO 
TRAINING 

FLIGHT SCREENING 





CAPACITY ANALYSIS 



I MILITARY V m  \ 
MISSION REQUIREMENTS 

-- - 
TRAINING OTHER THAN UNDERGRADUATE PILOT AND 
NFO/NAVIGATOR TRAINING 

OPERATIONAL SQUADRON SUPPORT 
I I 

I MANAGED TRAINING AREAS I 

GENERAL MILITARY SUPPORT 

OTHER SUPPORT 

\ WEATHER . I 



OUTSTANDING POLICY ISSUES 

FLIGHT SCREENING 

TRAINER AIRCRAFT MIX 

FKED-WING TRAINING FOR ROTARY-WING 
STUDENTS 

UHPT PROGRAM CONSOLIDATION 

AIRCRAFT BED DOWN CONFIGURATION 
" 

COMMON SYLLABUS QUESTIONS 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORC E 
WASHINGTON DC 

V 
OFFKE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAF/MII 

S U B J E a  Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (1GBCEG) Meeting 

The AF/BCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SAF/MII, at 1000 hours on 
21 June 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following pers mnel were in attendance: 

Mr. Boatright, SAF/MII, Co-Chairman 
Maj Gtn Blumt, AF/CVB, &-Chairman 
Mr. Beach, SAF/FM 
Mr. McCall, SAF/MIQ 
Maj Gcn Tcnoso, AF/XOO 
Maj Gen McGinty, A F P  
Mr. Orr, A F U M  
Dr. Wolff, AFfCE 
Mr. Kuhn, SAFGCN 
Brig Gen Weaver. NGBICF w Brig Gen Bradley, AF/RE 
Brig G n  Heflebower, AFJPE 

b. Other key attendees: 

Brig Gcn Flood HQ AMC/XP 
Cd Conrish. HQ AMCJXPP 
Cd Mayfield AFmOOR 
Col tlayts. SAFfAQ 
Lf cd Black, AF/XOOR 
Maj Michael, HQ AMC/XPPI 

The meeting was cdkd to ada by Mr. Boamght.at 1000 h ~urs on 21 June 1994. Hc 
reminded everyone of the do# hdd ruturr of the analysis conducted c luring BCEG deliberations. 
Lt Col Black explained the method of coll#ting capacity analysis da a and introduced the AMC 
briefer. 

Maj Michael, HQ AMUXPPI. briefed the capacity analysis study for PSMC using the 
SALSS at Atch 1. Mr. Boatright asked for some information on the propriety of using the $35 
Million limit for MlLCON. The restriction against accomplishing M ILCON for robusting units 
was also questioned, but the BCEG felt that this was appropriate means :o measure current capacity. 
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Maj Michael noted the lack of southeastern air refueling assets. Maj Gen Blume asked 
why we were sending assets to the northeast in light of this shortfall, and it was noted that Aii 
Reserve Component forces were able to supply the necessary refueling support, although this 
remains an item of concern. 

The joint use proposal and Air Force expenses to build associated housing at Scott AFV 
were discussed. Current expenses of approximately $30 Million and an additional $30 Milllon 
are associated with that project. This would be a factor in the analysis of Scott later. 

Maj Michael concluded with a statement of the AMC vision and their summary. The 
MAJCOM inputs on capacity will be gathered into an overall Air Force capacity analysis, to be 
compared against the projected FY 1997, fourth quarter force StruChlre. 

There being no further matters' to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1100. The next 
BCEG meeting will be at the call of the CeCh ' 

Co-Chairman 

1 Atch 
Briefing Slides . . 

DISTRIBUTION: 
SAF/FM 
SAFIGCN 
SAFIAQX 
S A F M Q  
MICE 
AF/PE 
AFiDPP 
AFmOO 
AFiRE 
NG B/CF 
A F U M  
AFIXOOR 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ONLY 



AIR MOBILITY COMMAND 
CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

BRIEFING BY: 
MAJ STEVE MICHAEL, HQ AMCIXI'PI 

I I AMC Capacity Analysis 1 21 June 1994 -1 I 

Analysis includes the following AMC bases: 
Andrews Charleston Dover 
Fairchild Grand Forks McChord 
McConnell McGuire Scott 
Travis 

w Excess capacity measured in KG135 equivalents- 
Robust measured in PAA 
M I ' ~ c o N ' ~ o ~ - ~ o  exceed $35M without 
just ifica ti ocrlexplana tlon 
O&M funds to support robust aircraft 

I I A MC Capacify Analysis 1 21 June 1994 -1 I 

Page 1 



Air Mobility Wings 
- McGuire, Travis 

w Core Airlift Wings 
- Charleston, Dover, McChord 
Core Air Refueling Wings 
- Fairchild, Grand Forks, McConnell 
Specialized Wings 
- Andrews, Scott 

9s 
CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

~ % . - . O /  
COMMAND ASSESSMENT 

D Uttlo Excess Capacity In AMC Today 
Command-wldo axcoss capacity: 

t - 2 KG13S Squadrons 
- 1 616 Squadron 

I 

-24 8 d d l t W  rltctoft 
-Two 2Spmon adminlstratlon units 

TOW cost s86.9M 

I AMC Capor@ Analysis / 21 June 1994 I . 

Page 2 



ANDREWS AFB, MD 1 
Presidential and VIP Airlift 
-Long runway 
-Large ramp 

Proximity to Washington-vital to this misziion 
- Close to customers 

1 Ptimay F o m  Structure 
-51 VIP Alrcntt 15 616  8 C-141 

! Squadron Capacity - None 
R Robust C.geMll?y 

-2 -135 drcrrn on west ramp, 9 F-16's on east 
raw 

OLMcOst-Nana 

I. AMC Capady A na1ysi.s / 21 June 1994 
l 4  
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Core Airlift Wing 
-Home to C-141 and C-17 

Airlift Support to SOUTHCOM, EUCOM, and 
CENTCOM 

r Expansion Capability 

CHARLESTON AFB, SC 

CHARLESTON AFB, SC 

-31 Glll 17 617 
One 12 PAA KG135 Squadron - $33.4M 
Houslng Costs - None 
-Assumes AF assumption of Charleston Naval 

-n9 
- m- S18U 

r Robust C8paMllty - None 
O&MCort -Nono 

One 25 Person Admln Unit-No additional cost 

Page 4 



RLESTON AFB - C0,STS I 
MILCON 

Base Supply Warehouse 
I Dormitory 

FTD Facility 
r flight Simulator 

GP Aircraft Maintenance Shop 
Apron 
Sq OpslAMU 

TOTAL 

I l i  AMC C- Analysis 1 21 June 1994 -1 I 

DOVER AFB, DE 1 
1 m P r l m y  East Coast G S  Wing 

-Integral to out 8Jrtift CapaMlity 
airnay East Gout AmrW Port Facility 

E a s t C o u t U o r h u y  

I -bkuswy to ow support of European, African, 
a d  SW Asian thoatem ; ; 

I D Robust C.psMllty 

Page 5 
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DOVER AFB, DE 

I ( Primary Force Structure I I 
-32 C-5 

Squadron Capacity - None 
Robust Capability 
-4 C-5 Aircraft (6 KC-135) on Main and South ramp 

O&M Cost - None 

AMC Capace Analysis / 21 June 1994 

FAIRCHILD AFB, WA 

Core Air Refueling Wing 
5 Active Tanker Squadrons & One ANG Tanker 

Large ramp capable ot expansion 
B 23 Hangers in worklng serviceable condition 

Large Trdning Areas 
-Alrcrmv Survival School 

Expansion or Robust Capability 
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. FAIRCHILD AFB, WA 

Primary Force Structure 
-7O.KC-135 

One 12 PAA KC-1 35 Squadron 
-MILCON Expense - $33.2M 
-Military Family Housing - $20M 

Robust Capability - 9 aircraft 
-O&M Cost to Robust - $925K 

1 1 1  AMC Capacity Analysis 121 June 1994 -1 I I 

FAIRCHILD AFB - COSTS 1 
l!dUW 

a Corrosion Control 
Avionics Facility 
Fuel Cell Maintenance Facility 5.8E 0 
GP Aircraft Maintenance 4.4C10 

B Sq OpsIAMU 
Hydrant Refuel System 

B AGE Facility 
m AGS Parts Storage 

I AMC Capiac* Analysis / 21 June 1994 
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WRSK Storage 

Military Family Housing 

INSTALLATION TOTAL 

FAIRCHILD AFB 
O&M COSTS 

8 Costs Incurred to Robust 9 Aircraft 

AGE Open Storage 

NOTE: These figures do not include $4.5M for a 
hydrant refuel system 

Page 8 



B Core. Air Refueling Wing 
-4 Squadrons of KC-135 Aircraft 

Northern Location 
-Critical in supporting SlOP 

D Primary Force Structure 
-48 KG135 

r Squadron Excess - None 
Robust Capability - None 

i 

I AAfC Capctty Analysis 121 June 1994 -1 
I 
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McCHORD AFB, WA 

r Core Airlift Wing 
I West coast location - airlift support to Pacific 

Collocated with Major Army Unit 
-Primary West Coast Customer 

Large Civilian Community to Support Military Needs 
-Housing, schools, shopping, & medical care 

r Expansion and Robust capability 

McCHORD AFB, WA 

Prim Force Structure 
-a GI41 

One - 18 PAA 616 Squadron 
-$300K in O&M (Hydrazine Facility) 
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McCHORD AF'B, WA 

Ramp Space adequate for one 12 PAA -13:; SQ 
-Does not meet the $35M spending guidt!line 
-$48M in MILCON 
-$17M in Military Family Housing 

Robust Capacity - Ramp Space for 14 Aircraft 
-Does not meet the O&M spending guide line 
-Requires $30M MILCON to support rob~lsted 

aircraft 

I AMC Capacity Analysis 121 June 1994 '-1 

Core Air Refueling Wing 
-Ow Central Air Refueling Base Location 

r Runway, Ramp, and Infrastructure in Goc d 
CondiUon 

I AMC Capacit), Analysis / 21 June 1994 
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Primary Force Structure 
- 48 KC-1 35 

I Squadron Excess Capacity - None 
D Robust Capacity - None 

McCONNELL AFB, KS 

McGUIRE AFB, NJ 

East Coast Air Mobility Wing 
to AMOG and AMWC 

m Unlimited PotonUal tor Jolnt Operations 
-Fl Dix, L.)uhunt Naval .. . Air Station . . 
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McGUIRE AFB, NJ 

Primary Force Structure 
-24 KC-10 .32 C-141 16 KC-135 ' 

Squadron Capacity - None 
Robust Capability - None 
Capable of Bedding Down One 25person Admin 
Units (Post BRAC) 
-Renovation to Base Supply Facility - $2M 

I I AMC Capacity Analysis 1 21 June 1994 '-1 I I 

SCOTT AFB, ZL 7 
I 1 . >ecialized Airlift Wing 
I 
! Unique seromedical airlift mission 
i -Large Regional Medical Center 

Home of U.S Transportation Command and Air Mobility 
Command . . 

-Large amounts of administrative space 

AMC Capactty Analysis / 21 June 1994 

-- - - 
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SCOTT AFB, ZL 

8 Primary Force Structure 
-12 G9.8 C21 

8 Squadton - None 
m Robust -1Jty - 9 0 9  Aircraft 

oau tort - WW. 
-Cost to mlwga tour concrete pads 

SCOTT AFB, IL 

Substantial DOD Investment in Joint-Use Airport 
Now Being Built 
Proposal Pending for Additional ARC Force 
Structure 
-Aircraft to possibly move from Chicago (O'Hare) 

in support of BRAC 93 realignment 

I AMC Capucity Analysis I21 June 1994 1 
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TRA VIS AFB, CA 

, 
West Coast Air Mobility Wing 
-Critical component to Air Mobility systt?m 
-Total package of C-141s, C-5s and KC-IOs 
-AMOG 

West Coast Mortuary 
Major West Coast Aerial Port 

I AMC Capocity Analysis I21 June 1994 

Primary Force Structure 
-24 K G 1 0  31 GI41 32C-5 

m Squadron Capacity - None 
Robust Capacity - None 
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COMMAND SUMMARY 

I AMC C a p @  A nolysis / 21 June 1894 1. 
' . . .  . . , 

AMC VISION 

Planning lor Global Reach and Mobility 
-Coastal locations to support overseas theaters 
-Tot4 Force Conmpt 

Global Rebch/GlobJ Laydown 
AMC b at full capacity 
-Current W n g  structure meets our needs to the 
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i DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

, -  , 35 \ !G;  i::... ; 

-1 OF THE KStSTANT SECRETART 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAF/MII 

SUBJECX Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (AFD KEG) Meeting 

The Air Force BCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, !1AF/MII, at 1030 hours 
on 30 June 1994. in Room 5D1027. the Pentagon. The following persor ~nel were in attendance: 

a AFBCEG members: 

Mr. Boatright, SAFMII, COChahman 
Maj Gen Blume. AFICVB, -Chairman 
Mr. Beach, SAF/FM 
Mr. Mccall. SAFIMIQ 
ML Bla- AFIDPP 
~ r .  Orr, AF~LGM 
Dr. Wolff. A F m  
Mr. Durantc, SAFIAQX 
Mr. Kuhn. S A F W  
Brig Gcn Weaver. NGB/CF 
Brig Gen Bndky, AF/RE 
Col Walun, AFtPE 

b. Other key utudctr; 

Mr. Boatright inaDduceJ the rnctung by dbtss ing  p v i o u s  criocisms of our exclusion 
of a t e g a i t s  and installatims d explanmi that our process this year is designed to ensun that 
we follow DoD guidance ud thc law. Hc e lpkna i  that all bases will fmt be placed in a 
category. then capacity will k d y d  la cub a a g a y  with category txclusims for thost 
with no excess capacity. W i t h  wcdudcd categories. bases which arc geographically or 
mission unique will be excludcd u the kgrnning of analysis of each cal egory. 

Lt Col Bruggemeycr, AF/XOOR. kgan the briefing of proposed categories using the 
slides at Atch 1. A discussion of the nccd and method of determining categories was held In 
general, the placement of a base Into a category is based on its prcdor~inant mission as it is 
currently configured The c3regorics will be used to narrow the focus 3f the analysis, and to 

w compart similar installations fur mcnt 3rd capacity. Bases in all categor es, including excluded 
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categories, can be reviewed later to determine their ability to receive a mission. 

A discussion was held on the issue of the necessity of an air mobility wing category. 
Several members felt that no such category should be used and that these bases should be 
considered against all airlift wings. After discussion, the BCEG voted not to establish an air 
mobility wing category and consider those bases in tht airlift category. .Yr 

The necessity of a composite wing category was also discussed. After discussion, the 
BCEG voted not to establish a composite wing category. Mt Home and Moody AFB's will be 
considemi in the small aircraft category, and Pope AFB will be considered in the airlift category. 
The BCEG also asked for a look at a combined bomberitanker subcategory for determination of 
whether to include these as a single'subcategory. 

The members discussed the issue of whether a base should be considered in two different 
categories. The members generally concurred that a base should be analyzed primarily in only 
one category but its capacity should be considered against all applicable categories as a potential 
nxeiver or for consolidation. One exception was agreed to. Missile bases with airfield 
capabilities should also be considered in the large aircraft subcategory. 

In the 1993 analysis we had a category called cantonments which consisted of two artas 
retained at previous closure bases. 'Ihesc included the area retained to support the Ballistic 
AGssile Office (BMO) at the fonna Nomn AFB and the area retained to support a Dcfonsc 
Fmdc and Accounting & n t a  and the Air Force Reserve Personnel Center at the former Lowry 
AFB.' Since the BMO activity has less than 300 authorized civilian positions, it is not nquind 
tb be included in the BRAC 1995 analysis. thus, it was excluded. The activities in the retained 
a m  of the former Lowry AFB ulc being examined to determine whether the Defense Financt 
S a v i a  is analyzing that area or the Air Force should Since both activities arc administrative 
this support center should be included in the Adminiaative Support subcategory if their analysis 

w 
by the Air Force is required. 

A discussion was hJd oa the r p p p r k n u s  of including =serve bases in an operational 
category, such as Small Aimaft. instead ol the Air Resave Component Category. It was nottd 
that different considuatioru ruch u the need for tmuiting and the nced for a geographic diverse 
citizen militia were present for rc#rvc bars ud noc for active duty bases. For this and a 
number of other reasons re= and rt lw duty bases are neither interchangeable nor arc they 
directly comparable. 

The BCEG requested fMhu mf-ation on'thc mission and force strucrun related to 
Beak AFB, California, so thu it could k prpQcrly ategorizcd. Sheppard AFB, Texas, was 
dkctcd to be aligned as r m d u b l  tnining id la t ion .  Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, was 
dimtcd to bt considered in tht Lab md Roduct Center category. 

There was concan over thc proprrety of establishing a separate category for Major 
Headquarten installations. Whik some of the basts art difficult to align based on operational 
considtrations, it is also difficult to compare the various installations against one another for 
meaningful analysis. The BCEG dirtctcd that a funher presentation be made on where the bases 
would be considered if not in 3 hdquu ten  category. 

J 
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The final decision of the BCEG was to remove the "Flying" category, leaving three 
categories for operational bases; Operations, Undergraduate Pilot Training, and Special 
Operations Forces. In addition, the Indusf~ial/Technical Support, Education and Training, Other, 
and Air Reseme Component categories wert approved. The Operatic ns category was divided 
into Missiles, Large Aircraft, and Small Aircraft. The Large Aircraft subcategory was further 
separated into Bomber, Tanker, and Airlift sub-subcategories. There is a possibility that the 
bomber and tanker sub-subcategories will be combined later. The Ind ~sWecf in ica l  Support 
Category included the Depot, Product Center and Labs, and Test 2nd Evaluation Facilities 
subcategories. Education and Training was divided into Techhical Training and Education 
subcategories. The Other category included Space Operations and Adn linistrative Support, with 
a decision on Major Headquarters pending. The Air Reserve Component category included ANG 
and AFRES installations. 

meeting was adjc urned at 1;!15. The next 

JAMES F. BOATRIGHT 
Co-Chairman 

1 Atch ', 

Btiefihg SIides 

DISTRIBUTION: 
s A F m  
SAFKiCN 
SAF/AQX 
SAFMQ 
MICE 
AF/PE 
AFDPP 
AFmOO 
AFIRE 
NGBICF 
AF/LGM 
AFEOOR 
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Categorization 
i 

Directive - BRAC 95 Guidance, 7 Jan 94 

Determine Categories 
Process First Step 
Like Missions, Capabilities, Attributes 
Subcategories When Appropriate I 

Avoid Over-Categorization 
Maximize Opportunities for Cross-Service or Intramservice 
Tradeoffs 

DRAFT 
B CLOSE HOLD 



1995 AIR FORCE 
CLOSURE PROCESS I 

BRIEFER: LT COL MARK BRUGGEMEYER 
DATE: 30 JUN 94 

BCEG CLOSE HOU) 

Overview I 

1993 Categories 
1995 Proposed Categories 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
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( 1993 Categories I 

Flying 
Operations 

Missiles 
Large Aircraft 
Small Aircraft 

PiiotTralnlng 
Special Operations Forces 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

1993 Categories (Con't) 

IndustriaVTechnical Support 
Depots 
etoduct Cantors and Laboratories 
1-t Facllttkr 

Training 
1ochnk.l Training 
Education 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

5 T . h  r* (7;. r: ;v, 
0 .  ! . . 
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1 1993 Categories (Con't) I 

O t h e r  
Major Headquarters 
Space Operations 
Cantonments 

1995 Proposed Categories I and Subcategories I 
*Flying 

~ 0 ~ 8 t i o c r 8  
Yb6D.a 

W 3 . m  
0- 

.1- 
0- 

vrrrrg. 
&nJI- 
*-mnOs 

Undergrrduate Pilot Training 
Specbl Operations Forces 

OCEG CLOSE HOLD 
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*Flying 
Operations 

Wsslles 
Large Aircraft 

.Bombem . Tmkers . Airltrt 

Small ~ imi i f t  

Undergraduate Pilot Training 
Special Operations Forces 

BCEG CLOSE HOLO . 

lndustrlaI/Technical Support 
-Potr  
ProduttCmtt.n.ndLabs 

Test ud Evalutlon Facilities 

Education and Training 
T .dnkd  Trainkg 
Educatkm 

BCEG CLOSE HOLO 
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1995 Proposed Categories 
and Subcategories (Con't) I 

Other 
Space Operations 
Major ~eadquarters 
Administrative Support 

Air Reserve Component 
A N 0  

AFRES 

1 1995 Proposed Category 
Operations I 

Missile Subcategory: 
FE W m  
Grudfonr' 
UllTmUn* 

uror 

' Abo m L.v krcrett Subcategory 
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1995 Proposed Category 
Operations (Can't) I 

Large Aircraft Subcategory: 

Bombers: 
Andersen" Dl'- Minot* 
Barksdale , Ulsworth Whiternan 

Tankers: 
Beale Fairchild McCoc.lnell 
Grand Forla Malmstrom' 

'Also in M i l e  Category 
" No Aircrafl Permanentty Assigned 

. . BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

1995 Proposed Category 
Operations (Conlt) I 

Large Aircraft Subcategory: 

Aria: 
ARa O u h f t o r r  Littk Rock - ouar Mcchord 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
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Large Aircraft Subcategory: 
Bombers: - - ----- .- --- ----. - . --  - . --  . 

Andersen" WJ= Minot' 
Barksdale Ellsworth Whiteman 

Tankers: 
Beale Fairchild McConnell 
Grand Forks Malmstrom' 

Alrlitt: 
AItus Dover McGuire 
Andrews Uttle Rock Travis 
Charleston Mcchofd 

'Also in Missile Category 
" No Aircraft Permanently Assigned 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

1995 Proposed Category 
Operations (Can't) I 

Small Aircraft Subcategory: 
Canrwrr Hdloman SeyrnourJoh won 
Dam-Monthan Cuks Shaw 
Edectorr Ndlu Tyndall 
E l m e m  

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
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1995 Proposed Category 
Operations (Con't) {alt) 

Small Aircraft Subcategory: 
Cannon Holloman pope 
Davis-Monthan Luke Seymour-Johnson 
Eielson Moody Shaw 
Elmendod Mt Home Tyndall 

Nellis 

1995 Proposed Category 
Operations (Con't) 

Undergraduate Pilot Training Subcategory. 

Ad- a b.ur reviewed by Jornt C- 
SewiceOlag 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
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1995 Proposed Category I operations (~on't)  I 
- -  - - 

Special Operations Forces: 
Huriburt 

Composite Wing Subcategory:* 
Moody 
Mountain Home 
pope 

Them bases will revert to Small Aircraft If 
thls Category Is eliminated 

. . BCEG CLOSE HOLD . 

1995 Proposed Category 
IndustriaVTechnical Support I 

Depots Subccltegm' 
Hi0 wcmm T i i  

Kel)y Robrv 
roduct Centers and Laboratories Subcategory:' 
&odu knnd f4an.m 
Hu\lrcan -krOrw 

Test Facilith Subcategory:' 
Anmu tPll 
Edmrcb w p -  

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
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1995 Proposed Category 
Education and Training 

Technical Training Subcategory: 
Goodfellow Lackland 
Keesler Sheppard* 

Education Subcategory: 
Maxwell 'USAFA 

Also an Undergraduate Pilot Training Base 

BCEG CLOSE HOU) 

1995 Proposed Category 
Other 

Space Operatlonr Subcategory: 
Fa- Onbuka 
Patrick V-rg 

Major Headquarten Subcategory: 
Hidurn (PACAF) Patefson(AFSPC) 

m ( K ; C )  Randolph (AETC) 
hbcoa 4- scott (AMCKFWNSCOM) 
offufl (us STRATcou) 

Administrative Support: 
Battb CnJr wng 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
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Reserve Component ANG 

Air National Guard: 
Boise Martin State 
Buckley Otis 
Greater P i r g h  Portland 
GriKss Satt Lake City 
Lambert Field 

Selfridge 
Stewart 
Tucson 

Rickenback ?r 

BCEG CLOSE HOU) 

1995 Proposed Category 
Air Resenre Component AFRES I 

Air Force Reserve: 
ARPC Gen Mncheg Niagara Falls 
Bergstm Chator  Pmsburgh O'Hare 
Carswell ch4sun Westover 
Dobbm March W~llow Grov? 
Homestesd MnrrlSt Paul Youngstown 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
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h DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

*OF THE ASSI!jTANT SECRETARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAF/MII 

SUBJE(3T: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (AF,'BCEG) Meeting 

The AFDCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boamght, SAFfiVIII, at 0900 hours on 
10 May 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following person lel were in attendance: 

a. AF/BCEG members: 

Mr. Boamght, SAF/MII, Co-Chairman 
Brig Gen Heflebower, AF/PE, &-Chairman 
Mr. Beach, S A F m  
Maj Gcn McGinty, AF/DPP 
Mr. Om, A F M M  

b. Other key attendees: 

Col Mayftcld, AFROOR 
Col Hayes, SAF/AQ 
Mr. Myers, AF/CE 
Col Sparks, NGB 
Col Samples, AF/RE 

Thc meeting was called to order by Mr. Boamght. LC Col Moorhouse, AF/XOOR, 
introduced the AFMC briefing m the HiU AFB site survey relating to th: movement of the 485th 
Engineering Ir - -"ation Group (EIG) from GritTiss AFB. New York. t 3  Hill AFB, Utah. 
Mr. St Mar - fr. Theilcn. t1Q AFMC/XP. presented the briefing using the slitits at Atch 1. 

The i -G discussed when thc money would be required to fur~d the MILCON projects 
at Hill AFB and the impacts d &laying IU release. Due to the required reprogramming action, 
no construction money is availabk. Thc funds will be made available lvhen the reprogramming 
action is completed. Until thu time, bere will k a day for day slip fn~m the goall of a January 
1995 beddown for each day funds arc not available after 15 May 1994. 

Mr. Boamght inquid as to the justifcation and space for the prewired workstations. 
Alb h a greater number of workstations were quested for Hill 4FJ3 than there were at 
Griftiss AFB. this is due to a greater use of conventional furnitm at Griffiss AFB. The cost to 
install new prcwircd worksutions was less than the cost to move the existing workstations and 
the cost of the additional space required for conventional furniture an~i old workstations. 

rr Mr. Boatright confirmed that Air Force policy favors use of prewi~ed worksc~tions, as the 
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reduction in required square footage offsets the cost of the workstations, and allows greater 
electrical and phone disaibution in open bay structures. 

Mr. Boatright asked if there were any plans to consolidate the unit with other units. 
While there was an earlier initiative to consolidate, this was not pursued This earlier initiative 
is the source of a mistaken belief on the part of the DoD IG that a consolidation was ongoing. U P  

Mr. Babbitt asked how asbestos abatement could be reduced. Capt Freerks, 649 CES, 
responded that the attic space was less contaminated than originally believed, and that only spot 
rather than full abatement was required. - .  - 

Mr. Boatright moved to accept the report and approve the expenditures. The members 
present unanimously approved the motion. Maj Gen Tenoso was briefed on the matter after the 
meeting and included in the vote. The motion can id  

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 0930 hours. The 
next BCEG meeting will be at the call of the Co-Chairmen. 

WER, Brig Gen, USAF 
&Chairman -Chairrn an 

1 Atch 
Bricfmg Slides 

DISTRIBUTION: 
S A F m  
SAFIGCN 
S AF/AQX 
SAFMQ 
MICE 
AFPE 
AFDPP 
AF/XOO 
AFIRE 
NG B/CF 
AFhGM 
AF/X00R 
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485 BEDDOWN AT HILL 

A< ,d COST EST TO BCEG 
25 MAY 93- 

ALTER GRP HQ FAC + 5 OTHERS 
PLANNING & DESIGN 

TOTAL 

DID NOT INCLUDE 
MINOR CONSTRUCTION 
RELOCATION COSTS 





Scenario 

Move 485 EIG from Griffiss AFB to Hill m~ 
- 591 Personnel ( 26 Officer, 232 Enlisted, 333 civilians) 

Initial Cadre: Aug 94 

Final Beddown: Sep 95 





a.. , . .  



. . . . ' . , , ,.". '.. .,,. ..". ' .' " "..:.,;~,'.:..".' ." ".".. ' .... . <:>.: ... . ... ..... : y ;  ....,: <... : ; :.:.i;.:'.::.<:i,':::::,:f, .:' ' 
. . . . 

Facility Matrix '' 

- Uscr to 1217 
I<crlovatc 1239 
- Uscr to 1207 
- User to 1209 
- User to 1 102 
Renovate 1248 
- M WR remains 
- COMM to 800/7A 
Itenovate 1 135 
- User to 1251 Addition 
- User to 1132 

Current 

23 1.7 FM 
295.9 None 
199.8 DFASIFM 
128.4 None 
None None 
None None 

2,128.6 M W R  & COMM 
None MWR 
91.9 None 
68.9 LGT 

163.4 N/A 
152.6 None 

$8,781.1 . 

Fill ;11 

usc1- - 
485 EIG 
485 EIG 

FM 
485 EIG 

DFAS 
DFAS 

1: M 
MWR & 485 EIG 

COMM 

LG'I' 



HILL AFB, UT 



PORTION Of: 









\ 
485 BEDDOWN AT HlLL 

SAFIMII TASKER, 4 APR 94 

EXPLAIN THE REQUIREMENT/DESIRE FOR SYSTEM FURNITURE* 

- CONVENTIONAL WORKSTATION SQUARE FOOTAGE REQUIREMENTS 

- PREWIRED (SYSTEM) FURNITURE WORKSTATION SQUARE FOOTAGE ( REQUIREMENTS 

I SHOW SQUARE FOOTAGE REQUIREMENTS FOR CURRENT OCCUPANT 
RELOCATION AT HILL - (COMPLY WITH REDUCED SQUARE FOOTAGE 
TO JUSTIFY SYSTEM FURNITURE) 

I 

BRAC REQUIRES SQUARE FOOTAGE OFFSETS AND/OR ECONOMIC 
ANALYSIS TO CONSIDER PURCHASING SYSTEMS FURNITURE 

.5,w94 (- -( 



t .  - - - e 
485 BEDDOWN AT HlLL 

PRE-WIRED 'WORKSTATIONS 
I 

* %  WORKSTATION SQUARE FOOTAGE STANDARDS 
I 

I - CONVENTIONAL WORKSTATIONS: 135 SQ FT I 

(AF CIVIL ENGINEERING SUPPORT AGENCY) 

- PREWIRED WORKSTATIONS: 115 SQ FT ! 

(ENGINEERING TECHNICAL LTR 90-2) 

PROPOSED 485TH FACILITIES AT HILL \ 

- BLDGS 1238,1239, NEW "H" COMPLEX: 46,500 SQ FT TOTAL 

- 415 PREWIRED WORKSTATIONS 

- NET FLOORSPACE PER PERSON: 112 SQ FT 

- A-SAVINGS OF 23 SQ FTIPERSON OVER CONVENTIONAL 
WORKSTATIONS (9545 SQ FT TOTAL) 



485 EIG BEDDOWN 
I 

PRE-WIRED WORKSTATION (PWI 7 
1 

COST BREAKDOWN. 
. "H" COMPLEX 

- 240 PW @ $3200 EACH 

- CONTINGENCIESISIOH 

RENOVATED BLDGS 123811239 

- 175 PW @ $3200 EACH 

TOTAL 

. 

5/9/94 ,J 



485 BEDDOWN AT HILL 
PRE-WIRED WORKSTATIONS 

IF CONVENTIONAL WORKSTATIONS USED 

- NEED ADDITIONAL 9545 SQ FT OF SPACE (12425 SQ FT GROSS) 

- AT $1 151SQ FT FOR NEW ADMINISTRATIVE SPACE: $1.4M 
(12425 x 115) 

- COST TO MOVE CONVENTIONAL WORKSTATIONS 
FROM GRIFFISS: $ .566M 

- TOTAL COST FOR CONVENTIONAL WORKSTATIONS: $1.966M 

COST OF PREWIRED WORKSTATIONS: $1.456M 





SUMMARY 

AF INTENDS TO PROCEED WITH BEDDOWN 
(DRAFT SAFIMII LTR TO DOD IG, 3. MAY 94) 

( BRAC CONSTRUCTION FUNDS FOR RENOVATION OF 

I EXISTING FACILITIES BE RELEASED ASAP ($3.8M) 

AUTHORITY TO ADVERTISE BE PROVIDED TO CORP OF 
ENGINEERS IN JUN 94 TIMEFRAME 

BRAC CCNSTRUCTION FUNDS ($7.6M) REQUIRED BY AUG 44 1 
I "H" COMPLEX 
- BLDG 1248 - 485 EIG VEHICLE PARKING LOT 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

V w w E  mE L n m  xcmm 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 
S E  JUL 1994 

FROM: SAF/MII 

. . 
SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force BascTlosure ~xecudve Grckp (MDCEG) Me~eting 

The AF/BCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SAF/h[II, at 1030 hours on 
7 July 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following personnel were in attendance: 

a AFDCEG members: 

Mr. Boatright, SAF/MII, Co-Chairman 
Maj Gen Blume. AF/CVB, bChairrnan 
Mr. Beach, S A F ,  . 
Mr. Bowling, SAFMQ 
Maj Gen M.cGinty, AFDPP . . 
Mr. On* AF/LGM 
Dr. Wolff, AFjCE 
Mr. Kuhn, SAF/GCN 

1 
Brig Gen Weaver, NGB/CF 
Brig Gen Bradley. AF/RE 

b. Other key atundm: 

Maj Gen Sheppcd NGB 
Col Mayfiild AF/XOOR 
Lt Col Bruggemeyer, AF/XOOR 
Maj Kcn Andenocl. A N G R W P  
Maj Dean. AFSOWPP 

The mating was called to ada by Mr. Boatright, who presented t ne proposed guidelines 
for B E G  dcl ibauiw .nd voting u Aecb 1 .  The BCEG approved the adoption of the voting 
guidelines as written. 

M j  Gcn Shepperd intruduad the Air National Guard (ANG) Capacity Analysis with an 
overview of the ANG. (Atch 2). He thcn briefed the ANG Vision for BR4C 95 using the slides 
at Atch 3. He noted that because of their low overhead, the ANG units can downsize force 
smcture and still opcnte in a cost cffcctivt manner. He satssed the need to maintain units on 
civilian airporn and to avoid ANG bases. While it is possible to move clnto active duty bass, 
there wen very few cases drscovend in the 1993 process where th~s was cost effective. 
Consolid3tions arr possiblc where then is similar force structure within a state, and !:he ANG is 
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willing to entertain any alternatives posed for its consideration. Maj Ken Anderson, 
A N G R W P ,  then briefed the ANG capacity andysis, using the slides at Atch'4. The B E G  
thanked him for the briefing. 

Major Dean, AFSOQXPP, then provided the HQ AFSOC capacity analysis using the 
slides at Atch 5. Classified portions of the briefing have been removed and placed into the 
Classified Annex of BCEG minutes. He noted that no excess capacity exists at Hurlburt AFB, 
and that a deficit in operating space exists at that installation. Despite Eglin AFB being an 
AFMC resource, he also briefed the importance of the Eglin AFB assets to AFSOC operations. 
As part of the AFSOC briefing, he briefed the initiative of a desired west coast operating 
location. The site survey for possible locations for this west coast location is ciiirkntly underway. - 

Lt Col Bruggemeyer, AF/XOOR;then briefed the follow-up to the categorization of bases 
resulting from the previous BCEG meeting, using the slides at Atch 6. The BCEG discussed the 
issue of combining the bomber and tanker subcategories and determined that they should be 
combined into a bomber/tanker subcategory. 

Thm was a discussion of the ability to consider installations against categories other than 
their primary category when the base supported or had the potential to support two or more 
types of missions. It was pointed out that following the analysis by category 9 additional step 
compared candidates for c l o s ~  or realignment with a macro look against other missions. 

b e  B E G  voted to &let the Major ~ c a d ~ u & r s  category and aligned the b&s as 
follows: 

a Hickam was aligned under the Large Aircraft - Airlift subcategory due to its 
predominant capability to support airlift operations. 'w 
b. Langley was aligned in the Small Aircraft subcategory. 

c. MacDill was placed in the Administrative Support subcategory. 

d Offutt was aligned undcr the large Aircraft - Bomberflanker subcategory. 

e. Peterson was aligned under the Space Operations subcategory due to its support 
of Falcon AFB ud Cheyenne hlountain operations. 

f. Randolph was ll~gned undu the Undergraduate Pilot Training subcategory, which 
was renamed the Undaprdurtc Flying Training category. 

g. Scott was placed in the Administrative Suppon subcategory due to its limited 
lirf~eld operations. 

The BCEG discussed the alignment of the operations at Griffiss AFB, scheduled to close 
in September 1995. The Rome L i b  opention is a stand alone unit, and will be considered 
because it ex& the 300 civil~m authorization threshold. The ANG ~ e l d  and NEADS 
support will not be considered unless its civilian authorization exceeds the threshold, which has 
yet to be dctcnnined. w 
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There being no funher matters to discuss. the meeting was adjourned at 1230. The 
next BCEG meeting will be at the call of the 

wv' D. BLUME, JR., Ma. Gen, USAF 

1 Atch 
Briefing Slides 

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

DISTRIBUTION: 
s A F m  
SAF/GCN 
SAFIAQX 
SAFIMIQ 
AFIcE 
AFPE 
AFDPP 
AF/XOo 
Al=/RE 
NGBIQF 
A F U M  . 
AF/XOOR 
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GUIDELINES FOR BCEG DELIBERATIONS AND VOTING 

1. A BCEG quorum consists of a simple majority of members, together with one of the two b 

co-chairmen. A quorum must be present at the time a vote is taken, but does not have to be w 
constituted for deliberation or discussion. 

. 
2. If a member is not present, a substitute approved by one of the cochairmen may take part 
in discussions and deliberations, but may vote only if of general officer rank or senior 
executive service grade. -- 

3. The Chair will frame a l l  motions for voting. No second is required. A motion is a 
proposal capable of being approved or disapproved and shall require a simple majority for 
approval. Voting may also be used for alternative fonns of issues, such as numerical grades 
made by each member that shall be totalled. In each case, voting shall follow the manner in 
which the Chair has framed the motion. 



mF 
GUIDELINES FOR BCEG DELIBERATIONS AND VOT [NG 

1 1. A BCEG quorum consists of a simple majority of members, together \Ah one of the two 
co-chairmen. A quorum must be present at the time a vote is taken, but dies not have to be 
constituted for deliberation or discussion. 

2. If a member is not present, a substitute approved by one of the co-chai~men may take part 
in discussions and deliberations, but may vote only if of general officer rar k or senior 
executive service grade. 

3. The Chair will frame all motions for voting. No second is required. A motion is ,a 
proposal capable of being approved or disapproved and shall require a sim~~le majority for 
approval. Voting may also be used for alternative forms of issues, such as numerical grades 
made by each member that shall be totalled. In each case, voting shall foll3w the manner in 
which the Chair has framed the motion. 
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Current Total Air Force Structure 

Mobility Forces 
Strategic Airlift 

AFR 
Tankers Theatre Uft 
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Combat Forces 
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.ANG VISION 
FOR BRAC95 

* * 
MAJ GEN DONALD SHEPPERD 

ANG VlSlON 

DIRECTION 
a ANG is a Community-Based Defense Force 

- am ctr wits) am t m d  at eMli.n airports 
nos to comrnumty m .bong 
Rwrubng b a n  h ostabthhod - AWG tkr to kc& cammdth keep cosb to opento low 
L . a m ~ . m o r r g ( h . k * n t i n D O D d w t o  
e-uric).rrpgort 
Cost . C I u w s  d u\lt. at cMIlan airporb & -- 
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ANG VISION 1 
ASSUMPTION 

a ANG mt participate in BRAC95 
- If requested, ANG will study any proposal 

Cost effectiveness, mission impact and recruiting 
impact must be part of all studies - Add l tbd  dwnogmphk study as mnda1.d by WD( 1m.7 

must k raomp(bhrd wlth sister u h k o  mow* componrm B 

. ANG considers keeping units in same Congressional 
DisMct imporhnt \ 

- If Adjutant General of a state or territory consents. ANG 
will recommend study of site for possible realignment 

ANG VISION 4 1  
ANG units are state organizations until 
federalized 

a ANG will to comply with BRAC directives 
BRAC pays one-time costs, but recurring 
costs must also be considered 
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WHAT WE HAVE DONE 
a Pease (BRAC88) 

Rickenbacker (BRAC91) 

NAS Moffett (BRAC91) 
a NAS Dallas (BRAC~J) 

Combined Units at same location 
- Rlckenbackw - McGuI- 

- Battimom 

ANG VISION 

WHAT WE HAVE LOOKED AT - BRAC93 
All flying units 

Examinud closely 
- Rkk-Lu. W 
- Spdngn.4 OM 

- T U c 8 a t . U  
- k € d m A n G a u  
- l h c o h -  - h a t  F- n 
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WHAT WE DECIDED - BRAC93 

MOVING'COST EFFECTIVE UNITS FROM 
CIVILIAN AIRPORTS CAUSING MILCON AT 
ACTIVE LOCATIONS MAKES NO SENSE! 

I I Move Rickenbacker into cantonment rather 

ANG VISION 0 1  
WHAT WE WANT TO DO 

I 1 )  Downrlre in-place rather than consolidate 
- Abil* b t o t  al y brn. n m r m s  -critical for qukk 

mmgup*#uodd 

Move or malign onty when it makes sense 1 11 and is c a t  offertno 
Remain in tho communitbr an America's 
Community-8ared hfmnse Force 
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RECOMMENDATION 

@KEEP UNITS AT . 

CIVILIAN AIRPORTS 

POSSIBLE !!!' 
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BRAC 95 

CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

MWOR KEN ANDERSON 
ANGRClXPP 

CRITERIA 
ANG Instrllrtioc# m s k d  and hmbd to meet unit mission 

In MAJCOM judgmw~ t.mplr(m wwa not requid  due to nor,rinal 
exc.rs crpacny 

Potential CapabiUty 
Abititrto~~pgor(nJubrr-robrrtupKitr 

Aircraft numkrr am P M ;  capacity would include appropriate BAA 

1 
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CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
UNITS 

Fighters 
140chFW 
12401 FG 
131SlFW 

* l 75hFG 
1- Fw 
l a d  M 
lahm 
1- FG 

BUCKLEY ANG BASE, CO 

Assigned Aircraft 
140th CW I S  l.16C w r d  

Tenant Occuprmy 
200th AS 

2 1 . u -  
1c=&Um 

RobwtC.prbny 
e F*1= 14 C U  
ElollttCmmQuhd 

Potential CapabUIty 
Add a 24 PA* l.18 uu YlCOW fwqubd S 23.32 mlnion 
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BUCKLEY ANGB (cont) 

MILCON 
NEW CONSTRUCTION: 

Parking Apron Expansion 
Wintenmnco Hangar 
Sqturdron OpmtJom 
Corrorlon Cordrd Facility 
Woaporrr hk.u Facility 
EnQlrw stbop ~ n r l m  
W . . ~ ~ B u n  
A v h k 8  
H u s h n o u s .  

GOWEN FIELD-BOISE, ID 

Assigned Akrmtt 
124thFG 2 4 1 4 0 ~ d ( l ~ 1 F & 1 2 C C c o k d )  

Robust CaprbUity 
2 6 ( i 4 ~ b W ? M  
N 0 . a -  
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GOWEN FIELD-BOISE(cont) 
18 P M  FIGHTER SQUADRON 

SQ OPS LO 4.0 6.0 8.0 10.0 
HANGAR 7.0 14.0 18.7 30.3 
GP SHOPS 26 ;;. . 3.7 5.0 
ORG MUNT 1.0 2 0  2 0  
AVIONICS 1.6 1.6 3 2  
ECM PODS (12 1 2  1 2  
SURV E Q W  1-0 1.0 19 

b u r -  

GOWEN FIELD-BOISE(cont) 
8  PM C-cn 8  PM UC-I~S 

e l  a)  1 .t 
sa om 0  1 0  20 1.0 
HANGAR 6 0  0@ 10 10 0 
CORROUOw 4 0  0 8  4 S 90 
HVDmMT 1 .s 1. s 
FIRE S t A 1 1 4  I I .I .% 

ENaNErnOr 1 0  1 0  .7 S 1 .S 
APROWOCrLCUI 2I U 
SURVNALtGlC  8 1 8  J J 
A E m A l m  XI a 8  
CCwoPS IS 6 8  20 4.0 

2 1  CI 

TOTALS l V 7  3S@ 1 .  42.0 
0 
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LAMBERT-ST LOUIS, MO 

Assigned Aircraft 
13tst FW 15 F-lSA(MSIP) alrcnft 

Robust Capability 
9 F-1SA aircmft to 24 P M  

No MILCON mquind 

Potential Capability 
NOW 

MARTIN STATE IAP 
BALTIMORE, MD 

- Assigned Aircraft 
175th FG 12 A.90 

8 OI.10 u r d  

135thAG 0 C-lW€urr+ 

Robust Cap.MIJty 
S A - l O - r W P M  
4 C 1 3 W - W l 2 P U  

No YILCO* 

Potential Cap.bil#y 
N w  
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OTlS ANG BASE, MA 

Assigned Aircraft 
lO2d FW 15 F-1 SA(MSIP) a i r ~ d t  

Robust Capability 
3 F-lSAairu;rRt018PAA - 4 

No MILCON required 

Potential Capability 4 
Otis ANGB Is undergoing an rmrlronmental impact study. 
Sensitive topic mquiring hdeni judge consent for use changes. 
Add an 18 P M  F-15 unit MILCON required S 24.55 mfIlfon 

OTlS ANGB (cont) 
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PITTSBURGH IAP, PA 

Assigned Aircraft 
17lst AREFW 20 KC13SE aircnft 

Robust Capability 
None . - 

Potential Capability 
Pittsburgh b at full capadty k 

PORTLAND IAP, OR 

Lusigmd Abcmn 
142dro 16 l-t&qmSq 

Tenant Occupancy 
lJltUU)r*m 

4 
3- 

R 0 k t r t C . p . ~  
a I-1U * r 18 P M  
)(OYCO*- 

Potontl.1 CaprbUlty 
M d 6 F - 1 i A M - r ~ l . e -  
U L c o N ~ ~ 1 3 r r l o l  
T U e S 4 P M -  
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RICKENBACKER ANG BASE, OH 

Assigned Aircraft 
121st AREFW 20 KG135R aircraft 

Robust Capability 
None - C 

Potential Capability 
Rickenbacker b at full capacity t 

SALT LAKE CITY IAP, UT 

Assigned Aircraft 
1Slst ARG @ KC-13s urrrR 

Robust Capability 
1KGlISE a k m R t ~ 1 0 P U  
No UILCOM mo&d 

PotentJal CapabJUty 
A d d ~ G o O ~ n o Y C 0 0 4 ~  

16mm-Ua 
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SELFRIDGE ANG BASE, MI 

Assigned Aircraft 
127th FW i s  F-i6c ai-n 
19 ldAG 6 G1U)E aIrcraR 

Tenant Occupancy 
AFRES 927th ARG 10 KGlUE 8 k n R  

- Z 

Robust Capability 
# F-1CC alrcra~ & 24 P M  4 
4 G13OE .kcnRto 12 P M  
NowONnqcllrrd 

Potential Capability 
Add r 12 P M  C-130 un& h douttvaW AFRES unit hcllltlrr, MILCON 
m q u ~ t 1 U I a J U b n  
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ma- 
t  a 
19  

I a 
9 a 
Y 
U 

13 
t U 
Y 
A1 

3 
a 
2 



STEWART IAP, NY 

Assigned Aircraft 
105th AG 12 C4A aircraft 

Tenant Occupancy 
USMC 12 KG1 301 alrcrrR 

Robust Capability 
3GSAaIrcraftto1SPM 
No MILCON 

Potential Capability 
Add 2 CSA 8lruaR wlth nmp rxtanslon, MILCON $1.5 mllllon 
If tenant nlout.., I G 6 A  &cd t  could be accommodated 

TUCSON IAP, AZ 

Asslgned Alrrrrtt 
l62d FO U I 1U u c r d  

Robust Capabdsty 
20 F-1U aver* to 11 P U  

NoY)LCm- 

Potantlrl C.p.blU(y 
N w  
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ROBUST 
No MILCON 

Buckley ANGB, CO 
Lambert Field - S t  Louis, MO 

Martin State IAP - Baltimore, MD 
Otis ANGB, MA 
Portland IAP, OR 
Salt Lake City IAP, UT 
Selfridge ANGB, MI 
Stewart IAP, NY 
Gowen Field - Bobe, U) 
Tucson IAP, AZ 

POTENTIAL CAPABILITY 
MILCON mquirod 

Bwkley AWGa CO 
L U I r  W - - C Q U l U - - '  

G0wenFl.M -lbm. rC) 

* w o v l . r r - ( l i c ~ u ~ ?  
W J c c r . r r k r r c a r n r c r l b r  
* w ~ r ~ r n - r c a ~ o m  

O I ~ A E ~ G ~ Y A  
* Y ~ - W - I O Q ~ ~ o  

QortlwdW.oa 
*Y I I - rn IEQI I@n 

s8l tL .keCUyW, ln  
~ S c - c m r r l C Q ~  

son* ANGB, w 
& u ~ i ~ - m c o a ~ r r s r n  

u 
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Q AFSOC "COMMANDO VISION" 
t 





URT MISSION 

e AFSOC 
e 16th WING 
a SPECIAL MISSION OPERATIONAL TEST AND 

EVALUATION CEN 1 . ER (SMOTEC) 
a USAF SPECIAL O*RATIONS SCHOOL (USAFSOS) 
e 720th SPECIAL TA~TICS GROUP 

e JOINT WARFIGHI G CENTER (JFWC) 
USAF AIR GROUN 1 OPERATlONS SCHOOL (AGOS) 

e 823rd CES (ACC) HORSE 
1 e net 1st IJE F ~ G )  USAF BATTLEST Trir eCHvuL \vL 



EGLIN PROVID CRITICAL SUPPORT 
TO AFSOCIUS OM'S MISSION 
9 OPERATIONS 
e TEST AND E 
e LOGlSTlCA 
0 MEDICAL 

CIVILIAN P 
CIVIL ENGl 

9 MISCELLA 





ELECTRO~IC WARFARE 
GROUND FORCE UTILIZATION 
INFLIGHT REFUELING TRACKS 
HOSTS 931 SOS - EGLlN 
HOSTS 91B SOW - DUKE FIELD 



SPECIAL 
EVALUATION 

RF AND IR TE~TING AND TACTICS 
DEVELOPMEN 

D FOR 15% OF ELECTRO- 
ENVIRONMENT RANGE 

REACTION CAPABILITY 

ALYTICAL SUPPORT 

















1 

I 

a BACKGROUND 
CURRENTORG 
VISION 

WHAT IT IS 
e BENEFITS 
o COMBATCAP 

. C 



SLIDE REMOVED 

CLASSIFIED MATERIAL 
CONTAINED IN CLASSIFIED 
ANNEX TO BCEG MINUTES 



o INCREASE THEA~ER ClNC CAPABILITY 
OPTIMIZE USE 0 GUARD AND RESERVE 

s BENEFIT THE AIR FORCE 4 
o INCREASE QUALl OF LIFE P 





. .  t . . . 4.: 

WH,AT IS VISION? 

REBALANC 

e PHASEII 
2nd CONUS WING ON 

CREATES F ~ L S  IN EUCOM I PACOM 
THEATERS 



CLASSIFIED MATERIAL 
CONTAINED' IN CLASSIFIED 
ANNEX TO BCEG MINUTES 





1 1995 AIR FORCE 1 
I CLOSURE PROCESS I 

BRIEFER: LT COL MARK BRUGGEMEYER 
DATE 7 JUL 94 

1995 Proposed Categories I and Subcategories I 
opemtlorrs 

Ubdh 

* ~ n n L n  
.Amtl 

S n r r l A t a . l l  

Undqmdwte Pikt Training 
Special Opmtiorrs Forces 

OCEG CLOSE HOLD 
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I 1995 Proposed Categories 
and Subcategories (Con't) I 

IndustriaVTechnical Support . 
Depots 
Product Centers and Labs 
Test and Evaluation Facllitles 

Education and Training 
Tedrnkal Training 
Educatlorr 

BCLG CLOSE HOU) ' 

A& R.wcw Component 
.M 

AFRES 

K E G  CLOSE HOLD 
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1995 Proposed Category 
Operations 

- - .-.-. . - ---. -- - -  - -  -- . . 
Missiles Subcategory: . 

FE Warren 
Grand Forks* 
Malmstmm* 
Minot* 

Also in Large Aircraft Subcategory 

' BCEGCLOSEHOLD ' 
. 

Large Aircraft Subcategory: 
8 U n b d r ~ .  

An&isma Ehwwm M i i t '  
Bubdrb Fudu# McConnen 
e d o  OrndForkJ' Whitemen 

ovarr hhlmwom' 
Awm 
Ahn Daw W i r e  
kdrnn Ukw pope 
Qurc.rron Mechord Travis 

'Also In Mavk Category 
" No krcratl Permanently Assigned 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
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Small Aircraft Subcategory: 

Cannon Holloman Nellis 
Davis-Monthan Luke Seymour-Johnson 
Eielson Moo* Shaw 
Elmendod Mt Home Tyndall 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD . 

Undergraduate Pllot Training Subcatego ry: 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
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Operations (Con't) 

- - -- 
Special Operations Forces 
Subcategory: 

BCEG CLOSE HOU) ' 

Depots Subcategory:' 
HUI b&amwl T W  

w Fbbrre 

Product Centers and L.boratories Subcategory:' 
ervota KrUnd Rome Lab 

Hurrcan Leu- WnghI-Patterson 

Test FacilWs Subcategory:' 
knold ElP' Ldwacds 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
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1995 Proposed Category ( Education and Training I 
Technical Training Subcategory: 

Goodfellow Lackland 
Keesler Sheppard' .. Education Subcategory: 
Maxwell USAFA 

' Ako an Undergraduate Pilot Training Base 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

1995 Proposed Category WI 
MaJor H.adqu8rt.n Subcategory: 
M ( 9 I C A F )  Potomon (AFSPC) 
Lrrglrlr(ACC) RMdobh (AETC) 
mrsocourcrwtcou, -(-w 
Ochra(VSStRAfCOU) 

Administrrthm Support: 
& l u e w  -ng 

6CEG CLOSE HOU) 
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Other 

HQ Recatagorization Proposal 

H i  (PACAF) Large Aircraft 
Langley (ACC) Small Aircraft 
MacDill (SOCOMICENTCOM) Admin Support 
offutr (US STRATCOM) Large Aircraft 
P e t e m  (AFSPC) Admin Support 
Randolph (AETC) UPT 
Scaa (-1 Admin Support 

Air Nat)onal Guard: 

I 1995 Proposed Category Air 
Reserve Component ANG I 

WLG CLOSE HOLD 
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1995 Proposed Category 
Air Reserve Component AFRES 1 

Air Force Reserve: 

ARPC Gen Mitchell Niagara F 311s 
Bergstrom Greater Pittsburgh O'Hare 
Carswell G rissom Westover 
Dobbins March W~llow Gn we 
Homestead Minn/St Paul Youngstown 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

f lYIYSP( OFFlCE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

20 JUL 1994 

FROM: SAF1M.U 

SUBJECX Minutcs of Air Fora Base Closure Exk~tive Group (AF, BCEG) Meeting 

The AFBCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SAFDdII, at 1030 hours on 
12 July 1994. in Room 5D1027. the Pentagon. The following personr el were in attendance: 

a. AFDCEG members: 

Mr. Boatright. SAF/M.IX, Cu-Chairman 
Maj Gen Blume, AF/CVB, C&!hairman 
Mr. Beach, S A F m  
Mr. McCall, SAFNIQ 
Mr. Orr, F / L G M  
Maj Gcn McGinty. AF/DPP 
Maj Gcn McCanhy, AF/CE 
Maj Gcn a-, A F M  
Mr. Kuhn. S A F m  

V Brig G n  Weaver, NGBKF 
Col Wdrrr, AFPE 
Cd b u s ,  SAFIAQX 

Col M a f l ~ M .  AF/X00R 
Lt Col Bmggcmeycr. AFfl(00R 
Mr. Scovcll. SAFrnCCA 
Lt Cd O'NcrIl. AF/XOOR 
Mr. Myzn, AFECEP 

The meeting was cdbd ro adcr by Mr. Boruight LI Col E . ; N ~ P C ~  introduced 
several catcgoriution topics nid ~ c t  rhc pccvioru BCEG mating using the slides at 
Atch 1. Rurscm AFE was uunincd m & m i n e  whetha it should be placed in the 
Administrative Support category i n d  of Eht Space Operations categcny. Afttr discussion, the 
BCEG voted to retain Rtcm in dK Space Opmtions category. Thi!, dtcision was b a d  on 
the close relationship maintained k twctn  P e t e m  and Falcon, in that I'eterson provides all the 
logistical and administrative support f a  Falcon. Peterson also differs From the administrative 
support bases due to its avail~blc runway. 

CLOSE 11OLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF O.\TLY 



CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ONLY 

Scott AFB was proposed for movement from the Administrative Support category to the 
Large Aircraft - Airlift subcategory. Its current operations mission and available runway make 
it more similar to operational bases than the other administrative support bases. Also, its airfield 
capability will expand as a new joint use parallel runway is completed. The Air Force has the 
right to use the new runway un&r the Joint Use Agreement. The BCEG approved this change. 

Mr. Boatright suggested that the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center and the 
Air Reserve Personnel Center at the former Lowry AFB be considered together as an installation. 
Since DFAS is not considering the installation and it is Air Force property this installation needs 
to be considend by the Air Force. Its characteristics make this center appropriate for . . inclusion . - . . . . .... 
in the Administrative support category. The BCEG approved this addition to the Administrative 
Support category, and the deletion of ARPC as an installation for the Air Force Reserve 
subcategory. 

Mr. Scovell briefed an overview of the COBRA model using the slides at Atch 2. Mr. 
Boatright asked if we have changed our method of estimating our overhead for cleanup and 
disposal of closed installations, since this has proven insufficient to cover actual costs at 
previously closed bases. Mr. Scovcll indicated that this had been changed based on the 
experience gained by AFBCA. Mr. Boatright also suggested that the location and sizt of the 
installation should be examined in developing inputs to the model. 

A discussion .was held on the issue of what MILCON avoidance savings should be 
includid The DoD policy requires that MILCQN for FY 96 - 01 be used in calculating 
MILCON projects avoided by closures. md the BCEG concluded that any MILCON program 
provided to OSD for this perid would k ~ncluded. even if the program was notional, as long 
as the MILCON projects were tied to a spccific installation. w 

Lt Col OVNeill then e x p W  ~ J K  -step use of the COBRA model in the Air Force 
analysis process, using the ddtr at Atch 3. It  was noted that the fvst ust  of COBRA was the 
level playing field analysis, using r nociorul mxiver  mstallation for all installations in a catcggr. 
The second analysis will comc Jur c b t w  a d  d ~ g n m e n t  candidates have been developad, and 
estimates actual rtalignrnenu d facc s m u r c .  

Mr. Myen then briefed chc MILCQN Rxcout Factors for COBRA, using the slides at 
Atch 4. The BCEG noted that thc n v ~ r c i t  MILCOS guidance would more closely reflect actual 
costs and savings resulting f m  cknurr uJ rrd~gnmcnt actions. Mr. Boatright commented that 
the guidance would result m b t v r  tnrmrur d nctw Impmvemenu, as borne out in cumnt 
rub t and inspector general rrplrrs 

Thut king no funher mrlptn to d r r u s s .  the mating was adjourned at 1145. The next 
B E G  meting will k u the call d rht CeQrurmcn. 

BLUME, JR.. Maj Cin. tlSAF 
Co-Chairman 
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1 Atch 
Briefing Slides 

DISTRIBUTION: 
SAFIFM 
S AFIGCN 
S AFIAQX 
SAFWQ 
AFICE 
AFPE 
AFPPP 
AF/xoo 
m/RE 
NGB/CF 
A F U M  
AF/xOoR 
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+ Construction duration: 12 - 18 month ; 
, . . w 

r s  (u 

+ Base Operating Sup@ (BOS) ' *  . : * ., -. - . ,. , , . .  . , , ~ 6 %  
. * --:+kPdatian & '1 500, then use 1 5% I BOS :4  . , , , F G ~  ~2, 

... 
. -population mom > 1500, then w 25% BOS +, <. 
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7 DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

i WASHINGTON DC - 

.- . 21 Ji; ,;s+ 
?yIi1# W W E  O f  THE ASSSTANT SECRETARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAF/MII 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (AFBCEG) Meeting 

 he AF/BCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SAFIMII, at 1030 hours on 
14 July 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following personnel were in attendance: 

a. AF/BCEG members: 

Mr. Boatright, SAFNII, Co-Chairman 
Maj Gcn Blume, AF/RT, Co-Chairman 
Mr. Ekach, s A F m  
Maj Gen McGinty, AFPPP 
Mr. Orr, A F U M  
Maj Gen McCarthy, AFfCE 
Maj Gen Closna, AF/RE 

. Mr. Kuhn, SAFhiCN 
Brig G n  Weaver, NGBfCF 
Brig G n  Heflebowtr, AFPE 
Col Kraut. SAFIAQX 

b. Other key attendees: 

Col Mayfuld AF/XOOR 
Col kld. AETCIXO 
Maj B m i n g .  AFRESDCPXP 
hir. Lusk, AFRES/XPXP 
Mr. Myen. AFlCEP 

The meeting was called to ordcr by hlaj Gen Blumc. Maj Bm~ning, HQ AFRES/XPXP, 
prcscnted the capacity analysts briefing for the Air Force Reserve. using the slides at Atch 1. 
The b a s  briefed were selected based on the 300 DoD civilian authorizations threshold In 
rddrtion, Mr. Lusk, AFRES/XPXP, briefed the AFRES command vi ;ion for basing, using the 
slides at Atch 2. The issue of rtcnriuncnt was raised for AFRES locations, and Mr. Lusk 
assend that while their current locations support rtcruitrnent, they u*ould like to examine any 
proposed moves to active duty locations for their impact on recruit ng. A discussion of the 
optimum PAA for a reserve squadron was conducted. with members agreeing that it should be 
sized to support the mission of the unit. Mr. Boatright commented th it  the AFRES vision was 
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the kind of input needed by the BCEG in conducting its analysis. He noted that for AFRES 
bases the BCEG will look for opportunities for consolidation and efficiency, rather than strictly 
basing its analysis on a head to head comparison of installations. 

Col Feld, HQ AETC/XO, briefed the AETC capacity analysis using the slides at Atch 3. 
He noted that Keesler AFB suffered from a housing shortage due to the institution of casino 
gambling in the local area. The BCEG agreed that housing for the San Antonio should be 
viewed across the area, rather than by individual base, when considering whether a shortage 
exists. Col Feld noted that Luke AFB was located in a Clean Air Act nonattainment area, and 
that it was effectively limited in growth potential. 

For pilot production, the FY2001, fourth quarter production figure was used as the 
requirement due to the increase in pilot production necessary at that point. Col Feld also 
responded to a question by noting that the joint pilot training initiative was receiving positive 
consideration. Maj Gen Blume commented that the joint training initiative, if endorsed by senior 
OSD officials, will likely be introduced through the joint cross-sewice group considering this area 
and, thus, would be incorporated in our process based on their assessment. 

Mr. Myers, AFICEP, briefed the BRAC '95 Facility Analysis overview, using the slides 
at Atch 4. He noted that the use of a normal dismbution may mean that a base will get a lower 
score in its category than it would in another category, but that this is appropriate given the 
categorized competition. Thc judgment of the B E G  combined with our cross-categories analysis 
before a base is finally selected for recommended closure or realignment would ensure that these 
issues are properly assessed. 

There being n'o funher matters to discuss. the meeting was adjourned at 1235. The next 

Wd' 

/ e&h-m 
Co-Chairman 

4 Atch 
1. Briefing Slides, HQ AFRES 
2. AFRES Command Vision 
3. Briefing Slides, HQ AETC 
4. Briefing Slides. Facility A d y s i s  Ovtntcw 
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DISTRIBUTION: 
SAF/FM 
S AFIGCN 
SAFIAQX 
SAFMQ 

~ I U I ~ I V  MICE 
AF/PE 
AF/DPP 
AF/XOO 
AFIRE 
NGBICF 
AF/LGM 
AF/XOOR 
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HEADQUARTERS AIR FORCE RESERVE 
CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

MAJ CRAIG BRANNING 

CAPACKY ANALYSIS [@a' 



AIR MOBlUrY WINGSKiROUPS (AMC)' . "' ' " ' . ' '- ' - GRISSOM, MARCH. WESTOVER 

AIR COMBAT WlNGyGROUPS (ACC) - BERGSTROM. CARSWEU, HOMESTEAD 
CHICAGO'O'HARE. DOBBINS, GEN MITCHELL 
MINN-ST PAUL, NIAGARA, PITISBURGH, 
WILLOW GROVE, YOUNGSTOWN 



CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
COMMAND ASSESSMENT 

BERGSIROM AIR RESERVE STATION 0 

MCESS ADMINBlRATM SPACE FOR 2S MAN UNIT- - - - '- - GEN MITCHELL - GRISSOM 
- MINKST PAUL - NlAGARA - WILLOW GROVE 

TOTAL COST FOR UCESWROBUST CAPACITY - rnau 

I I U C r n ~ f O ~  
*nowoPr#mrw,wrv(AFREq 
- T O ~ A T ( Y M l l f M H I ~ Y W C C r Y O C A ~  

CIWIIU)(Y~O+WIOAVU~A~RPORIBYEND 
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omummmmmmrrn 
TOM- HAVE BEEN 
) ( O U O D r m r w T n e ~ E N T ~  

I 

- ... .. 



BERGSTROM AIR RESERVE STATION 
TEXAS 

PRIMARY FORCE STRUCTURE - . - 15F-16- 

SQUADRON EXCESSCAPACITY - 1 F-16 W OR KG135 SQ OR C-130 SQ - YILCON - W.OM 

ROBUST CAPABlUrY - S F 1 6  - O&M COST - NONE 

BERGSTROM ARS - COST 

LglCON 7 



CARSWELL AIR RESERVE BASE 

HOME OF THE 301 EW 

BRAC 91 REALIGNMENT TO AFRES 

- BRAC W REAUGNS BASE TO NAVY BY 1 OCT 94 

PROGRAMMED FY96 CONVERSION MILCON - S18M 

. . 



CARSWELL ARB - COST 

OWARE AJR RESERVE STATION 



O'HARE AIR RESERVE STATION 

ILLINOIS -I 
PRIMARY FORCE WUCTURE - 8 G130H (AFRES) 

- 8 KG135E (ANG) 

SQUADRON MCESSCAPACrrY - 1 GI30 SO - YILCON - U.OU 

ROBUST CAPABILITY 
- 4 GljO - 2 KG135 - O1Y COST NONE 



DOBBINS AIR RESERVE BASE 

GEORGIA 

HOME OF THE Q4 A* AND 22 AF (AFRES) AND 
THE 1 16 W (ANG) 

KEY RESERVE BASE - 17 ENANTS AND JOINT-USE ORGANIZATIONS - 151 WUTARY INTEL B A W O N  (ARMY NG) - D E l l U  AND 412 M U )  AIR AMBULANCE (USP\R) - USS-CAP SOUTHEAST REGION (Ha USAF) - O l  rmcOU NOHT (USAR) 

BAS€ SMARES OPERATlONAL AREAS WITH: - MAS ATLAWIA - AIR FORCE PUNT 6 (LOCKHEED) 

DOBBINS AIR RESERVE BASE 
GEORGIA 



DOBBINS ARB - COST 

sa iQMum 

APRON 
SQUADRON OPS 
WlNGHQ 
ACFT GEN PURPOSE SHOP 
J R  ENGINE MAlM 
MAIMDOCK 
AVIOMCSWOP 
BE WNTSHOP 
JET FUU STORAGE 
WAREHOUSE 

I TOTAL M A I M  I 

DOBBINS ARB - COST s 
TOTAL maM 



SQUADRONOPS #)=M 
AIRCRAFT GENERAL PUR SHOP S[).290M 

MITCHELL AIR RESERVE STATION 

WlSCONSlN 

I LOCATED AT SOUmwEST m40 OF QENEFtu MITCHELL I 



MITCHELL AIR RESERVE STATION 
WISCONSIN 

PRIMARY FORCE STRUCTURE I 

SQUADRON EXCESS CAPACITY - 1 GI30 SO - MILCON - tQ.OM - 1 M A N  ADMINISTRATIVE UNlT 

ROBUST CAPABlUrY - 4 G I 3 0  - O&M COST - W K  



HOMESTEAD AIR RESERVE BASE 
FLORIDA 

PRIMARY FORCE STRUCTURE - 15 F-16 NE - 8 HK600 
- 5 He130 

SQUADRON EXCESS CAPACITY - 1 F-16Sa . - MILCON - W O K  

ROBUST CAPABILITY - 9 F-16 - O I M  COST - NONE 

HOMESTEAD ARB - COST 

MlLCQH 7 



MARCH AIR RESERVE BASE 
CALIFORNIA I 

HOME OF THE 452 AMW 

BRAC 93 REALIGNMENT TO AFRES - REALIGNMENT OCCURS 1 APR 96 - NORTON AFB CLOSURE REALIGNED 6141  UNIT 
.- UNIT m SUPPORT MARINE NRUFT REQUIREMENTS 

MARCH AIR RESERVE BASE (@I' 



MINN-ST PAUL AIR RESERVE STATION 
MINNESOTA I 

HOME OF THE 934 AG 

I LOCATED AT MINKST PAUL INTERNATIONAL AlRPO 31 
I - LOCATED ADJACENT TO THE 133 AW (ANG) I 

MlNNST PAUL AIR RESERVE STAllON 
MINNESOTA 



MINN-ST PAUL ARS - ROBUST COST 

QwsQsI . . . - . . . . . . . - . . . . . - . 

AGESHOP 
AVIONICS 
ENGINE I6R SHOP 
sOUAOOPS 
REPAIRAPRON 

\ 
M A W  f.l AIR RESERVE STATION 

MEW YORK 



NIAGARA FALLS AIR RESERVE STAl  ION 
NEW YORK 

PRIMARY FORCE STRUCTURE 
- 8 G130H (AFRES) - 10 KG135R (ANG) 

SOUADRON EXCESS CAPACITY - 1 2S-MAN AOUINISTRATWE UNIT - NO rxnm sa EXCESS CAPABILITY 

\ 
NlAGARA FAUS ARS - ROBUST COST 

OUtOIl 



PllTSBURGH AIR RESERVE STATION 
PENNSY LVANlA 

HOME OF THE 911 .AG 

LIMITED EXPANSION CAPABlUrY - COMPACT 115 ACRE FAClUlY - 103 ACRES LEASED FROM ALLEGHENY COUNTY - 12 ACRES OWNED BY AIR FORCE 

FUTURE EXPANSION POSSIBLE - ALLEGHENY COUNTV MAY OFFER 31 ACRES 
FOR AOOmONAL RAMP AND FACILITY USAGE 

\ 
PTTTSBURGH AIR RESERVE STATlON 

PENNSYLVANIA 



\ 
WESTOVER AIR R E S E R V ~  BASE 

MASSACHUSETTS 

HOME OF WE 439 AW 

URGEST INSTAUATION OWNED BY AFRES 

RAMP AND FAClLlTV UPGRADES TOTAUNG $1 OOM 
A- OVER THE US1 SIC YEARS 

WESTOVER AIR RESERVE BASE 
\ 

MASSACHUSETG 



RENOVATE HANGAR. 
SOUADRON OPERATIONS 
CORROStON CONTROL HGR 
RELOCATE AERIAL PORT 

NU CELL HANGAR 
VEHICLE MAlNT FAC 
RELOCATE SECURITY POLICE 
RAMP PAVEMENT 
BULK FUEL STORAGE 

TOTAL S26.65M 

WILLOW GROVE AIR RESERVE STATION (@a- 



WILLOW GROVE AIR RESERVE STAT10 "I 
PENNSYLVANIA 

PRIMARY FORCE STRUCTURE 
- 12 G130E (AFRES) - 16 A-lmA-10 (ANG) 

SQUADRON EXCESS CAPACITY - 1 G130SO . - MILCON - %.OM - 1 2- ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT 

ROBUST CAPABILITY - 4 GI30 - OLM COST - NONE 

WlLLOW GROVE ARS - COST 



YOUNGSTOWN AIR RESERVE STATION 

OHIO 

- 1  HOME OF THE 910 AG 

HAS UNDERGONE NUMEROUS FAULITY UPGRADES 

MAINTENANCE FACIUTIES UPDATED WITH CORROSION 
CONTROL AND AWONICS ADDITIONS I 
CONSTRUCTION SOON TO BEGIN ON NEW SHORTFIELD 
RUNWAY - ONLY SHORTFIELO RUNWAY OWNED BY AFRES - WlLL BE JOtNlUSE WITH ANG 

YOUNOSTOWN AIR RESERVE STATION 
OHIO 

~ # M C L ~  I 



SOUADRON 0PERATK)NS 
H A N G A R  
A P R O N  

WNOARADOmON 

HEADQUARTERS AIR FORCE RESERVE 
COMMAND VISION 

HQ AFRESXPXP 
MR EDWARD LUSK 



AFRES FORCE S T R U C I W  
TOTAL PAA 

A E W S  FORCE !5TRUCIZJRE \ 
PERC??SI" OF P M  ON ARB/ARS 



AFRES LNSTALLATIONS 
OPERATING COST 

m M ~ L ~ O N S  

AFRES INSTALLATIONS 
MANPOWER POSITIONS 

45 -, w- 



HQ AFRES 
COMMAND VISION I 

FORCE STRUCTURE TO REMAIN NEAR STATIC 
FIGHTER DRAWDOWN COMPLETE IN FYW 
LIMITED, IF ANY, FORCE STRUCTURE 
TRANSFER TO AFRES I 

DlSPROPORflONATE INCREASE IN BOS EXPENSES I 
I TIYE FOR SERIOUS CONSOLIDATION I 

AFRES VISION 
CONSOLlOA7lON 

PRe MORE Emc$ENT USE Of  FORCE STRUCTURE 
m u m  USE OF V O L r n E R  UTC'S 

I SmLII<YW W RESOURCES 

I MO: MO UQIL R ~ W  AGAINST CROSSING 
S T A n  UI 

I COW: )OUIIUL HTUIEST IN AREA JOBS 



HQ AFRES 
EXAMPLES OF CONSOLIDATIC'IN 

\ 

COMMAND SUMMARY 

. - - - - - - 
onmoor v iacn - +  _ weovo r e E  - 

FORCE S T R K  ?UIL  . ?O*C 939 10KC-135 . 14C.5  . , 

. l(C.141 - - - - * 

. - - -  , 

EXCESS . m .C * a s  10 uc-135 _ - 8-ucy 3 ~ -  
* a  - -- 

9 as urm A O Y ~  



COMMAND SUMMAR.Y 

. . . . . . . . .A . . . . . . . . - - . - . - . . . . 

. .  , .  

COMMAND SUMMARY 
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COMMAND SUMMARY 1 
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AETC Capacity Analysis 

DIRECTORATE OF PLANS AND 
OPERATIONS 

701 Don . . Feld 





AETC BASES 
Education 

Maxwell 

Technical Training 
Goodfellow 
Keesler (also Advance Flying Training Base) 
Lackland 
Sheppard (also Undergraduate Flying Training Base) 

Flvinn Training 
Advanced Flying Training 

Altus 
Keesler (also Technical Training Base) 
Luke 
Tyndall 

I 

Undergraduate Flying Training (Joint Survey) 
Randolph (also Headquarters AETC and AFMPC) 
Columbus 
Laughlin 
Reese 







MAXWELL AFB, AL 
. . 

Education 
Anticipated Production (9514): 16,900 Students 

Capacity Production: 17,300 Students 

Beddown Capability: None 
Development Acres: 235 
LimiUng Factors: Poor infrastructure systems, Housing 

Flyinn Operations 
4 C-21; 8 C-130 (AFRES); 2- Beechcraft 65 1 3 -Cessna 182 (CAP) (9514) 

; Beddsxin Capotiilty; None 

Robust Capability 4 C-21,4 C-130 
No additional cost 

Limiting Factors: Facilities, Housing, Poor infrastructure systems 



GOODFELLOW AFB, TX 

Mission 

Intel Training (multi-service) 

Fire Protection Training 

Special Instruments Training 

Base Support for Eldorado AF Station (Pave Paws) 

Major Organizations 

17 Training Wing 



GOODFELLOW . . AFB, TX 

. Technical Traininq 

Anticipated Production (9614): 11,225 Students 

Capacity Production: 14,732 Students 

Beddown Capability: 1 - 25 PN Admin Units (required for capacity 
production) 

Development Acres: 531 

Limiting Factors: Housing 



KEESLER A.FB, MS 

Mission 
CommComputer Systems Training 

Space Systems Maintenance Training 

Electronics (5 Avionics Systems Training 

Radar Systems & Ground Radio Training 

Weather T raining (ITRO established course) 

Calibration (ITRO established course) 

C-1ZC-21 Training 

Major Organizations 
HQ 2nd Air Force 

81 Training Wing 

403 Airlift Wing (AFRES) 



r 
C , .  m .  
c 
1 





LACKLAND AFB, TX 

Technical Training ! 

Anticipated Productlon (9614): 40,100 BMTs ; 29,150 Students 

Capacity Production: 41,760 BMTs ; 35,782 Students 

BMT Surge: additional 6,960lyear 

Beddown Capablllty: 3 - 26 PN Admin Units (required for capacity 
production) 

Development Acres: 377 

Limiting Factors: Housing 





SHEPPARD AFB, TX 

Technical Traininq 

Anticipated Production (9614): 30,329 Students 

Capacity Production: 39,616 Students 

Beddown Capability: 6 - 25 PN Admin Units (required for capacity 
production) 

Development Acres: 162 

Limiting Factors: Housing 



ALTUS AFB, OK 

Mission 

C-5 Training 

C-141 Training 

KC-1 35 Training 

C-17 Academic & Simulator Training 

Proposed Flight Training 

Aerial Port of Embarkation for Ft Sill 

3 Advanced Maintenance Training Programs for C-51C-141 
s 

Major Organizations 

97 Air Mobility Wing 



ALTUS AFB, OK 

Flyinn Training - Mobility 

Force Structure (9514): 24 KC-1 35; 11 C-141; 6 C-5 

Capacity for 8 C-17s available, awaiting DAB decision 

Beddown Capability: No excess capacity 

Robust Capability: None 

Development Acres: 120 

Limiting Factors: Ramp Space, Housing 
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KEESLER AFB, MS 

Flvina Training - Mobility 

Force Structure: 6 C-12; 4 C-21 (9514) 
Beddown Capability: None 
Robust Capablllty: None 

LlmitJng Factors: Ramp Space, Facilitfes, Housing, Runway Length 



LUKE AFB, AZ 

Mission 

F-16 Advanced Pilot Training 

Singapore F-16 Training 

Taiwan F-16 Training 

International Flying Training 

Major Organizations 

56 Fighter Wing 

607 Air Control Squadron 

302 Fighter Squadron (AFRES) - 



LUKE AFB, AZ 

. Flying Traininn: Tactical 

Force Structure (9514) : 191 F-16 

Beddown Capability: No excess capability 

Robust capability: None 

Development Acres: 125 

Limiting Factors: NonAttalnment Area, Ramp Space, Air Space, Housing 





TYNDALL AFB, FL 

Flyinn Training - Tactical 

Force Structure (9514): 72 F-15; 2 E-9A;'63 Full Scale Drones; 63 Sub-scale 
Drones 

Beddown Capablllty: One 18 PAA F-15 Squadron 

MILCON -$32M 

MFHm$47M 

Robust capability: None 

Development Acres: 500 with road access; 6,500 without road access 

Limiting Factors: Housing 



TYNDALL AFB, FL 
MILCON BREAKOUT 

Dining Hall $2;34 
UEPH, 200 PN 5.00 
ECM POD Shop .54 
FTD 2.19 (7) 
Flight Simulator .73 (7) 
Fuel Cell Maintenance .SO (3) 
Aircraft Maintenance 2.00 
Maintenance Hanger 5.1 6 
Missiles Maintenance 1.77 (7)  
Munition Maintenance .76 (7) 
Munitions Storage 2.00 (7) 
PMEL .56 (7) 
Survival EQ Shop .47 (7) 
Weapons and Release Shop .97 
AGE Facility .54 
Avionics Shop .80 (7) 
Infrastructure Upgrades - 5.00 

TOTAL ( 31.73 (21 55)  



BASE - 

CAPACITY SUMMARY 

F-16 - - C-130 - ADMlN MILCON - MFH ROBUST O&M TOT - - 
Tyndall 18 PAA 0 $32M $47M $0 $79M 

Maxwell 0 $0 4 C-21 
4 C-I30 $0 $0 

Keesler 8 PAA 3 so $0 $0 

Goodfellow 1 $0 

Lackland 3 $0 

Luke 0 $0 

Altus 



UFT Bases addressed by 

Joint Cross Service UFT Group 
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GRlSSOM AIR RESERVE BASE 
\ 

INDIANA 



GRISSOM AIR RESERVE BASE 
INDIANA 

PRIMARY FORCE STRUCTURE - 20 KG13SR (2 SQ) . . .... 

I 

I 
SQUADRON EXCESS CAPACrrY (CURRENT CANTONMENT) - 2 KC135 SO - 1 F-18 SO - 1 2S-MAN ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT - uncm - NONE 

ROBUST CAPABlllTV - 2 K G l U  
O IYCOSI -NONE 

P HOMESTEAD AIR RESERVE BASE 
FLORIDA 
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1. Briefing Slides, AFspc 
2. Admin Changes 
3. Briefing Slides, AFMC 

lrCv DISTRIBUTION: 
s A F m  
SAF/GCN 
S AF/AQX 
SAF/MIQ 
AF/cE 
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AFDPP 
AFIXOO 
AFm 
NGBICF 
AF/LGM 
AFIXOOR 
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- AFMcproducts~Servias 
r rcruw - R.GKlkrrr: W o t k W .  Manpower, and Infrestructure 
-lkrhg- 

A F u c ~ S u m m r r b r  

CorrcWlng Comments 1 



I Baselines I - 30-Sep 93 Real Property Records - MILCON Limited to $35M (Does Not Includr! MFH) - AF Operational Force Structure Templates - 
FY95 PB - Feb 94 (95-4 Position) - Operational and Administrative Capacity as of Apr 94 

I Suggested Briefing Toplcs I - Excess Capaclty at Each Base - Capaclty Analysls Issues Unique to the Command - Philosophy tor Bulng Forces or Functions - Partlcuhr Factors Whlch Affect Capacity 01 Basing 

k r n  -9 











I" Precision Weapon Effectiveness 
Greatly Aided by C41 

500 Shots 

Percent 
S u ~ s f u l  

500 Shots 

WHh Full C4l With Partla1 Without C41 
C41 

I Capachy is tho Combhtkrr ot W Est8l8, Frcllitks, Equipment, 
Processes, and Feoplo Requlnd to h d u a ~  Products or Provide Services I I - Reducing Real EU(e U.caRy minr Ckming the Base I 

( - AFMC Capacity Unur. m (# S t W g h t t ~ d  I 
I - Drlwn by t h  types (MoI ttr Wmbrj of Weapon Systems Support 

8.0.. 47 8-5- win Abarl UW Sunc, U the P ~ ~ v ~ u s  97 B-52s I - tf You Cbsa Ow B8n 8nd m k w w  to Support the Weapon System, I 

I - To Some Degm, Peopk Can k Reassigned to Different Types of 
But W You Hove tho Work. You Must Pay to Rekcate the People or Pay t 
RehirtVRetnin Wmktorcr, 

Challenge is to R+GK. AFMC Infnstnrcturo to Match Decreases in 
load and Manpower 

6 u u I o L ) U I *  



Workload (FY94-01) 

- S&T 

- Produd Centers 

- Test Centers 

- Logistics Centers 

Manpower 

- FV89 AFSCiAFLC Manpower: 150,068 

- FY89-91 Fbductkns: 33,935 (DMRDslAFMC Mer~er) 

- M 9 M l  Reduclkft~: 25,079 (M% POM) . . 
k---l 



--t Proc 
SYS-R'& D 

-+ O&M 
+Mil PEs 
-rt S&T 1 

92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 0 1 . 
FISCAL YEAR' 

kQlcuU..Qlll 
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91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 0 1 
FISCAL YEAR 

f r Ollnmd U r  O d y  



I Ow: 
DATA: FY 96 POM -- I 

AFMC TOTAL mSONbE4,.  
REDUCTIONS 



(A10 30 Sep 93) I 
70 ' MSF: Millions of Sq R 

66.7 MSF 

80 -- 
58.9 MSF 

I - Most Cost €Hut- mhod lo -0 Unumd frtflltks, Equipmeat, 
Prot.su8ud).oo1. 

Int.rrunke - Worlrlry Hard w l h  Croao Swvke Womng Grwpr - Work Year Lhrrratlon and Rombumomonl Could k Problem - Progress Slow 



Kirtland AFB, NM 
- Current Force SttUdure 

- 58th SO.W (AETC) - 10 G130s, 22 Helicopters - 1 9 t h  FG (ANG) - 24 F-16s - No Excess Op.ratIonaI Capacity - 48 PN (1200 People) Excess Administrative Capachy - $23  M 
- Functkml - Underground Munitions Storage Area 

I Los Angeles AFB, CA 
- NO O p d o ~ l  E ~ W S S  C.pcIty - No Admlnlstntlve L r m s  Capaclty 

Rome Lab, MY 
- N o t r ~ o p . n r d C ~  - NO b m  -kdWe 

Wright-Patturon AF8, OH 
-QlmnFwomM)yc. 

- # n r A ~ ~ ( A F R L S ) - 1 6 G 1 4 1 ~ ( 1  JAN951 
- W ( r o c ) - l  t 4 ~ t o h l ~ S E P W )  - b-opwlknl- 
- O m  1 8 P M  F-16- nm(WoCostforAFRWANC) 

I - No tw*  AdmbJ.hlk. Capachy - ASC 2000 Uworroy lo  R . p k e  Unsatisfactory S ~ s c e  



krOm6)unOlJI 

Arnold AFB, TN 
- No Excess Operatlorul Capacity 
- No Excess Admlnlbtrathre Capaclty 
- Functional - Jolnt Service Center For Wnd Tunnel And Engine Testlng 

. .  . . .  . . . . . 

kWUr0.I 

Edwards AFB, CA 
- C U M  f-• fimcaum. 412th Ter( Wng (AFMC) - 126 T&E AlrcnR - tceWOpwr(krJrrurk- 

- t h r ~ 1 2 ~ ~ c t m - m m . 0 1  
-Tb laPAAKGlW-QQQYOI  
- ~ l @ P M S l B * ~ ~  
- T l r r w \ 8 I , M F = l S - ~ *  - M t )  L.rp u 123 LN(I h l \ ,  or 48 )kflcopte- - N o E J t c O a B ~ k * C q . d ) r  - h d o n d  - C.uld SQdtbnt  )ncnrn In Test P r o g m s  



Eglin AFB, FL 
- Current Force Structure 

- 33th FW (ACC) - 54 F-158 
- 9th Speclal O p  (SOC) - 12 C130s - 919th Speclal ON (AFRES) - 12 AG130s (Duke fleld) 
- Air Wartam Center (ACC) - 10 F-159,13 F-16s,1 C 1  )O - AFDTC (AFMC) - 6 F-1 1 1 S, 8 F-1 5 ~ ,  11 F-16s. 1 6 1  3t , 2  UH-1 S - No Ercesr Operalional Capacity - Robust 18 F-15 - NO Cart - No Excess Admlnlrtrathre Capaclty 

- Functlond - Could Hod TI1 Service Center For Air Munl .Ions 

mA.uOl. 

Hill AFB, UT - Currod F ~ S l t w t u r o  
-~@&~W(ACC)-UFI~S - 419th K1 (AFRES) 18 516s 

- € x c a u o p . r l k n r l ~ y  
- O n 1 8 P M F 1 6 - U 6  - Robs 12F-1b-8O.W - )So €st... A&nhkmt)v. capacity - Fundknrl-E6M lmprrstlcd to Move 



Kelly AFB, TX 
- Current Force Structura - 433rd Alrlitt Wlng (AFRES) - 12 GSAs 

- 149 FG (ANG)- 18 616s 
- Excess Opemtlonal Capacity (AFRESIANG) 

- O m  12 PAAG130-$2.4M, Or - O m  12 PAA KC135 - $24& 01 - 0- 16 PAA El8 - W.OM, Or 
-Six 18 PAAF-1501F16-W.3M - Robust 6 GSAs AND 6 616s - No Cost - No Ex- Adrnlnktmthro Capaclty 

- R o k n l -  )brw 

- ~ ( O d y O r r o t U m I c d r o r l n g ) :  
- t m 1 0 P M & l S  8 8.w - TWO 10 P M  Ftc) m- 81QtY 
- T w o I ~ ? M G I ~ ~ -  S&W - TWO 12 P M  W 1 3 S  Cod - S J1.6U - 11 (325 w) A d m h l r t m h r ~  C . V C ~  - m.2M 

- Functlorul - N M r m  W k g m p h y  Irnpmctkal to Move 



Roblns AFB, GA 
- Current Force Structure - Joint STARS (ACC) - E-8C (Flrst Aircraft Arrives Nc )V 95. 

Total 20 Alrcmft) - 19th ARW (AMC) - 20 KC-135s - No Ercess Operational Capacity 
- No Excess Admlnlstrattve Capacity 

Tinker AFB, OK - c u m  lora.rnfutUm 
- S ~ R A T C O U L I W W G O ~ ( N I W ) * ~ ~ E ~ S  - S2th ACW (A- - ?9 E-38.2 EC1358.1 GI35 - wnrr, A m  (AfRES) - 10 KGlUa 

- M o ~ u u o p . r r r k r u l c l p . c l t y  - 23 PN (m kopl.) b a n s  Admlnlstnthro Capacity - 

I Cod S 0.9 Y 



Mission Unchanged 

The Seme Products and Services are Required 

I Workload Decreasing 

Capachy tor Addltional Work Exists at Each Base in 
Each Category 

Downslze to Meet AF Requirements 

Preserve Option for Cross-Servicing 

L 



AFMC Downsizing Should Be Integrated 

Reduce Types and .&antities of Operational Force St, ucture 

- AFMC Infrastructure Driven Primarily by Type 

I Revise Development and Modernization Programs I 
I - Greater 'Outsourcing" Possible - But Roadblocks Exist I 
I Minimize the Hmber of BaxdRetained Areas I 
I - Cross-Senke When Resourced by OSD - Manpowr!rlObligation 

Authority I 
\ Cut Manpo*.r/Redu~~ High Grades I 

Three Roqu4r.d: Air, Sg.co, and C41 

- LahPraduct C.rrlcn Colloqtion Desirable 

Good Pot- lor 8 T+S.rvtco Institute for HI   man 
Centered ActMtkr, 

Good PotmtW to Ulmlnate Retained Areas 



Test Centers 

Three Required for AF Requirements 

Good Potential for a Tri-Service Integrated Weapon 
Center for Conventional Air Armaments 

m-mu. 

...LIII-* 

I Alr Logistics Centers 

I Three Required for AF Requirements 

I - At Least One Must be an Engine Depot 

I . Good PotenUaJ tor TranrkrlJoint Management 

I - Possible Conversion to 8 Training Mission 

1 Some Sustainment Activities Impractical to Move 

- ICBMs - Neutron Radiography 



AFMC Infrastructure Key to AF Control of Required 
Military Products and Services 

Ultimate Number of Installations Should be a Bz lance of: 

- Functional and Military Value of Installations 

- Funds Available for Realignment and Closurc? 

1 

rp.-m-r 

[Beset 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

W w m x  w mE mIsImn sEtREtARv 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAF/MII 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group- (AF/ItCEG) Meeting 

The AFDCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boanight, SAFfi[II, at 1030 hours on 
21 July 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following personnt :l were in attendance: 

Mr. Boatright, SAF/MIl, Co-Chairman 
Maj Gen Blume, AF/RT, &Chairman 
Maj Gen Qosnu, AFIRE 
Mr. k h .  SAF/FM 

. Mr. Om. AFffiM . 
Mr. Blanchid, AFDPP 
Dr. Wolff. AFKE 
Mr. Dunnu. SAFIAQX 
Mr. Heady. SAF/GCS 
Brig Gur W u m ,  h'GB/CF 
Brig G n  tickbower, AFPE 

Maj G n  Hrrrle)(, A C W  
Maj G n  Rcbbcn. PACAF/XP 
Cd Mayfutd. MIXOOR 
apt htJoy, ACWXP? 

The meeting was crJW IO adrr by M.j Gca Blume. who expescd his appreciation for 
A C W ' s  work in canpkang tk bu cdbmar poctss on time. TIC capacity analysis for 
ACC was presented by MaJoy, A=. using the slides at Atch 1. There is some 
possibility thu m air I C ~  mpahm wla mow into h g l e y  AFB. ising the c a n t  exass  
capacity. T h t  issue is bema M h j  Gea Huflcy, HQ AC(YXP, briefed the ACC 
command vidan He noted tk desks d rhc command with rttptcl to bomber basing, the 
composite wing, and otha mutar u inbcatcd on the slides. It was noted that the BCEG should 
be made awulc of the special m u s h  mats d the U-2 aircraft at &rlde AFB if any move is 
contemplated f a  that unir ACC a d w a d  a &sire m-kecp an expansit~n and robust capability 
at remaining bases, and suggested that my closutt of a dual-missicn &pot also close the 
operations side. 

CLOSE IIOLI) - UCECIUCEG STAFF OVLY 



CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ONLY 

Maj Gen Redden, HQ PACAF/XP, briefed the PACAF capacity analysis using the slides 
at Atch 2. He noted the critical nature of several of their bases to the establishment of a land 
bridge to support any Pacific operation. These installations include Hickam, Andersen, 
Elmendorf, and Eielson AFB. The ability of one Alaskan base to support northern operations 
was considered, but it was noted that prtvailing weather patterns allowed at least one of the two 
bases to operate at any time, providing backup capability. In addition, a single base resource 
would add to any deployment using that route. In summary PACAF bases and forces art 
positioned properly to support any significant conflict involving .Asia and this area constitutes a 
significant challenge for the future. 

There being no further matters to discuss, the m e ~ g  was adjourned at 1155. The next - . - 
BCEG meeting will be at the call of the (30-Chairmen. 

2 Atch 
1. ACC Briefing Slides 
2 PACAF Briefing Slides 

DISTRIBUTION: 
S A F m  
S AF/GCN 

CIIOS1. 1101.1) - IICEGIUCEG STAFF ONLY 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

7 .  
I 

-VICE Of THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAF/MII 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (AFD CEG) Meeting 

The AF/BCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SAFIMU, at 1030 hours on 
2 August 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following ptrsonr el were in attendance: 

Mr. Boatright, SAF/MII, Cd3hairma.n . 
Maj Gcn Blume, AF/RT.  an 
Mr. h h ,  SAF/Fh4 
Mr. McCall, S A F M Q  
Maj Gen Tenoso, AF/XOO 
Maj Gcn McGinty, AFIDPP 
Mr. On, A F U M  
Dr. Wolff, AF/CE 
Mr. Durante, SAF/AQX 
Mr. Kuhn, SAFECN 
Brig Gcn Weaver, NGB/CF 
Brig Gcn Bradley, AFAE 

Other key attendus: 

Col M a y  field, AF/XOOR 
Mr. Crawford, SAFtAG 
Col Waltcrs, AFPE 
Mr. Speer, AFAA 

The meeting was called to order by Mr. Boatright. He requested IICEG members think 
about the use of a weighed grading systcm for the Air Force BRAC ana ysis. Such 3 system 
would be more acceptable to auditors s i m  it provides a replicable system of evaluations. The 
contcmplatcd system would weight subelements against other subelements s t the same level. The 
overall grade for that level would be a factor of the weighted grades of thl: sube?ements of that 
level. The system would not weight the criterion grades to achieve an ove -all ranking. Instead, 
each BCEG member would apply judgment and score each base, as was d ~ n e  in BRAC 91 and 
BRAC 93, with the overall totals used to place each base into one of t .  : bands for retention. 
A presentation on the system will be provided later at which time the memlnrs can comment on 
the proposed system. 

u 
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Mr. Beach, SAF/FM, briefed issues concerning Bast Closure Account (BCA) funding, 
using the slides at Atch 1. He sassed the need to build and maintain a solid financial plan for 
the remainder of this year and 1995 in order to show a ntcdl for the return of the money 
transferred by OSD to the Navy BRAC funds this year. They are working with the AF/RTT and 
AFBCA staffs to develop a good financial plan and to account for obligations of current h d s .  

Mr. S p r ,  Air Force Audit Agency, briefed their frndings on improving BCA funding and 
obligations. He asserted that there arc legitimate projects on which available 1988 BCA funds 
can be used before that fund expires, but that we must be diligent to identify the projects and 
ensure funds art obligated. 

Using the 1988 BCA experience as a guide, Mr. Slxer briefed recommendations 
developed by AFAA for improving the obligation pmccss. First, he suggested that the 
environmenmi process can be improved by obligating restaration contracts before the final Record 
of Decision (ROD) is signed. He indicated r 95 percent prediction rate on the ultimatt 
restoration actions which the ROD would adopt. Second, he suggested that priority be given to 
1988 round base environmental actions before those funds expire. Third, he suggested that 
AFCEE increase their number of contracting personnel to speed the contracting process. Finally, 
he suggested that procedures be &veloped to provi& reprogramming between basts and accounts 
more easily. 

With regard to requirements and programming, he indicated that bases should be more 
involvid in the requirements process. In addition, he suggested AFIRlT develop a bottom-up 
requirements process, provide BRAC requirements guidana, rtquire bases to develop a financial 
plan, and require MAJCOMs to review base plans. Finally, he suggested SAF/FMBIC release 
funds at the start of the fiscal year and provide guidance on the "no yearlno color" nature of BCA 
funds. On environmental projects, AFAA recommended that AFBCA assume funding b v  
responsibility for Installation Restoration Programs at closure bases in order to streamline the 
funding process.. 

The recommendations of AFAA were appreciated by the BCEG. The members a@ 
that these recommended actions would increase the ability to program and obligate funds, but 
'then are banien to implementation of some of the suggestions,. 

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1155. The next 
BCEG meeting A1 be at the call of the &-Chairmen. 

JAMES F. BOATRIGHT 
Co-Chairman 

2 Atch 
1. SAF/FM Briefing Slides 
2. AFAA Briefing Slides 
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DISTRIBUTION: 
sAFm - 

SAFK;CN 
SAF/AQX 
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CURRENT STATUS OF "LOAN" 

- OSD REQUESTED AN UPDATE ON BRAC OBLIGATION PLANS 

- BRIEFED DIRECTOR FOR CONSTRUCTION ON 27 JULY 

- OBLIGATIONS BELOW PREVIOUS FORECAST 

- PROVIDED REVISED MONTHLY OBLIGATION PLAN FOR FY 1994 

- OWE OSD UPDATED FY 1995 PLAN 
I 

- DUE IN TWO WEEKS (10 AUGUST) 



AIR 6 (CE 
BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE ACCOUNTS, BRAC 91 AND BRAC 93 

t 

MO AVAILABILITY - 

$ IN MILLIONS 

FY 1994 OBLIGATION PLAN 

OCT 
NOV 
DEC 
JAN 
FEB 
MAR 
APR 
MAY 

ACTUAL 
20.1 
17.3 
15.1 
25.4 
40.4 
52.4 
26.1 
38.5 

PLANNED 
JUN 1,319.4 30.7 , 

JUL 1,319.4 40.4 
AUG 1,319.4 58.5 
SEP 1,319.4 192.5 

CUM 
OBLlG 

Average 12 months 46.5 
Average 1st 8 months 29.4 . 
Average last 4 months 80.5 



BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE - BRAC 911BRAC 93 
MONTHLY OBLIGATION PLAN 

SEPTEMBER 1994 

PROGRAMIPROJECT 

MILCON 

MFH 

ENVIRON 

O&M 

MILPERS 

OTHER 

TOTAL 

OBS - REASON 

114,210 14 AWARDS SCHEDULED 

62,173 40 AWARDS SCHEDULED 

16,132 



PROGRAM1 CURRENT 
PROJECT AVAIL 

MILCON 523.4 

MFH 0 

O&M 265.2 

MIL PERS 30.9 

OTHER 6.0 

SUB-TOTAL 825.5 

TOTAL 1,319.4 

OBS 
THRU MAY 

332.6 

BRAC 91IB.RAC 93 
CURRENT STATUS 

($ IN MILLIONS) 
. , 

OBS CARRY- NEW 
JUNSEP OVER AUTHORITY 

148.5 42.3 0 

FY 95 
NEW 

PLAN - DELTA 
21 7.3 175.0 



d 

3 
\ * 
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AIR FORCE AUDIT AGENCY 

BASE CLOSURE ACCOUNT (BCA) 

FUNDING 
REQUIREMENTS AND OBLIGATIONS 

FINANCIAL AND SUPPORT AUDITS 

DIRECTORATE 

' - 4 t 





BACKGROUND 

- The Base Realignment and Closure Acts 
(BRACs) of 1988, 1991, and 1993 directed the 
Secretary of the Air Force to realign or close 27 
major installations. 

- BRAC 1988 

- BRAC 1991 

- RRAP .ram -. r. a- 1 u 3 w  

$1.056 billion 

$1.046 billion 

$0.273 biiiion 



- The Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary, Financial 
Management and Comptroller (SAFIFM) requested 
audit - 9 June 1994 to: 

- Emphasize requirements and budget 
development. 

- Determine if: 

Budget and execution plans were properly 
founded. 

Lagging execution was attributable to funding 
process breakdo-wns. 



SITES VISITED 

- Air Combat Command (ACC) 

- Air Mobility Command (AMC) 

- BRAC Bases L 

- 1988 - George and Pease 

- 1991 - Castle,.. Grissom, and Loring 

- 1993 - Griffiss, March, and Plattsburgh 





USE OF BRAC 1988 FUNDS 

BRAC - 1988 FUNDING (IN MILLIONS) 

ITEM 
MILCON 
MFH 
O&M 
MIL PERS 
OTHER 
ENVIRON 
TOTALS 

FYs 90-95 31 MAY 94 
AVAIL OBLIG'D 

$ 439 $421 
0 0 

224 133 
32 4 
7 . 6  

354 - 230 
$1056 $794 

FYs 94-95 
PROJ'D 

DIFF RQMNT'S 
$ 18 $0 

0 0 
91 21 
28 0 
1 (I 

124 21 0 
$262 $231 

AVAIL. FOR 
REPROG'ING 

$ 18 
0 



BRAC 1988 TOTAL FUNDING VS TOTAL 
OBLIGATION 

1200 

b 

B U D G E T  CUMULATIVE 

-TOTAL OBLIGATIONS 
(AFTER 1993 AT OLD 
RATE) 

T O T A L  OBLIGATIONS 
(AFTER 1993 AT NEW 
RATE) 

0 . m m . . 
I I I 1 

1990 1991 1992 . 1993 1994 1995 

FISCAL YEAR 



PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS 

- Environmental contracting can be improved. 

- May be able to use more risk provisions. 

- Give priority to environmental contracts. 

- Develop procedures to reprogram 
between bases and accounts. 



PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS 

ENVIRONMENTAL PHASES AND TIMING 

Environmental Timing 

PHASE IFSI- /RD/RA 
MONTHS 24 

With Proposed Changes 

PHASE 
I F S + R D / R A p  IAFCEEIc 

MONTHS 32 .7 

TOTAL 

I Contracting I TOTAL 

FS = Feasibility Study 
RD/RA = Remedial Design / Remedial Action 
AFCEE = ~tatemeniof work, funding, and reviews 

Contracting = Statement of work, funding, and award 
t 



PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS 

- AFIXOOR should review and validate MILCON and 
O&M unliquidated obligations. 

- AFBCA should emphasize to BRAC 1988 bases, the 
need to process projects for contract award, under 
risk, prior to 30 September 1995. 

projects. 



PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS 

- SAFIFMBIC , in coordination with AFBCA, should: 

- Reprogram BRAC 1988 unobligated funds to 
environmental. 

- Emphasize to AFBCA and AF/XOOR the need to . . prepare' and award as many lealtlmate BRAC 
1988 environmental projects as possible prior to 
30 September 1995. 

- Provide BRAC 1988 funding for five term 
personnel positions to augment Brooks AFB 
contracting function. 





REQUIREMENTS AND 
" PROGRAMMING IMPROVEMENTS 

- AFlXOOR should: 
- Develop a bottom-up requirements process. 
- Provide specific BRAC requirements guidance. 
- Require bases to develop a financial plan. 
- Require MAJCOMs to review base plans. 



REQUIREMENTS AND 
' PROGRAMMING IMPROVEMENTS 

- SAFlFMBlC should: 
\ - Release BCA funds at the start of fiscal year. 

- Provide guidance on "no colorlno year" funding. 





BUDGET EXECUTION 

- AFBCA should: 
- Assume direct funding responsibility for 

Installation Restoration Program 
- - 

projects. 
- Prioritize projects based on funding 

urgency. 









CLOSE HOLD - bL:hG/bChC; SrI'Al'k O&\rL'Y 
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

/--. 
I 

5 0 AUS 1994 
OFFICE OF M E  ASISTANT SECRETARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAF/MII 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Bast Closure Executive Group (AI;/BCEG) Meeting 
n 

The AF/BCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SAFMII, at 1030 horn on 
3 August 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following pers ~nnel were in attendance: 

a AF/BCEG members: 

Mr. Boauight, SAF/MII, W h a i r m a n  
Maj Gen Blume, AF/RT, &-Chairman 
Mr. k h ,  SAF/FM 
Mr. McCall, SAF/MIQ 
Maj Gcn Tenoso, AF/XOO 
Maj Gcn McGinty, AFDPP 
Mr. (h. A F U M  
Dr. Wolff, AFKE 

. Mr. Kuhn. S A F m  
Brig G n  Weaver. NGB/CF 
Brig G n  Bradley. AF/RE 

Col Walun, AF/P€ 
Cd Mayfield. AF/RTR 
Lt Cd Rodcfer. AF/XOFC 

The meeting was c r l W  to adtr by Mr. M g h t  Maj Ger Blume ques ted  the Air 
Force representatives to the h n t  C n n c  Scrvtce Groups to g i n  a ihort report at the BCEG 
meetings next week on thcu sums ml prol~rru. 

Lt Col Rodefa, AF/XOK. pn r on an operator*:; view of capacity analysis, 
using the slides at Arch 1, sane d wtuch will k b o c d  in the classi ficd annex to the Minutes. 
He compared the reductions in nnrll ahmfk fr#n 1991 ud 1993 to tl E cumnt year's force and - 
noted a CONUS reduction d 158 fighter wing equivalents. He also noted that the ability of 
facilities to beddown a facc may k redud by such facton as runway, airspact, and weather. 
He used a different method d mcasunng capacity from the facility- b; w d  study, examining past 
historical squadron loads on tux, to dctcrminc an operational capaci 7,  and concluded that one 
to two fighter bases could be closed In the 1995 closure process. 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ONLY 
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There was considerable &bate over the appropriateness of this approach. Mr. Boatright 
asserted that it was appmpriate to consider a broader analysis of capacity to compliment the 

- facility based analysis briefed earlier. Others were concerned that this analysis was not based 
on d e d  data, was unclear what factors were included, and presumed a beddown that was 
merely notional. In addition, while acknowledging the impact operational needs had on capacity, 
there was concern that this should be considered only when reviewing realignments later in t h e w  
process. 

Lt Col Rodefer then briefed the operational view of bombers. He noted the potential to 
retain 74 PAA of B-SWs, which would prevent closure of a B-52 base. In addition, the Nuclear 
Policy Review may direct additional bomber assets but that recommendation is pending. Mr. 
Boatright noted that we would have to use the programmed force structure for now, but that any 
change would be accommodated in our analysis when it became effective. 

For mobility aircraft, then appeikd to be sufficient excess capacity to close one large 
aircraft base. Overall, Lt Col Rodefer briefed the ability to close 1-2 small aircraft and 2-3 large 
aircraft bases with no degradation of operational capability. Due to the concern over the validity 
of the analysis voiced by some members of the BCEG, Mr. Boatright directed that the Working 
Group members improve their approach and readdress this issue at a later BCEG meeting. That 
meeting will also determine the initial presentation to the SECAF and CSAF on capacity analysis. 
Mr. Boatright emphasized that the capacity analysis at this stage was first to determine whether 
categories should be excluded from analytical considcration except as receivers due to no 
significant excess capacity. Second, the capacity analysis providts a target of clasurcs to k 
achieved and the analysis will & m i n e  whether those reductions can be achieved or not. 

Mr. Kelly, AF/DPP. briefed the issue of how to measure the employment aspect of 
community support under Criterion VII, as dincttd in a previous BCEG, using the slides at Afch 
2. After his presentation, the BCEG voted to adopt his recommendation. This will &lee the 
subelement on spousal employment. replace it with the question rtflccted on the slides, and 
measure the response using Bureau of Labor Statistics information. 

Lt Col Plummer, AFfRTR, provided information on the grading and evaluation process 
as an introduction to the BCEG consideration of che use of weighted grades, using the slides at 
Atch 3. Mr. Bmmght indicated that this would respond to auditor conarns over the ability to 
replicate the process, while prrrerving judgement during the overall ranking of the bases after 
each criterion had been gndcd wing the weighted m n g .  In addition, the BCEG members 
would apply their judgement ud experrise in determining the rtlative weights of each 
subelement. The BCEG voted to rdop r wcightcd @ng process as briefed. 

There being no frrnher mrntrs to birctut, the was adjourned at 1240. The next 
BCEG mat ing will be at the call of the -en. 

Co-Chairman 

rr 
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3 Attachments 
1. AFlXOF Briefing Slides 
2. AFPPP Briefing Slides 
3. AF/RTR Briefing Slides 

w DISTRIBUTION: 
SAF/FM 
SAF/GCN 
S AFIAQX 
SAF/MIQ 
MICE 
A W E  
AFIDPP 
AF/XOO 
M/RE 
NGBICF 
AF/LGM 
AFIXOOR 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ClNLY 



% 

Y 

BASE CLOSURE EXCESS CAPACITY 
AN OPERATIONS PERSPECTIVE 

LT COLONEL KARL RODEFER 
AFIXOF BASE CLOSURE WORKING GROUP 

REPRESENTATIVE 

THIS BRIEFING IS CLASSIJIED 
s PACE 



UNCLASSIFIED 

BRIEFING TO THE BCEG ON EXCESS.CAPACITY 
AN OPERATIONS PERSPECTIVE 

SMALL AIRCRAFT ANALYSIS 

UNCLASSIFIED 



UNCLASSIFIED 

BRIEFING TO THE BCEG ON EXCESS CAPACITY 
AN OPERATIONS PERSPECTIVE 

BACKGROUND 

91BRAC 
- BASED ON BASE FORCE (26.5 W E )  BEDDOWN 
-- IDENTIFIED 3 SMALL AIRCRAFT BASES FOR CLOSURE 

(MOODY, MYRTLE BEACH AND ENGLAND AFBs) 
-- MOODY RETURNED BY DBCRC AS NON-CLOSURE 

93 BRAC 
-- AGAIN BASED ON BASE FORCE (26.5 W E )  BEDDOWN 
-- IDENTIFIED EXCESS CAPA'CITY OF 1 SMALL AIRCRAFT BASE 

(MOODY RETURN FROM PREVIOUS ROUND) 
-- IDENTIFIED HOMESTEAD FOR CLOSURE 

(ACCEPTED BY DBCRC) 

UNCt  SSIFIED 6 
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BRIEFING TO THE BCEG ON EXCESS CAPACITY 
AN OPERATIONS PERSPECTIVE 

! 

I 

WHAT HAS CHANGED FOR THIS ROUND? 

95 BRAC WILL BE BASED ON BUR FORCE (20 FWE) 
n BASE FORCE h1IX WAS 15.25 AC/ 11.25 RC 
u BUR FORCE b1IX WILL BE 13 AC/7 RC 
- AC FORCE REDUCTION OF 225 

- 0.50 REDUCTION IN AFE 
- 0.17 REDUCTION IN PAF 
- CONUS AC REDUCTION 1.58 FWE 

1.521 FWE; KEL)UC'IIION IN CONUS AC FORCES FROM PREVIOUS 
ROUNDS LEADS TO CONCLUSION THAT 1-2 SMALL AIRCRAFT 
BASES COULD BE EXCESS 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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BRIEFING TO THE BCEG ON EXCESS CAPACITY 
AN OPERATIONS PERSPECTIVE 

BEDDOWN ANALYSIS 

FROM OPERATIONAL PERSPECTIVE AMOUNT OF FIGHTER 
AIRCRAFT FORCE STRUCTURE ON A BASE IS LIMITED BY 
OPERATIONS TEMPO - AIRCRAFT MOVEMENTS (TAKEOFFS AND 
LANDINGS) 
- UNLIKE BOMBERS, SORTIES TEND TO BE SHORT (1.5 HRS AVG) 

SORTIE RATES TEND TO BE HIGH (1.0 SORTIESfAC COMMON) 
MOBILITY ASSETS OFTEN TAKE OFF AND DO NOT RTB - 

EXPERIENCE SHOWS BASES CAN BE BROADLY GROUPED INTO 4 
TYPES BASED ON COMBINATIONS OF 2 FACTORS: 
-. THOSE WITH 2 OR MORE PARALLEL RUNWAYS 
....I THOSE IN AREAS OF NEAR ZERO WEATHER ATTRITION VS 

THOSE IN AREAS OF NORMAL WEATHER ATTRITION 

UNCN SSIFIED 
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BRIEFING TO THE BCEG ON EXCESS CAPACITY 
AN OPERATIONS PERSPECTIVE 

BEDDOWN ANALYSIS'- CONTINUED 

GOOD WEATHER WIPARALLEL RUNWAYS - 
-- TYPICALLY HAS HAD 6 AND UP TO 7 SQUADRONS (TF) 
NORMAL WEATHER W/PARALLEL RUNWAYS -- 
-- TYPICALLY HAS HAD 4 AND UP TO 5 SQUADRONS 
GOOD WEATHER W/NO PARALLEL RUNWAYS -- 
-- TYPICALLY HAS HAD 3 AND UPTO 4 SQUADRONS 
?;OEZ?tlAL WEATHER i.i11iG FAI&WLEL RUZY-IVAYS - 
-- TYPICALLY HAS HAD 3 SQUADRONS 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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BRIEFING TO THE BCEG ON EXCESS CAPACITY 
AN OPERATIONS PERSPECTIVE 

BEDDOWN ANALYSIS -- CONTINUED 

C 

BEDDOWN ANALYSIS 
- LOOKED A T  IIISTORICAL HIGH WATER MARKS FOR EACH 

BASE 
oo ATTEhlIBTEI) TO I\lAXII+lIZE CLOSURE OPPORTUNITIES BASED 

ON BASE LOADING CAPABILITY 
- MAINTAIN CAPABILITY TO BEDDOWN SOME RETURN OF 

OVERSEAS FORCES (AFE FORCE STRUCTURE) 
ABLE TO EFFECTIVELY BEDDOWN FORCES TO REDUCE 2 BASES 
NOT 'ABLE TO EFFECTIVELY BEDDOWN FORCES TO REALIZE 3 
BASE CLOSURES 

. . 



UNCLASSIFIED 

BRIEFING TO THE BCEG ON EXCESS CAPACITY 
AN OPERATIONS PERSPECTIVE 

SMALL AIRCRAFT -- CONCLUSION 

ACTIVE CONUS FORCE BEING REDUCED 1.58 FWEs 
FORCE STIlUCTURE CAN BE CONSOLIDATED TO CAPTURE UP 
TO 2 FIGHTER AIRCRAFT BASES 
FORCE STRUCTURE CAN NOT BE EFFICIENTLY 
CONSOLIDATED TO CAPTURE 3 FIGHTER BASES WITHOUT 
SOME LOSS OF OPERATIONAL UTILITY 

BOTTOM LINE = FROM OPERATIONAL BEDDOWN 
PERSPECTIVE THERE ARE 1-2 SMALL AIRCRAFT BASES IN 
EXCESS THAT COULD BE IDENTIFIED FOR CLOSURE 



UNCLASSIFIED 

BRIEFING TO THE BCEG ON EXCESS CAPACITY 
AN OPERATIONS PERSPECTIVE 

LARGE AIRCRAFT ANALYSIS 

UN ' SSIFIED 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

BRIEFING TO THE BCEG ON EXCESS CAPACITY 
AN OPERATIONS PERSPECTIVE 

BOMBERS - CONCLUSION 

USAF PROGRAMMED BOMBER FORCE STRUCTURE COULD BE 
CONSOLIDATED ONTO THREE BASES LEAVING 2 BASES AS 
EXCESS FOR CLOSURE 

ULTIMATE SIZE OF BOMBER FORCE STRUCTURE IS STILL 
UNKNOWN - USAF SHOULD RETAIN BASE STRUCTURE TO 
ADDRESS WORST CASE - 74 PAA B-52Hs 

BOTTOM LINE = 1 BOMBER BASE COULD BE CLOSED PENDING 
RESOLUTION OF BOMBER FORCE -STRUCTURE = NPR 
OUTCOME KNOWN 

SSIFIED 



SLIDE REMOVED 

CLASSIFIED MATERIAL 
CONTAINED IN CLASSIFIED 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

BRIEFING TO THE BCEG ON EXCESS CAPACITY 
AN OPERATIONS PERSPECTIVE 

MOBILITY AIRCRAFT -- CONCLUSION 

MOBILITI' FORCES COULD BE CONSOLIDATED TO ACHIEVE 
ONE ADDiTIONAL (TO BOMBER LARGE AIRCRAFT BASES) 
LARGE AIRCRAFT BASE CLOSURE 



.4! / 

UNCLASSIFIED 

BRIEFING TO THE BCEG ON EXCESS CAPACITY 
AN OPERATIONS PERSPECTIVE 

OVERALL CONCLUSION 

1-2 SMALL AIRCRAFT BASES COULD BE CONSIDERED 
EXCESS TO USAF FORCE STRUCTURE REQUIREMENTS 

2-3 LARGE AIRCRAFT BASES COULD BE CONSIDERED 
EXCESS TO USAF FORCE STRUCTURE REQUIREMENTS 
-- 1-2 BOMBER BASES -- MUST HEDGE AGAINST 

UNKNOWNS OF CONGRESSIONAL MARKS AND 
wU'I'CVM~~ Vk' NPK 

UNCLASSIFIED 



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

Employment: BCEG Previously Approved I 
Questions: I 
A. What percent of spouses are able to find work 

within 3 months of starting job search? 
B. What percent of spouses arc able to find work 

commenarrue with job skills, work experience 
and education' 

Criterion I 

- Red < 500/r 
DCEG CLOSE HOLD 

Page 1 



EO CLOSE HOLD 

ase Closure ~xecutive Groap 
4 -  1 B ackground cont 

Working Group A1 ternative I 
Question: I 
What is the previous year's unemployment rate in the 

wunty(s) or the Metropolitan Statistical area ir which 
the base is located? 

Criterion I 
Green 1993 National Average of 6.8% I 

Unemployment I 
Red > 1993 National Average of 6.8% 1 

Unemployment d 
~ c u l 6 E . H O L D  s m 

*Modlf) the QwstKm 
What b t k  Wdibed . d tarn* or oCT-duty mem btn 

obtaining mpl.)crcrl ir tbe area based on ct.~rrent 
Brrtrr .I b b u  Strtis!)o (BLS) indicators 

- h 1; 1993 h u d  Awngeof68% 

Page 2 



*Modifjl the Stoplights: 
What is the likelihood of family or off-duty.members 

obtaining employment in the area based on current 
Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) indicators 

Criterion 
- Green < 5.8% unemployment in the area 
- Yellow 5.8 to 7.8 unemployment in the area 
- Red > 7.8 unemployment in the area 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD IYHI 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD 

Option 3 
Expand the Criterion: 
What is the likdihood of funily or offduty members 

obtaining employment in the area based on current Bureau 
of Labor Statistics (DLS) indicators 

Criterion 
- C m a  Job growth > and unemployment < the 

national r v m g u  
- Ytllow Eitberjob growth > or unemployment < 

the national avemgu 
- Red Job growth and unemployment 2 the 

national averages 

Page 3 



- Green Job growth > and unemployment < the 
national averages 

- Yellow Either job growth > or unemp1oymc:nt < the 
national averages 

- Red Job growth 5 and unemployment 2 the 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD 7 1 0 1 0 (  

Page 4 



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD . ' . . .  

I PROCESS I 
uom DOD CItmWA 
crar w. am AM) Y A W K w e R  

I Y M ' A I Y r C I .  U D  U U T  V. RETURN ON 
m m r r  w. un. ~ w r v ~ ~  FROM COBRA 
uc lwt 

ml I O I I B W  MlAMORADEDBT 
nnrm 

U C H  C R m R U  HA3 VARJOUS LEVELS OF 
S U B U t Y  t .W BY WHICH THAT CRfTeRM 
u C V r r U l A r t D  

BCCG CLRSt HOLD Z Y I Y  

Page 1 



~ W B E L E M E N T  EXAMPLE \ 
SMALL AIRCRAFT CRITERION I 

(CURRENT AND FUTURE MISSION REQUIREMENTS AND IMPAC r 1 
I ON OPERATIONAL READINESS OF DOD TOTAL FORCE) 

PROCESS 
tlOHT DO0 CRlTERlA 

CWIT CV. 0031 AND YAWPOWER 
IYRICATKWIS. AND CRK V. REKJRN ON 
m W C T .  ARE DERIVED FROM COBRA 
Y o o u  

C F ~ I  - utovr - vm ARE~RADEDBY 
bab- 

U C H  CRmRlA HAS VARIOUS LEVELS OF 
SUBELEMENTS BY WHICH THAT CRlTERlA 
IS t V A U l A r t D  
DATA IS JUDGED AWNST nLTERs TO 
DCIZRMME THE GRADE POR EACH 
SumzLCMtnr 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD 4 -  

Page 2 



SUBELEMENT: DISTANCE TO ALTERNATE AIRFIELD 

i GREEN: LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO 100 NM 
YELLOW: 101 - 200 NM 
RED: GREATER THAN 200 NM 

IF BASE X IS 133 MILES FROM AN ALTERNATE AIRFIELD, 
n RECEMS A YELLOW GRADE 

. . 
BCEO CLOSE HOLD s . n r y  

ORAD- 01 LOWEST LEVEL 
S U B W E K T  ARE RCU&D UP I K K )  
ORADt POR NOCT HMHER LEVEL 
THOSE CCUDES A R t  ROLLED UP INTO 
GRADCS FDR NtXt HIGHER LEVEL 
PROCCSS CONTINUES UKnL GRADE FOR 
U C H  CR1TLRJON IS ESI'ABUSHED 

BCEO C W E  HOLD e . 0 ~  
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I 
WEIGHTING 

PROCESS 

BCEG ASSIGNS A WEIGHT TO EACH 
SUBELEMENT RELATIVE TO THE OTHER 
SUBELEMENIS WITHIN THAT LEVEL 
PRODUCT O F  GRADES AND WEIGHTS ARE 
SUMMED FOR THAT LEVEL, AND 
ROUNDED 'TO NEAREST ASSIGNED 
SCORE BECOMES GRADE FOR THAT 
LEVEL 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD 7 YJN 

DceO CLOSE HOLD 
1 

DCEO CLo!SE HOLD a -  

Page 4 



EXAMPLE 

- BASE EDUCATlON (A SUBELEMENT OF CRITERION VII. COMMUNITY SUPPORT) I 
TKMUUTrCHNICALTRAINuJG . YPLOW 0 2s 0 

NDERGRADUATE COUEGE GREEN 1 .W 
RADUATECOUEGE P RED -1 

I 
-- 

OUNMO TO .$3 r YELLOW PLUS SCORE FOR SUBELEMENT OF OFF-BASE EDUCATION 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD i VJ~DI 

EG CLOSE HOLD 

GUIDELINES 

OVERAU GRADE IS SUM OF WEIGHTED 
PROWCIS DIVIDED BY SUM OF 
WUOHIS 
RELATIVE W I C K I S  A t  LOWER LEVEL DO 
NUT CARJW FORWARD TO HIGHER LEVEL 
DIRECT INPW GRADE IS ASSIGNED THE 
SAME NUMERICAL GRADE AS 
GENERATED 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD 
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BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

Base Closure Executive Group 

WEIGHTING OPTIONS 
*AGREED STANDARD WEIGHTS 

FAIR & HONEST ANALYSIS 
GAO CERTl FICATION - AUDITABI~ITY . ' 

STANDARD WEIGHTS PROCEDURES 
COMPLETED BEFORE USING CERTIFIED DA'I A 
BCWG EXPERT BRIEFS WEIGHTS TO BCEG 

BCEG ADJUSTS, THEN MAKES DECISION 
DECISION IS RECORDED IN MINUTES 

DATA THRU FILTERS, TIMES WEIGHTS, PROCUCES 
CRITERIA GRADES 

*CRITERIA WEIGHTS DISCUSSED 

\ 0BCEG ASSIGNS CATEGORY ROLL-UP GRk.DE 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

INDIVIDUAL PRlNClPAL WEIGHTS 
FAIR d t1ONEST ANMYSlS 
EXHl O l M  LESS AUDtTABl YrY 

*INDIVIDUAL WEIClTTS PROCEDURE 
lNDI\7DUALLY FORMULATED BEFORE VOTING 
BCWC EXPERT URlEFS SUBELEMENT 

PIUNCIPAL WEIGH73 ELEMENT VALUE, 
DECIDES, VOTES 
DECISION RECORDED IN ROLLUP GRADE 

*CRITERIA WEIGtTrS DISCUSSED 
*BCEG ASSIGNS FINAL CATEGORY ROLLUP 

GRADE 

Page 6 









- - Y V ~ L  AAWLAJ - ULI;U/I;)L~CI 3 A A k ' J t  UlYLk 
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCZE 

WASHINGTON DC 
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O m C E  OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

w MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAFlMn 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (lS/BCEG) Meeting 

The AFBCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SA;/MII, at 1100 hours on 
4 August 1994, in Room 5D 1027, the Pen tagon. The following per ;onnel were in attendance: 

a. AFBCEG members: 

Mr. Boatright, SAF/MII, CbChairman 
Maj Gen Blumc, AF/RT, Co-Chainnan 
Mr. b c h *  SAFrn 
Mr. Mc('mll, SAFMIQ 
Maj Gcn Tenoro, AFIXOO 
Maj Gen McGinty, AFiDPF? 
Mr. A F f f i M  

. .: Dr. Wolff* AFKE 
Mr. Dunnoc. SAF/AQX 
Mr. Kuhn, SAFEGCN 

'cY Brig Gcn Weaver, NGBICE: 
Brig G n  Bndlt)r, AF/RE 

The muting was c W  oo ada by k(rj G n  Blume. Lt Co) Plu~nrner. AFmTR, outlined 
the calendar for the next month m rcoommobrr thc neod for establishing weights for the aitcria 
subelemen& Tht B E G  &&d a, rstabluh wcigJns f a  r aimion. hen conduct analysis of 
that criterion. kfac moving m tbt nut He also briefed the pmxdum f a  BCWG 
establishment of recunmulded weights. A ducuuion of the l o n g - m  schedule was cwrducttd 
as mu. 

Lt Col Rcxkfa revitwed with the BEG t f ~  briefing ta the SECAF and CSAF, 
using the slides at Atch 1. some d which will bc included in the classified annex to the Minutes. 
The new slides provided f a  t t ~  inclusion of the Alaska and Hawaii base i in BRAC despite their 
PACAF force alignment. 



CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ONLY 

The BCEG noted several e r m  with the slides. . First, they directed that reference to 

7 

MILCON requirements be removed since this portion was supposed to reflect only an operational 
I perspective, with MILCON captured in the faty-based capacity analysis. They also comcted 

an error on the possible base reductions slide which indicated only three small aimaft could be 
closed under the capacity analysis. The correct number is four. In addition, they requested som 
discussion of the status of C-130 aircraft. 

In general, they agreed that the target for base closures should be set as high as potentially 
possible but that it was likely that those targets would not be obtained due to constrained ability 
to beddown the forces. This would be developed during the analysis when actual realignments 
of force structure will be considered. 

Regarding reserve and guard bases, it was recognized that the analysis must be somewhat 
different from active duty bases since they must look for opportunities to consolidate based on 
recruiting, legal, and force structurt restrictions. Nevertheless, some comparison of installations 
will be required when choosing between two or more similar facilities. 

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1225. The next 
BCEG meeting will be at the call of the Co-Chairmen. 

1 Atch 
Briefing Sli&s 

DISTRIBUTION: 
s A F m  
S AF/GCN 
S AFIAQX 
SAF/MIQ 
MICE 
AFPE 
AFIDPP 
AF/XOO 
AFIRE 
NGB/CF 
- A F m  M . - 
AFrn00R 
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FORCE STRUCTURE 
SMALL AIRCRAFT 

95 BRAC WILL BE BASED ON BUR FORCE (20 FWE) 
-- BASE FORCE M E  WAS 15.25 ACTIVE/11.25 ARC 
- BUR FORCE MIX WILL BE 13 A C T I V E n  ARC 
- AC FORCE REDUCTION OF 2.25 

- 0.50 REDUCTION IN EUROPE 
- 0.08 REDUCTION IN WESTERN PAClFlC 

I - CONUS ACTIVE REDUCTION 1.67 nVE 

I CONCLUSION: 1.67 WE REDI JM'IOFJ ~lr! CQNL'S ACTWE 
I 

FORCES FROM PREVIOUS ROUNDS = 1-2 SMALL AIRCRAFT 
BASES I 

1 

- UNCLASSIFIED 24 8\4/94 

( .; 
' L- 



AIR FORCE CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

1 1 1  FORCE STRUCTURE 
SMALL AIRCRAFT 

91 BRAC 
- BASED ON BASE FORCE'(26.5 FWE) BEDDOWN 
-- IDENTIFIED 3 SMALL AIRCRAFT BASES FOR CLQSURE 

(MOODY, MYRTLE BEACH AND ENGLAND AFBs) 
go MOODY RETURNED BY DBCRC AS NON-CLOSURE 

93 BRAC 
- AGAIN BASED ON BASE FORCE (26.5 W E )  BEDDOWN 
I- IDENTIFIED EXCESS CAPACITY OF 1 SMALL AIRCRAFT BASE 

(MOODY RETURN FROM PREVIOUS ROUND) 
.- IDENTIFIED HOMESTEAD FOR CLOSURE 

(ACCEPTED BY DBCRC) a 

UNCLASSIFIED 23 8/4/94 



CONCLUSION 

I 

MOBILITY FORCES COULD BE CONSOLIDATED TO ACHIEVE UP 
TO TWO LARGE BASES, IN ADDITION TO THE BOhlBER LARGE 
AIRCRAFT BASE MENTIONED EARLIER 

I 

I 

UNCLASSIFIED 28 8/4/94 
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TYPE 
SMALL AIRCRAFT 
BOMBERS 
TANKERS 
MISSILES 
SPACE 
AIRLIIV 

ACTIVE DUTY 
CAPACITY 
ANALYSIS 

kL\ 
2 
2 

FORCE 
STRUCTURE 

1-2 , 
I 

1-2 
0 
1 



FORCE STRUCTURE 
CONCLUSION 

1-2 SMALL AIRCRAFT BASES COULD BE CONSIDERED 
EXCESS TO USAF FORCE STRUCTURE REQUIREMENTS 

3-4 LARGE AIRCRAFT BASES COULD BE CONSIDERED 
EXCESS TO USAF FORCE STRUCTURE REQUIREMENTS 

- 1-2 BOMBER BASES -- SHOULD HEDGE UNTLL 
OUTCOME OF NPR IS KNOWN, 2 MOBILITY BASES 

CONSIDERING THE FUTURE RETIREMENT OF THE 
C-141 , 

UNCLASSIFIED 29 8/4/84 



AIR FORCE RESERVE 
AIRCRAFT 

OSSIBLE BASE REDUCTIONS 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

UNCLASSIFIED 31 8/4/84 
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CONTAINED IN CLASSIFIED 
ANNEX TO BCEG MINUTES 



SLIDE REMOVED 

CLASSIFIED MATERIAL 
CONTAINED IN CLASSIFIED 
ANNEX TO BCEG MINUTES 
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- 
19 ;--..A 

w OmCE OF M E  ASSISTANT KCRETART 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAF/MII 

SUBJECT: Minutes o f  Air F o m  Base Closure Executive Group (AFBCEG) Meeting 

The AF/BCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, S4F/MII, at 1030 hours on 
28 July 1994, in Room 5D1027, the pentagon. The following pexsonnel were in attendance: 

a AF/BCEG members: 

Mr. Boatright, SAF/MII, Co-Chairman 
Maj Gen Blumt, AF/RT, Co-Chairman 
Mr. Beach, SAF/FM 
Mr. McCall, SAFIMIQ 
Maj Gen Tenoro, AF/XOO 
Mr. Blanchrvd AFDPP 
Dr. Wolff, AFKE 
Mr. Durantc. SAFIAQX 

- Mr. Kuhn. SAFSCN 
Brig Gen Arnold, ANG/RC w 

b. Olher key mtnbe ts :  

The meeting was cJkd IO order by Mr. Boatright. He discussed the process being made 
on thc joint cross-ttrvrct p u p  uulysu ud thc tentative xheclule being developed for the 
exchange of data ud poducu f r m  the Military Departments and 'he Joint Groups. He sassed 
the need for the Air Fmx p m a m  so hue iu analysis c o r n p l ~ : ~  to the point required for 
conveyance to the Joint Groups u tk amca a, be established. - . -  - - - - .. ...- 

Maj Gur Blumc notal thu AFMC hrd quested an oppoltunity to address the issue of 
Hanscom AFB ud the C41 missia Afttr cooduation of this q u e s t .  it was felt that this 
briefing would be inrppropiuc u this time, although it ma] be appropriate to get this 
information at r later time b e d  on the dcvtlopmcnt o f  options for closure, consolidation, a 
=alignment. 

Lt Col Donnallcy. AF/SOOK. prcscnted some administrati te matters relating to changed 
questions in the base qucstlonnalrc. using thc slides at Atch 1. He noted that several HQ USAF 
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databases will be used to provide data this year, in order to assure the best and most consistent 
data is used. Next, he briefed on a new data element and criteria to replace the current 
subelements pertaining to spousal employment under Criterion VII. The need to replace these 
subelements is due to the inability to get reliable and consistem data from the bases on this issue, 
since there is no current source containing the data and the bases arc using various methods for 
dtveloping the answer to this question. Thcn was a general consensus that, although 
employment was an important measure of how well a community can support the forces 
to a base, using the proposed unemployment data.was not adequately qexSc to measure this 
issue. Other BCEG members noted that a related issue is the ability of junior enlisted members 
to get part-time jobs to support their families. A motion to delete these subelements from 
Criterion VII consideration was considwtd and defeated. The BCEG then directed the Base 
Closure Working Group to consider alternatives to capture these issues with more reliable data. 
In addition, the BCEG requested that broader grading filters be developed to provide more 
discrimination than that proposed. 

Lt Col Bruggemeytr briefed the Secretary's decisions on the BCEG's proposed 
categorization of bases, using the slides u Atch 2 The Secretary directed several changes to the 
proposal. First, the Special ~ o n s  category was eliminated, due to a desire to keep the 
number of categories to r minixnum. Huriburt AFB was directed for entry into the Operations - 
Small Aircraft subcategory. Scccmd. the  bomber*^ and airlift subcategories were eliminated 
in favor of a single large aircraft subcategory. The rationale was to ensun all have a fair look 
and allow more comparison d timilrr bases To accommodate a mission specific comparison, 
however, each base win be evdrucrA against a bomber, tanker, and airlift mission with diffmnt 
subelements under Criterion 1. All bases would be compared against Criteria XI - Vm using the 
same subelcmcnts. A find nang  wll show a banding of all bases against'the thnx different 
missions. Finally, Pope AFB was &mud Into thc Small Aircraft subcategory due to its 
predominant mission. In achbtrorr. IU tnfrutructurc, airspace and other support assets align it 
more closely with a small uruaft base W 

Lt Col Neal1 k f r d  tk summy Ao Farc capacity malysis, using the slides at At& 
3. The MAJCOM input b a d  on r FY W 4  f a t e  anmure. was adjusted to an FY 9'714 force 
stmcturc and available caputaes u urlrnrk.l uarull.tions were aggregated to p v i &  one 
element in developing an d l  tqrr It8 hK rrduct~on scrrns the Air Force. 

Maj Gcn Blumc nr+tJ thrr r 72 vrra! cgu~pprl wing was used to estimate available base 
capacity in order to dlov lu ratrrmg &I fnm another location in the event of the closure 
of a base's runway fa mwunuwr u lUMIJ QIU~+S, OI bringing planes back frun wer#ar 

lcxations. Mr. BoamgJu nord dru th c a w  d y s u  is und noc only to Mp estimate the 
number of bases to c b r  kr Jr, m Jtamfy POtllQ.l d v a x  few realignment of for# s t n r c h ~ t  
fran base dosum. Ht rrdrclrad Ibu r rooad rmpxunt ckmcnt fa determining the number 
ofopauiocul~ookcbrodurclrn~dadforcceaucnrrt(1999)inthtBRACB 
F a # S ~ P l u r W i t k d l a r a r a ~ r a r r ( 3 0 0 1 ) i a t h c  BRAC95FonccSnucturtPlan. It: 
was notcd that the FY% POM laa mutwe wuld probrbly be thc best projection availabk 
at this time for 2001. l h s  ud my 6ha dements reking to capacity will be brought up in 
future BCEGs. 

The BCEG nottt l  t ! r ~ :  :*IC Jal.:i! (.'r(vrs-Srn~cr Groups will be providing capacity reduction 
targets for thc funct~i~;;. * :* . : :* . .: ; . r ~ r l l ~ t ~ c ~ \  and their method of analysis may differ from 

w 
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the figures for support facilities shorn in the briefing. In addition, 1 he flying training bases use 
a FY 0114 projection to account for a projected incrcase in student load The ability to include 
PATS as a mission assumption will also need to bc addressed. Fina ly. Mr. Boamght noted that 
if a large administrative b c a o n  needs to be relocated, it will likel!? require a team to travel to 
pmspective gaining locations to examine their suitability. 

w Then being no tinther matters to discuss, the meeting was aljoumed at 1230. The next 
BCEG meeting will be at the call of the C b C b a b e a  

S F. BOP TRIGHT 
CeChairrnan 

Attachments 
1. Admin Slides 
2. Category Slides 
3. Capacity Analysis 
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BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD ' 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
- P I [ B m m -  

OVERVIEW -7 
MmHODOLOGY 
BASE-BY-BASE REVIEW 

I OVERALL SUMMARY I 

BCEG CWSE HOLD a r m  
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BCEG CWSE HOLD 
- A U R ~ R C 3 E ~ i ? l E N M S S I S  'cpLr 

METHODOLOGY 

Data collection b a d  on 5 a i m  templates 
Imposed MILCON limit of $35M to ensure 
consistency across MAJCOMS 
Installation capacity (IC) 
IC - PM + lTAf Lctor X PAA) 

97/4 Force raucturc a4justment 
Delta - 95/4 force rtructun - 9714 force structure 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD a 7- 

BCW CLQSE HOLD 
- ~ F o n a c m a a m ~ \  

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 4 r m  

Page 2 



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
-----=@==- 

SMALL AIRCRAFT (F- 15) 

HOLLOMAN 
LANGLEY 
MOUNTAIN HOME 
SEYMOUR JOHNSON 
ELMENDORF 
TYNDALL 
HURLBURT 

BCEG CmSE HOLD 8 r m  

BCW) CLOSE HOLD 

SMALL AXRCRAFT (F- 1 6)  
m 

lMSL U I x r n  
CANNON 1W 
DAVIS ~0lurt14n I:] 
MOODY W 

NELUS I VI 
1 
'+J 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD 6 ?I)YY 
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BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
-A!!====--- 

hl 
I BOMBERS 

I - lMHYrmd EXCESS 
GArAmTx -AIRCRAPT lzm 

EXCESS CAPACTIl  

ma 
&1 
&a 

., .~ BCEG CLOSE HOLD 110.y 

BCEQ CLOSE HOLD 

M a t  
ANDeRSC! 
B W  
FAIRCHIU, 
GRAND m u  
wm 
MCCOWUtLL 
o m  

TANKERS - tx- 
-duRcmrl 

78 0 0 
a I 2 0 

1 0 0  1 +8 
U 0 0 
I I 0 +8 
U 0 0 
n o +3 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD m ?Q.r 
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BhsE 
ALTUS 
ANDREWS 
CHARLESTON 
DOVER 
HICKAM 
LI?TLE ROCK 
MCCHORD 
MCGUIRE 
s c m  
TRAVlS 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD 
m-a=&==-i§ 

LARGE AIRCRAFT 
AIRLIFT 

MAxxhnm EXCESS 

CAPACfiP gouADROlo -r 32m 

KC- 135 
KC- 135 
C-5 
KC- 135 
C- 130 

C-141 
C-9 
C-141 

BCEG CWSE HOLD T- 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD 
-AmEaBc!E-- 

LARGE AIRCRAFT 
AIRLIFT ccom.) 

EXCESS W A C m  
K C  1 3s 

G S  
6130 
GI41 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD w r 0 . y  
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BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

Lr4 
AIR FORCE RESERVE 

ERGSTROM 

b F-16 
F-16 
C-130 
KC- 135 
C-130 

KC- 135 
F-16 
KC- 135 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD I( 18.y 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD ----- 
AIR FORCE RESERVE 7 

(am.) - 
BbaL 

Ex- 
CAIAQll 

MNRSST PAUL 22 
-- ZlPt 

0 4 
NUCiARA F A W  

C- 130 
?4 0 4 

~ U R G I I  0 
C-130 

0 
WESI'DW 

0 
29 I 0 KC- 135 

-ur*arr 

i ?- 16 
cam 
=la8 
c-e 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 18 - 
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BCEO CLOSE HOLD ------- 
A131 NATIONAL GU-1 

MAxlMuM EXCESS 
B&E cA?3!xE SOUADROH =RE€ TYPF 

BOISE 145 6 +6 ANYFTR 
BUCKLEY 59 1 +15 F-16 
GRIFFISS 0 0 C 
UIMBERT-ST. LOUIS 26 0 +1C F-15 
MARTIN STATE 40 0 +f A- 10 

0 +d C- 130 
OTIS 40 1 +: I F-15 
~TTSBUROH n o I )  

POKIZAM) 43 0 +' ) F-15 
RICKENBACICER n o + .  KC- 13s 
SALTIAKEUIY 14 0 + .  

0 + 5 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD U W Y Y  

BCEa CLOSE HOLD 
- m R ~ ~ ~  

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
(cont) - cxass 

aaL CAmCm wulu>Rolr bZB(;.RArz XXEE 
SF1ER1DCC. 5a I .4 C- 130 

0 .9 F- 16 

-ART I 7  0 . .5 C-5 
TUCSON 72 0 *' K) F- 16 

BCeO CLOSE HOLD (4 m 
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BCEO CWSE HOLD 
-ImR-m--- 
SPACE OPERATIONS 

BABE QuA!um -AnZCRAFT ZXm 
PATRICK 12 0 0 
PETERSON 70 1 +6 C-130 
VANDENBURG 0 0 0 

EXCESS CAPACllT 
c-l= -1 

. . BCEG CLOSE HOLD sllyw 

BCEO CmSE HOLD 
-AEmmcamuarrAuIwmmm 
SPACE OPERATIONS 7 

I SATELLITE CONTROL CENTERS 

a r r u u t r r w  
BASE C b ; t x m  

ONlZUKA w)  P H)M F'tjR W A W S J O N ,  LIMITED MISSION AREA 

I FA-u 

UWDn%H%D ACRUOE 7 0  ACCOMMODATE 
ADOmoWL m)rr-CLWO MISSIONS 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD w ~ n m u  
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BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
-A!n!REmRClE-- 

EDUCATION 

MAXWEU 17- 16.900 40( 

FLYING 

YAXDCM EXCESS 
msz G m s l X x  soaAoRon AIRCRA.m xxm 
MAXWEU n o +4 C-2 1 

0 +4 C-130 

1 .  E x c E S B C U m  
Gal 0 +4 
GUow==l 0 +4 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD 11 lllly 

Ir_lr+r CLOSE HOLD 
- N R I - -  

TECWCAL TRAINING 

c 2  
BCtO CLOSE HOLD 10 m 
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BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
-dmRm=-m-- 

MISSILE CATEGORY 

700 total missile silos currently exist 
I 

START limits 500 total missiles 
-- 450 MMIII 
-- 50 Peacekeepers 
- F. E. Warren--200 silos (1 50 MMIII+ 50 Peacekeepers) 
- Malmstrom-200 silos (MMIII) 
- Minot- 150 silos (MMIII) 
- Orand Forks-150 silos (MMIII) 

EXCESS = 200 SILOS = 1 BASE 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD . nnsw 

BCW) CLOSE HOLD 
- l l l I B m n u 3 s ~ ~  
OINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 

CAPAClTY ANALYSIS 

DOD Jmt Cmm-Srmicc Groups will determine 
~JKCCSS caprcrty m the following areas: 

- -  Depots 
- -  Undctqduatc Flyng Training 
-- Test ud EvrJrrrtxm Facilities - lAborrrtonC8 
-- M e b a l  Pui l i tka  

BCEG CLOSE HOLD A ?m 
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BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
- m ] F I C 3 B P E  

JOINT GROUP BASES 
I OPERATIONAL CAPABILITY 

Emi 
KC- 135 
F-15 
F-16 
KC-135 
F- 16 &NO) 

C-5 (AFum 

KC- 135 

KC-135 W 

F-16 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD n 7 m u  

Pt BCEO CLOSE HOLD 
- ~ . u r m ; r t c ~ ~  

h\ JOINT GROUP BASES 
I OPERATIONAL CAPABEIm 

(cont.) 7 
EXCESS W A m  

K G  13s 6 +l 

=I= -1 0 +2 
I-18 0 +15 

1-16 
1 3 +13 

r-ra (MO) o +O 

M(AIRt8) 0 +6 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD a rnvm 
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---- BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

hl AFMC BASING 

I CONSIDERATIONS 
I LABS I 

- Three required: Air, Space, and C4I 
TEST CENTERS 
-- Three required for AF requirements 

AIR LOGISTICS CENTERS 
- Three required for AF requirements . - At least one must be an engine depot 

EXCESS CAPACITY 
h b 8  3 
T&E 0 
Ak Lgktia Centerm 2 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD P- 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD 
- 1 Y S l ~ ~ ~ ~ s 1  

m E R G R A D U A T E  FLYING 
TRAINDNG 

01 /4 PROJECIZD MAMMUM EXCESS 
u PRODVCTIO.Y sAwu5x CAPAmX 

W D O L P H I W A Y )  453 

R A N D O L P H m  3 W  
COWMBUS ?91 
LAUOHUN 316 
REESE 291 
SHEPPARD 230 
VAN- 316 

I hoe*  

BCEG C m S E  HOLD Y I- 
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I 
BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

-A!n$Rm---m~"636 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

BASE 
BOLLING . 

ARPC/ DFAS 
MACDILL 
BATTLE CREEK 

NO EXCESS CAP, iCITY 
NO EXCESS CAP. ICITY 
NO EXCESS CAP ICITY 
NO EXCESS CAP CITY 

BCEO CIDSE HOLD 
- d b S R P e E O B t ~ r n ~  

ADMINISTRATrVE CAPACITY 

I AIR FORCE TOTAL I 
EXCESS W A C I l ' Y  

cOrrurm -1 

ACC 127 
A m  10 
#uC 10s 
MReS 5 
AMC 2 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD rn tm 
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BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
- A m R - ( l i q . -  

ACTIVE DUTY EXCESS 
CAPACITY 

ROBUST 

BCW) CLOSE HOLD -n nwc . .  , 

BCW) CLOSE HOLD 

EXCESS CAPACITY 

8CtO CWSE HOLD m 
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BCEO CLOSE HOLD 
- A ! E r R ~ r n ~ ~  

AIR NATIONAL GUARI, 
EXCESS CAPACITY 

AIRCRAFT 

FIGHTER 
F-15 
F- 16 
A- 10 
KC- 135 
C-5 
GI30 

SOUADRON ROBUST 

6 +6 
1 +22 
1 +53 

0 +6 
0 +2 
0 +5 
1 +11 

BCW) CLOSE HOLD zs- 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD 
-mu-asn&arv- 
POSSIBLE BASE REDUCTIONS 

AC?NE DUTY 
TTIt 
F 15 
F I6 
R 18 
B 52 

. KC-1U 
M~SSL~ ncm 
S A W  NODE 

L 
BCEU CWSE HOLD .I- 
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BCEo CLOSE HOLD -=--- 
I 

JOINT GROUP 
BASES 

2' 

0' 
3' 
1. 

Rtliminuy Air P a  a t b a t e ,  pending JCSG analysis 

BCW) CLOSE HOLD n nmw . . 

BC&O CLOSE HOLD 
-.Pll--- 

I 
AIR PORCE RESERVE 

rlRCDAIi BA8t8 

KC- 1U 2 
C- 16 2 
C-1m 2 

AIR lUnOllAL GUARD 
t* 16 1 
1-85 1 
C-1w 1 

BCW) CmSE HOLD = -  
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BCW) CLOSE HOLD 

BCW) CLOSE HOLD 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD 
- d u R ~ a Z x m m n m M r n 1 5 I 6  

BCEG CLOSE HOLD m r R I y  
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORC1: 
WASHINGTON DC 

,- 

OFflCE OF THE ASSl!3ANT SEOlmR1 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAF/MII 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closllre Executive Group (AIZIBCEG) Meeting 

The AFBCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boamght, SAFMII, at 1030 hours on 
8 August 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following pers~nnel were in attendance: 

a AFBCEG members: 

Mr. Boatright, S A F W ,  Co-Chairman 
Maj Gcn Blume, AF/RT, &Chairman 
Mr. Beach, SAFIFM 
Mr. McCall, SAF/MIQ 
Maj Gen Tenoso. AF/XOO 
MajGenMcGinty,AF/DPP 
Mr. Orr, AF/LGM 
Dr. Wolff, AF/CE 
Mr. Kuhn, SAFSCN 
Brig G n  W a v a ,  NGB/CF 
Brig Gcn Brxi&y, AF/RE 
Brig Gen Hefkbowa, AFPE 

b. Other key ant&: 

The meting was call& to ada by Maj Gcn Blume, who nported tht results of the 
muting with the Secntary ud Qliel of Staff on the issue of capacirr analysis. The Scnmy 
established t;argtu f a  base d u d o n  u ~n4CtCd on the slicks at AK h 1. Bases and activities 
under amsideration by the Joint Qws-Servia Groups (JCSGs) have target capacity 
rcductims rtcommendcd by tbost Grwps. It was noted that these art targets whose attainment 
will be &tmined during tk uu)ytial process. 

Lt Col Jarman, AF/XOOT, prwidcd an update of the Undcrgrac uatc Pilot Training JCSG, 
using the slides at Atch 2. He described the process and pmgrcss of the Group, reporting that 
they arc cumntly evaluating the data and should have functional value ; complete within the next 
two weeks. The BCEG noud that the JPATS capability was an asst mption for the joint pilot 

w 
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training initiative agreed to by the Air Force and Navy. Failure to introduce JPA'IS in the farct 
structure plan considered by the BRAC process will force a reevaluation of capacity and joint 
training. 

Lt Col Donnalley, AF/RTR, briefed the proposal to move air quality conderations fiom 
Criterion Vm to Criterion II, using the slides at Atch 3. This move will accommodate t h e w  
i n d  impact that air quality can have on the retention of or realignment to an installation, 
consistent with the Clean Air Act and federal conformity requinments. There was some 
discussion over the significance air quality considerations to a base's evaluation, but the BCEG 
voted to move the subelement to Criterion I1 and discuss the issue of significance when assigning 
weights to the various subelements in that criterion. 

Maj Malcomb, AF/RTR, offered a proposal for exclusions h m  analysis for those 
categories with no excess capacity and those bases deemed geographically or militarily unique 
or mission-essential, using the slides at Atch 4. The BCEG voted to include McChord AFB 
under the same mission and geographically unique rationale as Pope AFB, since both provide 
vital support to a colocated Army force. 

While recognizing that there was insufficient excess capacity in the technical training 
subcategory to achieve a closure, the BCEG agreed Goodfellow AFB should remain a candidate 
for consolidation with the Army intelligence training at Fort Huachuca, Arizona. As a result, the 
BCEG voted to exclude the subcategory due to no excess capacity but to pursue didcussions with 
the Army over a consolidation of the two intelligena functions. 

The BCEG asked that Edwards and Eglin AFBs be considend fm possible exclusion , 

based on the uniqueness of their capabilities within the Air Forct. The BCEG f tcopkd that 
the JCSG for Test and Evduation would continue to examine the facilities at those 1ocat ions .w 
A &cision on these two bases will be ma& later. Whiteman AFB was removed from the 
proposed exclusions since, while its mission is unique, it could be accomplished at another 
location, although at considerable expense. 

The BCEG added Eielson AFB as an cxclusion, due to its unique mission and geographic 
location. and its unique access to Cope Thunder ranges and airspact. Maxwell AFB and the Air 
Force Academy wen mx txcludtd based orr the lack of excess capacity, but rather on each 
inst;rllation*s unique mission and implrcerble contribution to the Air Force mission. A follow- 
up briefing on base and category exclusions wiJJ be provided later to summarize these changes. 

That k ing  no funhcr mrtun to discuss. the meeting was adjourned at 1230. The next 
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Attac hrnents 
/ 

1. Base Closuxe Targets Summaries 

I 
2. UPT JCSG Briefing 
3. Air Quality Subelement Slides 
4. Base and Category Exclusion Slides 

w 
DISTRIBUTION: 
s w m f  
SAFIGCN 
S AF/AQX 
SAF/MIQ 
AF/CE 
AwPE 
AF/DPP 
AFlXOO 
AFIRE 
NGBICF 
AF/LGM 
AF/XOOR 
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REDUCTIONS 
ACTIVE DUTY 

m?3 TARGETS 
SMALL A I R C M  3 
LARGE AIRCRAFT 4 

MISSILES 1 
SPACE 

. . . . 
UNCLASSIFIED. 1 .w1 

AIR FORCE RESERVE 
AIRCRAlTT BASES 

KC- 135 1 
F- 16 2 
C- 130 2 

AIR M O N A L  GUARD 
F- 16 1 
F- 1s 1 
C- 130 1 

UNCLASSIFIED I -  
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UPT 

JOINT BRAC WORKING GROUP 
UPDATE 

8 Aug 94 jJ 



:- 
JOINT UPT CROSS-SERVICE 

GROUP UPDATE 

STEERING GROUP APPROVED MEASURES OF MERIT 
ON THURSDAY, 28 JUL 

SERVICES HAVE RELEASED DATA CALLS 

PROCEEDING WITH FUNCTIONAL VALUE ANALYSIS 







lMEASURES OF MERIT FOR: 
PRIMARY 

I MEASURES OF I WEIGHT J RATIONALE 
MERIT 

Managed Training 
Areas 

Weather 

Unique Features I O lNIA 

5 

l4 

This area was weighted heavily due to the direct impact it has 
on primary flight training. Much of the training takes place in 
special use airspace; therefore, this uea plays a large role in 
determining the training effectivenc ss of an installation. 

This area is weighted the heaviest due to the emphasis primary 
training places m pattern activities This area plays a big role 
in evaluating the &ixtiveness of a 1 raining installation. --- 
Thia weight is commensurate with t be role classrooms, 
simulators, and other facilities play in flight training. 

M i n g  aircraR are not dif6cult to maintain and do not require 
an extensive training ~ t r u c t u r c .  

NIA 

NIA 

This m a  looka at the local area to c etermine what other 
Icltities are wailable The overall t raining ~ t r u c t u r e  is 
alnady established and in use at ea:h base so the impact to this 
an. should be minimal 

Airspace and Flight 
Training Areas 

Airfields 

Ground Training 
Facilities 

Aircrah Maintenance 
Facilities 

Special Military 
Facilities 

Proximity to 
Training Areas 

Proximity to Other 
Support Facilities 

The questions addressed in this arei 1 are focused toward 
ownership of special use airspace, aj r-to ground ranges, and 
outlying fields. In this analysis, occ ?ssibiIity to these facilities 
was considered more important thm 1 ownership. 

This weight was used because students in primary flight 
training need better weather than s ;udents in the advanced 
tracks. 

22 

24 

5 : 

0 

0 

3 

Air Quslrty 

Encroachment 

5 

Services 

Thuhrrhbase t ineddue to l ike l i r cr~  

5 Enmrwhment pbya a role in detensining installation 
cocnpatrbd~ty w ~ t h  the training &ion; however. training 
urrrJt do not have a large impact c in encroachment issues. 

8 Quaky d Me pLyr a signscant role in determining installation 
aompatibibv with the training misr ion and this weight will be 
. p p W  to the other training functic ns. 



Questions for Assessing the Functional Quality 
of 

Primam Pilot Training w 

Managed Training Areas (5 points) 

1. The # of outlying/auxiliary fields that are 
controlled/owned by the installation and support 

- 
primary training. (2.5 pt or 50%) 
Scoring: Linear scale between 0 and 6 (0 pt for 0 . 

fields, 2.5 pts for 6 fields) 
Rationale: Owning airfields and airspace have e q w  
impact on training. 

2. The number and type of special use airspace that is 
controlled/owned by the installation and supports 
primary training. (2.5 pt or 50%) 
Scoring: 1.5 pt for MOA, 0.5 i t  for MTR, 0.5 for AA 
Rationale: Owning airfields and airspace have equal 
impact on training. 



BCEO CLOSE HOLD 

-I ~ a s e  Closure Executive Group] 

Administrative 

Air Quality 
BCWG tnsked to move to most 
rppropricrte of Section I I1 or 111 
Move includes the three criteria from 
1993 and one additional Criterion adii.ed 
per Jan 94 Bdeflng to BCEG 

m-. . BCzO CLOSE HOLD 1 m 

B U O  CU)m HOLD 

B u e  Closure Executive Group 

Air Quality 

Page 1 



Move Air Quality Criteria to Section I1 

7 h e  rvdability urd condition of land, 
hdllticr, mud associated ahpace at both 
the e g  urd potential receiving 
hatbpr' 
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a 1995 Proposed Exclusions 

*Proposed Exclusions by BaselCate gory 

mProposed Exclusion Justifications 
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Andenen AFB, Guam 
Andrews AFB, MD 
Battle Creek, MI 
Bolling AFB, DC 
DFASIARPC 
Elmendorf AFB, AK 
FE Warren AFB, NE 
Goodfellow AFB, TX 
Hickam AFB, HI 
Keesler AFB, MS 

Lackland AFB, TX 
MacDill AFB, FL 
Maxwell AFB, AL 
Nellis AFB, NV 
Patrick AFB, FL 
Pope AFB, NC 
Sheppard AFB, TX 
USAFA, CO 

Vandenberg AFB, CA 
Whiteman AFB, MO 

ion Essential: 

Nellis AFB, NV 
Patrick AFB, FL 
Pope AFB, NC 
Vandenberg AFB, CA 
Whfteman AFB, MO 
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Category 
dministrative SUDDOT~; 

Battle Creek, MI DFASIARPC 
Bolling AFB, DC MacDill AFB, FL 

. . u c a t i m  Trar~aKechnical;  
Keesler AFB, MS Lackland AFB, 1 X 
Goodfellow AFB, TX Sheppard AFB, 'D( 

. . u c & i . i m  = .  . 
Maxwell AFB, A 1  

8 -  

7 

tification 

BndcncnAFB_ Koy staging bru for Combat Forces 
and Alr MobUAty Commurd (AMC) Ln the PacHic; onl), fallback 
H asked to have b u n  b8-s; no exc8u or robust capacity 

Andnm: U q  b.u for Presidential ,rnd 
Congnsr)o(ul suppott 

Key Pod of Entry into UnHad States; 
crucial to m M ~ ~  of Paclbk; provides GSU st ~pport to 
21 remote r)trr includhg 18 long range ndam cruc d to the 

\ defense d tho US I 
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Air Force's only Peacekeeper missile 
base; Do0 Force Structure Plan reflects no decrease in 
Peacekeeper missiles; START treaty implications 

Hickam Key Port of Entry into the western US; 
crucial to reinforcement of Pacific; key to support of 
USCINCPAC 

Nellis Supports an irreplaceable, 
extensivelspecialized range complex and AF Fighter Weapons - 

PatrickAFB. Critical support to Cape Canaveral (the 
USAF's sob eqwtoW orb# space bunch facility); home of 
Eastern Space and Mlsslk Center, no excess or robust capacity 

Unjquo support for 82nd Airborne 
Division at Forl Brrgg 

Yandcnbcm USAFs sole polar orbit space launch 
facility and hOcrW d Hhnm S p a  and Missile Center 

base; facility 
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wort :  No Excess Capacity 

Battle Cmk,  MI DFASJARPC 
Bolling AFB, MD MacDill, FL 

1 

Justification 

@ No Excess Capacity 

)(...kr Ate. us &H.nd AFB, TX 
u ~ ~ d f e k r r  Afb, TX w~pud AFBw TX 

No Educrtlon:ces?; Capacity I 
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Proposed 1995 Exclusion List contains 20 bases: 

Andersen AFB, Guam 
Andrews AFB, MD 
Battle Creek, MI 
Bolting AFB, DC 
DFASIARPC 
Elmendorl AFB, AK 
FE Wamn AFB, NE 
Goodfellow AFB, TX 
Hkkam AFB, HI 

( Keesler AFB, MS 

Lackland AFB, TX 
MacDill AFB, FL 
Maxwell AFB. AL 
Nellls AFB, NV 
Patrick AFB, FL 
Pope AFB, NC 
Sheppard AFB, TX 
USAFA, CO 
Vandenberg AFB, CA 
Whfteman AFB, MO 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

3 
WASHINGTON DC 

-- 

w OFFICE OF THE -1sTANT SECRETARY 1 8  AuG 1994 
MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: S A F I '  

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (AI/BCEG) Meeting 

The AF/BCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boamght, SAFIMII, at 1030 hours on 
9 August 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following perscbnnel were in attendance: 

a. AF/BCEG members: 

Mr. Boatight, SAF/MII, &Chairman 
Maj Gen Blume, AFIRT, &Chairman 
Mr. Beach* SAF/FM 
Mr. McCall, SAF/MIQ 
Maj Gcn Ten010, AFRO0 
Maj Gen McGinty. AFDPP 
Dr. Wolff. AFICE 
Mr. Durantc. SAFIAQX 
Brig G n  Weaver, NGBICF 
Brig G n  Bradley. AFIRE 

b. Other key utcndcts: 

Col Stewart, AFffiMM 
Col Wdttn, AFPE 
Mr. Heady. SAFEGCN 

The mating was called to odcr by Maj Gen Blume. Col Spars, HQ AFMC provided 
an update on the Laboratones h t  Chu-Service Group, using the slides at Atch 1. He 
indicated that they were making progress on p d m g  the data but that some data clarifications 
were required- In addition. sane &u w u  ncn yet in, but both of the issues were being worked 
aggressively. He briefed r sch& povdrng fa r JCSG review or ' the functional values and 
capacity mimion targets in koc Aupft  with rvljlabiity to the ldilitary Dcpamncna soon 
theafter, penbng OSD a on thc JCSG process. The JCSG has allowed only three 
workers fran the Air Force ud two & each b m  the other Military Departments to 
participate in the grading. but the wcxk i s  k i n g  monitored and mor: workers will be added if 
they arc falling behind schcduk. 

Mr. Kelly, AFDPP. briefed the rccommended weights for the Criterion Vn subclements, 
using the slides at Atch 2. His team used a number of sources to mm;urt the relative importance 
to active duty and family members of the different aspects of comm~nity support Based on his 
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analysis, he recommended a two to one ratio for the five most important aspects of community 
suppart (housing, crime, education, employment, and medical) v&s the remaining elements 
(aanqmtation, leisure, shopping, and metropolitan area). The BCEG voted to accept the Weights 

I as brieftd, totalling 98, and to spread the remaining two points proportionally m s s  the 
subelements. 

In addition to the weights, Maj Gen McGinty suggested a form of sensitivity analysis be 
w 

conducted to determine the impact of the weights as applied to the subelements. Ht felt this 
analysis should be briefed for the BCEG to understand the impact of different approaches. The 
BCEG agreed that this study should be conducted prior to analysis of any data. 

Maj Mdcomb, AF/RTR, briefed changes to the proposed exclusions of categories and 
bases, using the slides at Atch 3. The list reflected the addition of Eielson and McChord, and 
based the exclusion of Maxwell and the Air Force Academy on their unique and essential mission 
rather than a lack of excess capacity. The BCEG n o d  that Pamck and Vandenberg supported 
not only the Air Force but the nation's sole equatorial and polar launch facilities. 

The BCEG then addrtsstd the issue of whether Edwards, Eglin, and Arnold should be 
excluded since they represent unique and essential facilities for the Air Force, but arc being 
considered by the JCSG for Test and Evaluation. Afttr discussion, the BCEG concluded that 
Edwards and Arnold should be excluded from consideration because they art national assets with 
unique capabilities and, therefon, should be given the highest possible military value when 
reporting to the JCSG Eglin wris not excluded, and will be analyzed in its category during the . * 

analytical process. 

There being no funher manen to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1250. The next 
BCEG meeting will be at the call of the CbChainnen. r 

OPEN ITEMS: Sensitivity A J U I ~ U  f a  Weighting 
Category ud Base Exclusi 

&:-elusM 
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Attachments 

- - 
1. Lab JCSG Update 
2. Crit VII Weights 

1 3. Exclusion Proposals 

QW DISTRIBUTION: 
SAF/FM 
S AFfGcN 
SAFIAQX 
SAF/MIQ 
m/cE 
AFIPE 
AF/DPP 
A F m  
m/RE 
NGBICF 
A F m M  
AF/xOoR 
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BCEG "STATUS BRIEF" 

LABORATORY 
JOINT CROSS-SERVICE WORKING 

GROUP 

COL DANA SPEARS 
HQ AFMClXRS 

9AUO94 - 

PROCESS 
DATA 
SCHEDULE 



LAB JOINT CROSS-SERVICE ANALYSIS 

DATA 

INITIAL DATA SUBMllTAL CERTIFIED 
MANY CLARlFlCATlONS REQUIRED 
- MOST M T A  NOT BROKEN OUT BY CSF - OTHER PROBU-ONSISTENCIES 

RESPONSES snLL COMING IN 
- APQROXIMATUY W % RECEIVED 

DATA TRANSFERRED TO WCSG 8 AUG 
WITH CAVEAT TO UPDATE 

Page 2 



NEAR-TERM SCHEDULE - LJCSG 

Data at TEC - Begin scoringlpreps 9 Aug 
Clarifications out 12 Aug 
Clarification responses received 16 Aug 
Scoring complete - data entry compl 22 Aug 
lniial calculations complete (DPADS, etc) 24 Aug 
WCSG meeting to review results 25 Aug 
- 'Results' = XCap, FR FC. FV 



BRAC 95 - QUESTIONNAIRE 
SECTION VII  CRITERIA 

' LNFRASTRUCTURE TC' 

. . : . . . . 

COMMUNITY SUPPORT 



COMMUNITY SUPPORT 

l i z z E a  

COMMUNITY SUPPORT 

FOR EMPWYMCNT AND 



SOURCES CHECKED 

DoolST-TERM fi - - 

WTRTlIIM GROUP 
a - -  

WAS1 WGToNlAN 



SOURCES CHECKED W 

MOST PERTINENT INFO 



QUESTION OF WEIGHTINGI 



PROPOSED WEIGHTING 2 : 1 
d 

HOUSING 

CRITERIA: DISTRIBUTION: I 
AVAILABLE 
AFFORDABLE 50.0 

. 
CRITERIA OF EQUAL IMPORTANCE; 

NO BGIS FOR MAKMG A DISTlNCTION 
* 



TRANSPORTATION 

CRITERIA: D1STRIBUTl:ON: 

PUBLIC TRANSPORT ---A--- 20.0 I 
DISTANCE TO AIRPORT --------- 
NUMBER AIR CARRERS ----- 
COMMUTING TIME - - -  40.0 

I FREQUENCY ISSUE: EVERYONE COMMU? ES 
TO WORK EVERY WORKDAY 1 

LEISURE 

S W l M M I N O P O a  7.1 
MOVIE TiQATER 7. I 
PUBUCG<IU COURSE - 7.1 
BOWLINCIUNF! 7. l 
BOATING 7.1 
FWIIDJCI 7.1 
ZOO 7.1 
AouMIvw 7.1 
FAMILY nn-w PARJC - 7. I 
FROTrsSKWM STr)(llS - 7.1 
CaLEOUTEfPORM 7.1 
CAWHNO f ACOII1E3 7.1 
M Q S  7.1 
OVrOOOR tYPJTER 3PORTS -7.1 

NO BASIS FOR DISTINGUISHING BETWEEN CRITERIA I FOR D ~ ~ F  RELATIVE IMPORTAN'ZE I 



CRIME 

DISTRIBUTION: I 
VIOLENT - ---- 50.0 
PROPERTY - 50.0 I 

DIFFICULT TO MAKE A DISTINCTION: PROPERTY 
CRIME FREQUENT AND VIOLENT CRIME MORE SEVERE 

. 

EDUCATION 

I CRITERIA: DISTRIBUTION: 

YOUTH EDUCATION 50.0 
PUPIL-TEACHER RATIO---------- 1 2.5 
H.S. FOUR YEAR PROGRAMS 12.5 
H.S. HONORS 12.5 
COLLEGE BOUND 12.5 

ADULT EDUCA7lON 50.0 

i 

YOUIH AND ADULT EDUCATION 
OF EQUAL IMPORTANCE 



ADULT EDUCATION 

VOCATIONAL/TECH- 25.0 
UNDERGRADUATE 50.0 
GRADUATE 25.0 I 

AF NEEDS ASSESSMENT SUGGESTS ONLY MINOR 
INTEREST IN VOCATIONALlTECHNICAL T'RAKN ING BUT 
SIGNIFICANT INTEREST IN COLLEGE EDUCATION AND 

RECORDS SHOW GREATEST PARTICIPATIO N IN - 

I UNDERGRADUATE EDUCATION I 

MEDICAL 

CRITERIA: DISTNBUTION: 

BEDS 50.0 
DOCTORS 50.0 

CRlTERM OF EQUAL IMPORTANCE; 
NO BASIS FOR MAKING A DISTINCTIOP 



ONE CRITERION PER 
SUB-ELEMENT 

DISTRIBUTION: I 
SHOPPING - 100.0 
METRO AREA - 100.0 
EMPLOYMENT - 100.0 I 

SUMMARY 

USED Wr 93 PROCESS AS 
BASELINE 
RESEARCIIED AVAlLABLE SOURCES 
- EXTRACED MOST PER- TO AF 
imEl.Em- 

- FOCUSED ON SlGNTFTCANT FINDINGS 

SIMILAR WEIGHT PATTERN TO BRAC 
93 USING UPDATED INFO 



RECOMMENDATION 

APPROVE WEIGHTS AS BRIEFECl 
- LOCK WEIGHTS 

CONDUCT AN INDEPENDENT 
SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS TO PROVIDE 
FEEDBACK TO BCEG 



Base C l o s ~ v e  Executive Gnny, 
inhlYsis 6 DecMon Support Sgsystem 

lblabnd fntaf" cuhich~oGcilitclte.8: 

- Presentation ofmlZected datafor BCEQ ana1y.l. . b n I W  

- M e l y  mponse to detailed analgsfs ~ u l r r m m t .  

- maNpar8nt b analyri. 

Base  C b s u m  t t e h  Olrnrp 

I--'= Zyds & Decision Support: Sy-stem 

Page 1 



SYn I s c w  C ~ O -  Execmtiye ~ r o u p  1 
7 Zysis & Decision Support Sysy& m 

*Olrrda 

- Red, Yellow, Oreen (or WA lor d b p ~ y  purpoui) 

I - mPlusa' and Winrua' at levels obo# th r f l l t e r  lawel I 
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IysZs & Decision Support System 

- Dccrrarcd respmc Nma increases ability tv analyxe  

-Addrrrres auditabi l i ty  

- MaintainedJlaWlity 

. . 
S Y m  

C ~ & ¶ 8 c c u t h # o l r o y ,  
Q Deddon Support System 

* a ~ u r r c y p . . r w v  

... Checking the numbers! 
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Proposed Exclusions 

Proposed Geographically UniquelMission I Essential Bases I 
Proposed Category Exclusions 

\ @Proposed Excluslon Justifications I 
BCEG CLOSE HOLD a m  

Page 1 



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

-posed 1995 Exclusion List 
Bases: 
Andersen AFB, Guam McChord AFB, WA 
Andrews AFB, MD Nellis AFB, NV 
Eielson AFB, AK Patrick AFB, FL 
Elmendorf AFB, AK Pope AFB, NC 
FE Warren AFB, VJY USAFA, CO 
Hickam AFB, HI Vandenberg AFB, CA 
Maxwell AFB, A 1  

teaories; 
Administratiw Support Education and 

Trainingllechnical 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD s y l y w  

UniquelMission ~ssential 
Exclusions 

Anderson AFB, Uuun 
Andnws AFB, MD 
&Ison AFB. M 
Elmendorl AFB, AK 
F E W u n n N & W V  
Hkkurr AFB, HI 
Mumn AFB. AL 

McChord AFB, WA 
b l l i s  AFB, NV 
Patrlck AFB, FL 
Pop. AFB, NC 
USAFA, CO 
Vandenberg AFB, CA 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD 4 -  
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Exclusions 
tive S m  

Baffle Creek, MI DFASIARPC 
Bolling AFB, Wash DC MacDill AFB, FL 

ation & TrainJDaKechnici& 
Keesler AFB, MS Lackland AFB, TX 
Goodfellow AFB, TX Sheppard AFB, TX 

K E G  CLOSE HOLD 6 -  

Justification 

BCE O CLOSE HOLD 

Page 3 



Justification 

Key Port o f  Entry Into United States; crucial 
to reinforcement of Pacific; provides GSU support to 21 remote sites 
including 18 long range radars crucial to the defense of the US 

AIr Force's only Peacekeeper missile 
base; DoD Force Structure Plan reflects no decrease in Peacekeeper 
missiles; START treaty lmplkrrtlons 

Hawaii: Key Port of Entry into the western US; crucial to 
reinforcement of Pacific; key to support of USCINCPAC 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 7 -  

BCEO CLOSE HOLD 

ziiEGEGl 4\ 

rn 

I 

MB,iql.bun.: od.ducrdkrr complex s u m  tho Alr 
UnIvor8lty. A& Ww Cdkg., Ak Command a d  Staff Cdlege, Squadron 
om#r Schd.  Omew tr- School, Senlor NCO Academy and 
nurrwrous w a d -  nd bJnlng programs 

McChord AFB, wlth Fwtth Forts, tho primary 
~ k . . k r h . U 8 I C a # p o ~ s u p p o r t f o r t n l n l n g a d  
d@oymmtdboop.bk?&th.d.r 

BCEG CLOSE HOU) 
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BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

7 
Patn'ck Critical support to Cape Canaveral (the 

USAF's sole equatorial orbit space launch facility); home of Eastern 
Space and Missile Center 

B. Located with Fort Bragg, thi:si primary 
deployment b a n  for the 18th Airborne Corps provides time xitical 
deployment and esnntial Joint training capability for the US Army's 
primary contingency corps 

Ono-ofskind facility, the primary 
commlsslonlng .our# of USAF officers 

*-R -: USAF's tole polar orbft space 
launch faclitty and homo of Wertbnr Spas and Misslle Cenk r 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD ' m  YYU 

I' Justification 

I Insufficient Excess Capacity I 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD m m 
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'7' Justification 

aorv Exclus 

. . on and T r a ~ w a T T e c m  Insufficient Excess 
Capacity 

Keesler AFB, MS Lackland AFB, TX 
*Goodfellow AFB, TX Sheppard AFB, TX 

*~otanfW k )oW htrlfigmce cocuoaddkn 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

I Proposed 1995 Exclusion List: 

BCEO CLOSE HOU) 
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BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

Issues 
in P- "Should no excess capacity be 

found in a categorylsubcategory. there is no need to co rtinue 
analyzing that portion of thebabe structure, unless the1 e is a 
military value or other reason to continue the analysis (such as 
a crosscategory opportunfty to look at installations wit1 I 
similar capabili&, but in different categories). Bases in  such I categ~ie.hhbuteaories shall m a i n  subiectto ioint ch ors- I 
service review and remain available as potential rkeive rs of 
missions or functions." 

Test Facilities Subcategory - Exclude? 
EganAF8,Fkrldr 
~dmrd. AFB. canfornir 
AmddAFB,trcmau 

( Insufficient Excess Capactty vs No Excess Capacity I 
BCEG CLOSE HOLD. *a .IRI 
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18 AUG1994 
OFFICE OF THE AS95TANT Y C R E T M  

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAF/MII 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (AF/BCEG) Meeting 

The AFDCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SAI'MII, at 1030 hours on 
11 August 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following personnel were in attendance: 

a AF/BCEG members: 

Mr. Boatright. SAF/MII, Co-Chairman 
Maj Gen Blume, AF/RT, &Chairman 
Mr. Beach, SAF/FM 
Mr. Blanchaxd, AFIDPP 
Mr. On. AFhGM 

a ' Dr. Wolff, AF/CE 
Mr. Dumte, SAFIAQX 
Mr. Kuhn, SAFGCN 
Brig G n  Waver. NGB/CF 
Brig G n  B d c y .  AF/RE 

Lt Csn Lu f  (Rctircd). A F I E  
Mr. Bowling. SAF/hllQ 
Col Ncwcll, AF/XOO 
Col W a l m ,  AF/PE 
Cd Mayfield. AF/RlR 

The meeting was d k d  to a& by hir. Boatright Maj Gcr Blurne briefed the results 
of thc mating with the Scartary on the rssuc d exclusions of caugclries and unique a mission 
essential baser. The Saxury rppwcd dr BCEG recanmendations as briefed August 9, 1994. 

Lt Gen Leaf, A F m  rnaoducbd Mr. Dovdur who prwidtd a r update on the T&E JCSG 
progress, using the slides u A r h  1. Fdbwing thc initial analysis by the JCSG, there will be 
a technical analysis by the JCSG to dtttrmine whether the rtcommtrrc lations can take place. The 
Air Foru rtpnsentativts ue placing tuavy emphasis on this ttchniarl analysis, because they do 
not feel adequate attention i s  king provided to this aspect in the initial analysis. They are 
estimating functional valw will k provided to the Military Departml:nts on September 1, 1994. 
An area of concern raised was the need for a coherent strategy for the Air Force for its joint 
group principals to ensure conustcncy among the JCSGs. Mr. Boatright indicated that the Air 
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Force &sire was far the JCSGs to develop a strategy which the Air Force could integrate into 
its process to facilitate true cross-service analysis. 

/ 

Mr. Reinertson, AFICEVP, presented the proposed weights for Criterion WII, using the 
slides at Atch 2. The working group members used their experience dealing with bases and ar w estimate of the impact various elements have on land use and mission to determine the relative 
impact of the subelements. This included an understanding of the relative frequency and severity 
of the issues involved 

Dr. Wolff expressed a concern that an issue might have more significance than will be 
reflected in the overall Criterion Vm grade, even if given great weighting. Some issues, 
although occuning at only a few installations, should have great influence on closure and 
realignment issues. The BCEG was satisfied that these issues could be highlighted in the 
discussion preceding the voting on banding and given adequate consideration by the individual 
BCEG members. 

A general concern arose that water was not given adequate weight. After discussion, the 
BCEG voted to change the proposed Environmental Impact elements to reflect the following 
weights: Water - .40; Asbestos - .05; Biological - 25; Cultural - .15; and IRP - .15. . 

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1145. The next 
BCEG meeting will be at the call of the &-Chairmen. 

OPEN ITEMS: Criterion VII grade issues . 

Criterion I subtlemenu 

. BLUME, JR, Maj Gen, USAF AMES F. BOATRIGHT 

Attachments 
1. T&E Briefing 
2. Criteria VIIl Ovcwicw 
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C .e 
C 

T&E JOINT CROSS-SERVICE STATUS 
BRIEFING 

AIR FORCE BCEG 

11 August 1994 

Joe Dowden 

AF T&E BRAC Team 



PROCESS 
DATA 
SCHEDULE 
SUMMARY 





TBE FUNCTIONAL VALUE FRAMEWORK 
i 

I 

Arrnamen W p n s  

FVw EC 

FVEC 
4 

, F v ~ ~  

Physical Value Technical Value 

Air Vehicles 

critical 
airllandl 
sea space 

top0 

I 

WP,S Ww1, Ww,c WPV,ENC 4 WPV~ENV W , M S  WWMF W , S I L  WW,HITL Wmm WWOAR 

climate 

QUESTION I 

encroa 

r 4  
A i. I - 

TRlSERVlCE CERTIFIED DATA 

.. . . l rn QUESTION "N" 

environ M&S MF IL . HlTL ISTF OAR 



AFITE I 
DATA 

INITIAL AF DATA SUBMITTAL CERTIFIED 
CLARIFICATIONS REQUIRED AND INWORK 
many inconsistencies in workload & capacity 
approximately 98% responses received 
NO CHANGES TO DATA AFTER - AUG. 94 
T&E DATA RELEASE AUTHORIZED 5 AUG. BY OSD . 
(Mr. Bayer) 
DATA TRANSFERRED TO T&E JCSG, 11 AUG. 94 
WITH CAVEAT TO UPDATE 
JCSG DATA CLARIFICATIONS VIA MIL DEPS 



,/ -3 

t 

T8E JCSG STATUS SCHEDULE 

JAN APR JUL OCT JAN FEB MAR APR 

Joint Analysis Plan 

JCSG Alternatives 

Recommendations 

I 



t a: 

SUMMARY 

I 

JOINT ANALYSIS UNDERWAY 
- 3 weeks behind schedule 

TWO AREAS OF CONCERN - impact of schedule slip on AF BRAC process 
- lack of AF coherent strategy for LABSIDEPOTSIT&E 



CRITER~A VIII 
The Environmental Impact 

Analysis of Existing Conditions to Determine 
Environmental Constraints Affecting Base Operations 



CRlTERlA Vlll 
Sources of Information for Weighting 

Environmental Factors 

+ Environmental Impact Statements and Assessments Reviewed Since 1970 
+ Air F o m  Response to Federal Law and Executive Orders 

- National Environmental Policy Act 
- Resource Conxrvation and Recovery Act 
- Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 

- E.O. 1 1990, Wetlands Protection 

- E.O. 11988, Floodplains Management 
- E.O. 1 15 14, Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality 
- E.O. 1 1593, Protection and Enhancement of The Cultural Environment 

- Wetlands Inventory and Mapping 
- Policy on Wetlands and Floodplains Documentation 
- Policy on Natural and Cultural Resource Management 

+ Review Environmental Data in Project Documentation for New Construction 
+ Implementation of Compliance Actions for Historic and Archaeological Resources 



Drill Down Weights - Section VIII 
Level2 8 3 

E 
Wildlife Habitat 
0.10 
Threatened & Endangered 
0.25 
Wetlands 
0.45 
Floodplains 
0.20 
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Sec Vlll Drill Down 
Level 2 Rationale (cont'd) 

+ Cultural (0.20) 
- Historical structures and archeological sites may constrain 

facility construction and siting 

Installation Restoration Program (0.15) 
- Hazardous waste sites limit facility siting and land use options 
- Indicate potential ground water and habitat contamination 
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DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE: 
WASHINGTON DC 

u OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRErARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAF/MII 

SUBJECP Minuter of Air Force Base C b s m  ~xecutivc Group (A?BCEG) Meeting 

The AF/BCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SAFMII, at 1030 hours on 
10 August 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following pecionnel were in attendance: 

a AFIBCEZ members: 

Mr. Boaaigbt, SAF/MII, CoChahnan 
Maj Gta Blume, AF/RT, bQlairman 
Mr. Beach. SAF/FM 
Mr. McCdl, SAFfUIQ 
bj Gcn McGinty. AFDPP 
Mr. Om. AFWM 
Dr. w m  AFKE 
Mr. Iknnr, SAF/AQX 
Mr. Kuhn. SAFEGCN 
Bng G n  Amold. NGB/CF 

V 
b. -b- 

Cd AFKOO 
Cd McLou3rlm, A F W  
Cd W J u m  AF/PE 
Mr. M y .  AFlOQO 
Mr. Srwm,  A f M M  

Tht mating wu cdbd m ada by Mr. Bauight Mr. S l t ~ w t .  AFhGM. briefed the 
progress of tht Dtpcn Joun Oms-Sarrr Camp (JCSG), using de didcs u Atch 1. The 
members discussed vrnarr unrr ribcary Ihr KSG ud tht Air h x  position. 7 k c  is #nnc 
dcsite in the JCSG to rrbcate m k m y  ua& before the funaiomd value is relead. Mr. 
Boatright restated chc aabd #m du Ar forn o st r functional value before developing the 
military vdut fa its h a I h t a u  AI bu h. h i s  no &tc ochr.ziuled fa dcvebpncnt of . 

r functional value by the Dtpa KJG. 

Maj G n  Blumc h i e d  the d t s  d thc sensitivity analysis, using the sli& at Atch 2 
The sli& &monsaus  tht chc wrrfiu Q rficct the scores but not drastically. He also 
&monstratcd a sample slide (Atch 3) on & s u i b u ~  of grades that col ~ l d  be shown to the BCEG 
if dcsirtd Them was r bruum d thc deskability of sening p u l e  filters, or goal posts, in 
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order to get something approaching a normal distribution vtrsus setting f~ltcrs b a d  on an 
operational need. In general, where there are factors @at relate to a specific requirement, the 
fdters should reflect those standads. Where there is more subjectivity to a filter, unrehtd to 
an existing re~uircment, a Ntcr might bt set reflecting an average or to p v i &  a distribution. 
The preference is always to relate filters to some demonstrable standard that reflects how well 
a base can support its mission. If more bases reflect good grades, that results from the quality 
of our existing base structm. The consensus was that there would be sufficient differences for 
selection purposes without forcing a normal distribution. 

Mr. Kelly provided a detailed examination of the grades for the Criterion VII subelements 
resulting from the weighting established by the BCEG. The BCEG asked for clarification on 
several items. These include the Brooks medical data, the Eglin educational facility grade, 
Barksdale and Peterson winter sports grade, and medical care data for Colorado Springs and San 
Antonio. In addition, the BCEG asked for a briefing on the development of information on 
housing availability and affordability. questioning some of the data listed. These issues will be 
briefed at a later BCEG meeting. 

Mr. Boatright raised the issue of large aircraft and the need to properly evaluate the bases 
against different large aircraft missions. Tlae BCEG dirtcttd the Working Group to ensure that 
appropriate geographical criteria would be used to properly account for its importance to the 
airlift mission, and requested that the Criterion I subelements be closely examined prior to 
weighting of that Criterion. 

T h m  being no further maaen to discuss. the meeting was adjourned at 1250. The next 
BCEG m e e ~ g  will be at C~II of the b a a i r m e n .  

OPEN ITEMS: Criterion VII g d a  w 

Attachments 
1. Depot JCSG Briefing Sldtr 
2. Sensitivity Analysis 
3. Grade Distribution 
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DISTRIBUTION*. 
S A F m  

7 

/ 
SAF- 
SAF/AQX 
SAF/MIQ 

QU AF/m 
AFPE 
AFfDPP 
AF/xoo 
AFIRE 
NGB/CF 
AF/LGM 
AFKOOR 
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Joint Cross Service Group 
Depot Maintenance 

Status Update 

Mr.. Maurice Stewart 
Maintenance Policy Division 

Director of Maintenance 
m/LOGmCS 

w 
Overview 

+ BACKGROUND 

MEASURES OF MERIT (MOMS) 

FUNCIIONAL VALUE (FV) ELEMENTS 

FV METHODOLOGY 

+ ANALYSIS PROCESS OVERVIEW 

PENDING ISSUES 



+ REDUCE EXCESS CAPACITY 

+ SIZE TO DOD CORE 

+ 24 DOD DEPOTS WILL BE ASSESSED 

14 COMMODITY GROWS 

22 MEASURES OF MERIT (MOMS) 

w 

Measures of Merit 

Background 

+ LOCATION 
ENVIRONMENTALCOMPUP,NCE 

+ ENVIRONMENTAL RESTRICllONS 
+ OTHER COLIDCATED ACTT\?TIES 

1 UNIQUE AND PECULIAR FACILITIES 



Measures of Merit 

+ UNIQUE/PECULIAR CAPABILITIES 
AND CAPACITIES 
BUILDING AND THEIR CONDITION 

+ ACREAGE AVAILABLE FOR 
BUILDING 

+ ADMINISTRATIVE SPACE 
+ INDUSTRIAL WASTE 

Measures of Merit 

CORE CAPABILmES 
CORE WORKLOADS 

+ OTHER WORKLOADS (ABOVE CORE) 
+ UNIQUE AND/OR PECULIAR 

WORKLOADS 

k - 

SCOPE OF WORK PERFORMED 
+ INTERFACE WITH CUSTOMERS 



Measures of Merit 

+ REAL PROPERTY MAINTENANCE 

+ ANNUAL OPERATING COST 
+ ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE 
+ LOCAL WAGE RATE 
+ PROGRAMMED CAPITAL 1 

1- 

Functional Value Elen~en fs 

DERlVED FROM SIX KEY MOMS 
CORE WORKWAD/CORE CAPABn .lTES 

UNIQUE/ PECUUAR CORE WORKL DAD, 
CAPABlUraEf AND CAPACITY 

UNlQUE AND PECULIAR CORE 7 E ; T  
FAaLrrE 

a W R  WORKLOADS 



I I F V Methodology 

( I FV DETERMINED FOR: 
INDIVIDUAL COMMODlTY GROUPS AT 
EACH DEPOT 

I I '  
AGGREGATE FV FOR EACH DOD DEPOT 

+ ENABLES RANKING OF DEPOTS 
ACROSS SERVICE LINES 

I I + DECISION PAD SOFTWARE WILL BE 
USED TO CALCULATE FV 

F V Methodology 

I I FV WILL BE A VARIABLE IN THE 
LINEAR PROGRAMMING MODEL 
GENERATE ALRRNATlVES - - 

W ' I S  GWEN 'ID SERVICES FOR I I EVALUATlON 



Recommended Alten~ative 
Development Process - + r m  

Recommended Evaluation 
Process 



Pending Issues 

+ USE OF THE JOINT INTERSERVICING 
METHODOLOGY MODEL 

COST COMPARABILITY ACROSS DOD 
DEPOTS FOR COMMODITY GROUPS 
4 PENDING JCSG-DM STEERING GROUP 

GUIDANCE 

+ DEVELOPING JCSG-DM DRAFT 
ANALYSIS PLAN 

Pending Issues 

+ SEQUENCE OF ANALYSIS 
FV THEN MV 
FV & MV CONCURRENTLY 

+ NEXT JCSC-DM MEETING, 15 AUG 94 
ANTICIPATE APPROVAL OF: 

CAPACI'IY REDUCnON GOAL 
PROCEDURES 
W MEI"H0DOLXX;Y 
USE OF THE JOINT INTERSERVICE MODEL 





Drive Time to Nearest Aquarium 

Percentage of Bqses 
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DEPARTMENT O F  T H E  AIR FORCI: 

WASHINGTON DC 

w OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION AUG 3 0 1994 

FROM: SAF/MII 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (AFDCEG) Meeting 

The AFBCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SAI:/MII, at 1030 hours on 
15 August 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following personnel were in attendance: 

a. AF/BCEG members: 

Mr. Boanight, SAF/MII, Whaixman 
Maj Gcn Blume. AF/RT, Co-Chairman 
Mr. Beach, SAF/FM 
Mr. hkCaU. SAF/MIQ 
Maj Gen Tenoro, AF/XOO 
MajGenMcGinty.AF/DPP 
Mr. OK, AFmM 
Dr. wouf, AFm 
Mr. Kuhn, SAFEGCN 
Brig Gcn Wuvcr. NGBKF 
Brig Gcn Bndlcy, AF/RE 

Cd Wden, AFP€ 
hb. Rt- AF/CEVP 
Maj Ihompocl. AFtSMACE 

The meeting was d b d  m m b  by W .  Baruight. He discused che meeting he had lut 
week with OSD ofCiW carahurg tk Rpa KSG. At the mettillg, wc were infamed that 
the Air Forcc would not F( fuatxmd v d u t r  fran the Depot JCSG for use in completing our 
analysis of the depot b u s  u hrd b a a  prnarrly a p e d  In rdditi~m, we were infamed that 
the D e p  JCSG would abad rhr mu!u d c. &pot butJ analysis, the to called "military 
value." d i e r  than hd bcto p m a c r ) y  9(uYrd l b c f o r r ,  thc BCEG will use the data 
colkctad for thc Depot JCSO nd ranc d dw murums of mait &v eloped by thc JCSG along 

* 

with other measures u rppropua m c v a b w  tht dtpoc activities of the depot basts. The depot 
evaluation will be combined with the oQartKnrl ev r luah  of these bases to reflect the rating 
for Oriurion I. Because d the can p r d  time schedule to &liver the results of our analysis 
of the &pot bases to thc Ikpa JCSG, the analysis of this caugay will have to be moved 
forward in the Air Force d y s i s  scheduk. While he was not con'xmed with the additional 
workload associated with this change. as there rrt only five affected tlasts, he is concmed with u' 
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the workload impact that would asult if the other JCSGs opt for the same process. He also 
- noted that he would be requesting OSD provide the economic analysis guidelines for Criterion 

I 
I VI, which would be necessary for a full analysis but has not yet been provided. 

Lt Col h a l l e y ,  A F m ,  brief& a change in the subelement hierarchy for Q i t M i o w  
II, as displayed on the slides at Atch 1. The change would move the Unique Facility and Utility 
Capacity subelements from the first level of consideration to a subelement under Facilities - Base. 
After discussion, the BCEG approved the change. 

Mr. Reinertson briefed the Criterion Vm data and grades, reflecting the weights 
previously approved by the BCEG. Maj Thompson, AFLSMACE, provided an overview of the 
Edwards Aquifer issue as it affects the San Antonio, Texas, installations, using the materials at 
Atch 2. The BCEG directed a review to ensure the affected MAJCOMs and bases were informed 
of the ratings for Water Quality and that appropriate documentation was maintained c e w n g  
the answer. 

The BCEG directed a review of the Dover AFB Water Quality grade, to reconcile quality 
concerns with the fact that the warm is not indicated as a potable supply. There being no further 
matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1145. The next BCEG meeting will be at the 
call of the CeChairrnen. 

OPEN ITEMS: Dover AFB Water Quality gradc , . . 
Criterion VU grading issues 
Criterion I subekmcnts 

an 

Attachments 
1. Crit U Change Slides 
2. Edwards Aquifer background 

DISTRIBUTION: 
SAFrn  
S A F m  
S AF/AQX 
SAF/MIQ 
AF/RT 
AFKE 
AFIPE 
AFiDPP 
AFmOo 
AF/RE 
NGBICF 
A.Fff iM 
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w 
DM Down Weights - Section I1 

Proposed BRAC '95 Hierarchy 

wnr kz: 





BACKGROUND PAPER 

THE EDWARDS AQUIFER 

Background 

- An underground aquifer which is the sole source of water for the San Antonio, Texas region 

- Five military installations rely on the Edwards 

-- Kelly AFB (a depot) 

- Brooks AFB 

- Randolph AFB 

- Lackland AFB 

- Ft. Sam Houston 

- Development in region hu resulted in imuvd municipal and private pumping from the 
aquifer 

- Increased pumping thrcauns r u d  springflows at Sm Marcor Sllrings and Coma1 Springs 

- Five enclangad species ur r t i d  by reduction of rhc rpingflows d o r  the 4uiIp level 

- The Fountah Du\rr 

- The San Mmos S d u n u d a  

- The Texas Blind Sdlunuda 

- Texas Wdd RkC 

Major Thompron/JAN(703) 6%9174/15 Aug 94 

'r 



Legal and Political Problem 

- State and local authorities have been unable to curb water demand and develop alternative 
water supplies 

- Voters rejected the Applewhite reservoir project in 1991, and again on 13 Aug 94 
w 

- Sierra Club filed suit in Federal District Court in May 1991, alleging that the Fish and 
Wildlife Service (FWS) had failed to comply with and enforce the Endangered Species Act 
@SA) 

- On 30 Jan 93, the District Court held that overpumping will violate the ESA and ordered 
FWS to establish minimum springflow and aquifer levels 

-- FWS established the levels on 15 Apr 93 

- In May 93, the Texas legislaturr passed Senate Bill 1477, establishing an appointed water 
authority to control all pumping from the Edwards 

- In Nov 93, the Department of Justice halted implementation of S.B. 1477 by formally 
objecting under the Voting Rights Act to the appointment of water authority members 

, . . 

--The case is cumntly on appeal to the District of Columbia Circuit 

- On 25 Feb 94, the District 6un appointed a Water Monitor 

- The Monitor issued r rqxm on 1 Aug 94 

- 'Ihe nport ncommcndtd 16 s p d w  sups for water users to take 

- The report contained an 'anugtncy plm' for h e  remainder of 1994 and 1995, if 
necessary 

--- Under the emergency plm. d chc -drou~ht of record' is approached, mandatory 
ductions in water tut d up to 40% will k required to maintain stream flows and 
protect the endangad sparer 

- On 15 A p  94. thc Sicm Oub rcnad aoda on DOD and other Federal agencies that ir 
intends to fde suit for vrdrting the ESA 



The Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
- 

- Prohibits the "taking" of endangered species without permission of tlie FWS 

- To harm or harass even one member of the species 

- Prohibits placing an entire species in "jeopardy" 

- Applies to Federal agencies and individuals 

- Carries civil and criminal penalties 

Current Situation 

- The aquifer level is dropping rapidly, approaching the "takew level vrhich triggers the ESA 

- The Water Monitor's plan may have to be imposed 

- The Texas Legislature does not meet until Jan 95 

- Wi* the rejection of the Applewhite Reservoir. the City of San Antonio is still without a 
long-term' plan to fix the problem 
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- j DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

&OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
24 AUG 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAF/MII 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group [AF/B Z G )  Meeting 

The AF/BCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SAF/MlI, at 1030 hours on 
16 August 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following persorule1 wexe in attendance: 

a. AF/BCEG members: 

Mr. Boamght, SAFMII, Co-Chairman 
Maj Gen Blume, AF/RT, Co-Chairman 
Mr. Beach, S A F m  
Mr. McCall, SAF/MIQ 
Maj Gcn Tenoso, AF/X00 

' Maj Gen McGinty, AF/DPP 
Mr. On, AFffiM 
Dr. Wolff, AF/CE 
Mr. Duranu, SAFIAQX 
Mr. Kuhn, S A F W  
Brig Gen Weaver. N G W  
Brig G n  Bradley, AF/RE 

Col Wdun. AFtPE 
Col Mayfield. AF/RTR 
Lt Col LrJbtner, ARJNJACE 
Lt Col hluiphy, AFKEV 
LI Col R'Jtfcr. AFfiOF C 
Mr. Myem, AF/CEP 
Ms. Rou. A F U M  
Mr. Rcimmn. AFICEV 

The meeting was called KB adct by Mr. Boamght Lt Col Donna1 ey briefed a proposal 
to eliminate a d  move subckments, wing h e  d~&s at Atch 1. The Mobility Subclement under 
Criterion I will bc eliminated The mobillty m~ssicm was a separate missiot~ category in the 1993 
process, but is not being examined ~ p ~ l u l y  L ~ I S  year. In addition, subch:ment IIL2 relating to 
Futon Force rquircmcnts war drktcd from the qustionnain this year, bu: not the subclements. 
Lt Col Donnalley rtcornrnenJcd 11s deletion since there was no data supplrting this subelement 
in this area The BCEG approved M subclement changes. 
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Lt Col Donnalley also recommended the subelements determining weather 
(CcilingNisibiity, Ereezing Precipitation, and Crosswind) for Criterion I be raised to the next 
level as subelements for the geographic location subelement. This would anow these important 
factors to be considered in a more suitable grouping. The BCEG approved the change. 

Ms. Ross, AF/LGM, presented the proposed weights for Criterion III, Contingency and 
w 

M o b i i o n ,  using the slides at Atch 2. Mr. -Boatright asked the Working Group to ask bases 
whether the pipeline connects to a so= with no constraints, such as the need for intenntdiate 
transportation by truck or barge. In addition, an examination of storage and delivery capacity 
was ques ted  to pmvide a mort complete p i c m .  

Ms. Ross recommended the subelement relating to Category 1.1 munitions be changed 
to include different grading filters. The subelement will be based on total capacity rather than 
excess capacity. The BCEG approved the change. After a discussion, the BCEG also determined 
that geographic location was as important as a hydrant system, which could be worked around 
in a time of need Accordingly, they lowered the weight of hydrants from 20 to .15 and raised 
the weight of geographic location from .10 to .15. The BCEG then approved the remaining 
weights as briefed: 

Criterion III Weights: 
Max on Ground: -20 
Wide Body Ops: .#) 

Fuel Hydrant System: .15 
Fuel Pipeline: .I0 
Cat 1.1 Capacity: .IS 
Hot Cargo Pad: -05 
Geographic L a c a m :  .1S 

Mr. Myers. AF/CEP, &fed p m p d  weighting for Oritcrion 11, Availability and 
Condition of Land Facilities, ud Ah-. using the slidcs at Atch 3. He first introduced Lt 
Col Ledbetter. AFLSNJACE. who &fad rnutcn pcruining to Air Quality, using the slides at 
Atch 4. In summary, he cxpluncd dut tht rwt ud fcdtnl irnpkmentation plans have the 
potential to impose revere r t s m a m s  on p z h  in selecttd uw and that thcrt is vtry little 
flexibility in avoiding or mitigang thcu rrunmcmr. 

Maj Murphy, AFICEV. propncd r c h m p  m thc Air Q d i t y  subelements in Critaion Il, 
as reflected on slides 3 and 4 d Auh 3 Thr Au gur)~.ty subelements would not be divided into 
Future and Current subclcmcnu, bur rhr urrltrlymg subtlemenu will capture both current and 
future Air Quality issues. The BCEG appuwd the chmge. 

T'hc BCEG then discus& thc vamur clmKnu of thc (5ittrion II grading and their 
relative importance. There was r b w u s s m  d why cardition was broken out separately while 
capacity included both facilrws ud mfrasmwntrr together. Thc BCEG agrttd this was 
appropriate as it allows a better focus on medl capacity. The BCEG also discussed the 
potential to include unique fwnl~tus m Cnum I for depou as it relates to accomplishment of 
the mission. The BCEG also recognized t h t  ba& Criteria I1 and VII contain information on 
housing availability but detcrmrncd that the bffcrcnl emphasis involved made inclusion in both 
criteria appropriate. 
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Mr. Reinertson briefed proposed weighting on the encroachment subelement and Lt Col 
- Rodefer, AFKOFC, briefed associated airspace subelements. After a discussion of these 

subelements and the overall weighting for Criterion II, the BCEG approved the weights as 
proposed 

mV Criterion I1 Weights: 

Housing .lo 
Encroachment .25 
Facilities .25 
Air Quality - - .  .40 

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjomned at 1240. The next 
BCEG meeting will be at the call of the &Chairmen. 

OPEN ITEMS: Dover AFB Water Quality grade 
Pipeline Capability 
Fuel Storage and Capacity issues 
Criterion VII grading issues 

JR., Maj Gene USAF JAMES F. BOATRI( iHT 
Co-Chairman - .  

Attachments 
1. Adrnin Slides 
2. Crit III Roposal 
3. Crit N Proposal 
4. Air Quality Issues 

DISTRIBUTION: 
SAF/FM 
SAFGCN 
SAFIAQX 
SAFN IQ 
AF/RT 
MICE 
AFPE 
AFDPP 
AFtxOo 
AFIRE 
NGB/CF 
AFt'LGM 



Criteria Sub-element Elimination 
1.2.5 Mobility - Ops Effectiveness, 

Category Eliminated 
All data evaluated under other 
Su b-elemen ts 

111.2 Future Force Rqmts 
Questions deleted from questionnaite 

BCEGCLOSEHOLD 



GHTING ISSUE 
WEATHER IMPACTS BURIED UNNECESSARILY LEEP 
IN HEIRARCHICAL TREE - DILUTES IMPACT 
UNREALISTICALLY 
- LEAVE IT AS IS 
- MOVE IT LEFT ONE LEVEL TO COMPETE EQUi 4LLY 

BCEQ CLOSE HOLD 1 MU( 

ERION I HIERARCHY TREE 1 

BCEQ CLOSE HOLD a mwI 



CHANGE TO HIERARCHY TREE 

P W Y  MISSION 

OPERATIONAL ~~ (EOU)CA~ON 

-s m A R E A . 3  U m a M Y O A  

TANKER* -NRSPACEGMwm -MYOA 

U I l A U Y O A  

T X  -UNQ 

=UNQ 

arm- 

FlOKlER MISSION 
BOMBER MISSION 

r u L w Y D  

TANKER MISSKIN 
bmmIJIL 

AfRllFT UISSlON 
TYTr 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD . a m w  

BCEQ CLOSE HOLD 
{CRITERION 1-1 

RECOMMENDATION 

1 *PROMOTE WEATHER I M P A ~  m u r e ~ r n ~ ~  I 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 4 m . ~  



Con fingency/Mobiliza tion Requirements 

Ms. Joyce P: Ross 

Maintenance Policy Division 
Directorate of Maintenance/ DCS Logistics 



Considered generic value of installation 
based upon ability to support MRC's 
Concentrated on installation's ability to 
handle mobility throughput 

People 
Munitions 
Cargo 











CAT 7 . 7  and 7.2 Storage 
Weight: .15 

+ What are the maximum munitions storage 
requiremen ts/capacities by each category? 

What are the normal installation mission storage requirements for each 
category ? 

+ Present Criteria: What is the excess CAT 1.1 munitions 
capacity of the base? 

> 500,000 lbs Net Explosive Weight 
1 to 500,000 1bs Net Explosive Weight 
Nn - - -  euc~s+,/d~ficit,/no storape u facilities 

+ Proposed Criteria: What is the CAT 1.1 munitions capacity 
of the base? 

> 1,700,000 lbs Net Explosive Weight' 
200,001 - 1,700,000 lbs Net Explosive Weight 
0 - 200,000 lbs Net Explosive Weight 



Hot Cargo Pad 
Weight: .05 

Does the base have a hot cargo pad? 
Are there any access limitations? 
What is the size of the hot cargo pad? 
What is thc s i t 4  explosive capacity of the hot cargo pad? 

a Is pad taxi-on/ taxi-off or a turn around? 
What is the width and pavement classification number of the servicing 
taxiway? 

a What type aircraft have used your pad over the last five years? 

Criteria: Dedicated hot cargo pad that can handle: 
C-141 or larger 
C-130 or larger 
Smaller than C-130 or no dedicated hot cargo pad 









Recommendation 

+ BCEG Approve 
Weights as Briefed 

+ Max on Ground (.20) 

+ .Wide Body Ops (.20) 

+ Fuel Hydrant Sys (-20) 
+ Fuel Pipeline (.lo) 
+ Cat 1.1 Capacity (.15) 
+ ' Hot Cargo Pad (.05) 
+ Geographic ~ocation (.lo) 
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CLEAN AIR ACT 

GENERAL CONFORMITY RULE 

presented by 

Lieutenant Colonel George H. Ledbetter 
Chief, Compliance Branch 

Environmental Law and Litigation Division 
Air Force Legal Service Agency 



CAA-90 TERMS 

CRITERIA POLLUTANTS (CO, N02 ,  S02 ,  OZONE, PB, PM-10) 

'NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS (NAAQS) 

ATTAINMENT -- NONATI'AINMENT -- MAINTENANCE AREAS 

STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLANS (SIP) OR FEDERAL IMPLEMENTATION 
PLANS (FIP) 

CONFORMITY WITH PURPOSE OF PLAN I 





Rule applies to: 

APPLICABILITY OF CONFORMITY RULE 

nonattainment areas 
maintenance areas 

NOTE: EPA stated, in preamble to final rule, intention to issue a supplemental 
notice of proposed rulemaking deal in-g with conformity requirements in 
attainment areas 

-- Current litigation by environmental groups to force EPA to apply the rule 
to attainment areas 

Total emissions form all sources (mobile, stationary, area) that exceed de 
minimis levels 

- Regionally significant actions 

-- Even if below threshold, if emissions equal to 10 per~ent or more of 
area's total emissions for that pollutant must do conformity analysis 



SUMMARY 

ALL FEDERAL ACTIVITIES FALL INTO ONE OF THE FOLLOWING 
CATEGORIES 

- DO NOT REQUIRE FORMAL WRITTEN CONFORMITY 
DETERMINATION BECAUSE THEY ARE (1) SHOWN TO BE DE 
MINIMIS OR (2) EXEMPT BY TERMS OF THE RULE 

- IF ACTION DOES NOT CONFORM -- (1) MUST BE MITIGATED TO 
CONFORM OR (2) STATE GOVERNOR'S OFFICE MUST COMMIT TO 
EPA IN WRITING TO TAKE APPROPRIATE SIP ACTIONS TO 
ACCOMMODATE THE ACTION ' 

- ALL OTHER FEDERAL ACTIVITIES ARE PROHIBITED 



CLEAN AIR ACT OF 1990 

Criteria Pollutants - CO, Pb, N02, 03 (precursors-NOx, VOC), PM-10, SO2 

- To be designated as a criteria pollutant the substance must affect 
human health or welfare and be pervasive in the environment 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 
e - Limits on concentrations of the criteria pollub.nts set to protect 

human health and welfare 

Attainment Areas, Non-a ttainmen t Areas, Maintenance Arc !as 

- Approximately 85 million americans Uve in areas. designated by 
the EPA as having air which is  unhealthy to breath 

- Attainment areas have well establish and quite restrictive 
programs to ensure violations of the NAAQS d 3 not occur 

. Non-attainment areas must be brought into attainment through 
state programs 

State Implementation Plans (SIP) 

- States must submit for approval by EPA plans which are to bring 
into attainment all areas 

#176(c)(1) of the Clean Air Amendments of 1990 - General Conformity 

. Prohibits any Federal activity negatively affectin g the efforts of the 
states to ensure attainment and maintenance ole NAAQS 

Lt Col Ledbetter/AFLSA/JAC Ef703-696-9166116 Aug 94 
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b u w u -  r r y v u  --vuu.uv-U v - - - -  - u -  3 - r  

DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCiI  
WASHINGTON DC 

3 0 A l i G  1994 
w OmCE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRnARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAFIMII 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Gmup (IWBCEG) Meeting 

The AF/BCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SAF/MII, at 1030 hours on 
17 August 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following personnel were in attendance: 

a ' AF/BCEG members: 

Mr. Boatright, S AF/MII, Co-Chairman 
Maj Gtn Blume, AF/RT, &Chairman 
Mr. Beach, S A F ,  
Mr. McCall, SAF/MIQ 
Maj Gen Tenoso, AF/XOO 
Maj Gen McGinty. AF/DPP 
Mr. On, A F m M  
Dr. Wolff, AF/CE 
Mr. Kuhn, S A F m  
Brig Gen Waver,  NGB/CF 'w 

b. Othcr Ley attadus: 

Cd Mayfield. AF/RlR 
Cd Waltcn, AFIPE 
Col M h g h l i n .  AFRE 
Lt Cd Rodcfer. AF/XOFC 
Mr. Kelly. AF/DPP 
Maj Johnm, AF/XOFM 

Tht meeting was d b d  to orda by Mr. Boamght Lt Col Do~malley, AF/RTR pnsentcd 
some administxative mauar relating ro the elimination of subc1emc:nt IIL1.H - Accommodate 
Contingency Mobint ion .  using tk rlidt at Atch 1. He reco nmendcd dtletioa of this 
subclement since this dam was rdaqurrly aptrPcd in another crittri In subclement Tbc BCEG 
rpprwcd the change. 

Mr. Kelly, AFDPP. briefed drt Q i h  VII issues remaini ~g from the BCEG review, 
using the slides at Atch 2. Iht hospital bed ratio grade for Brooks ,IFB was changed to 
after review. A review of the C o l m d o  Springs medical data rtvealtd the answers wm correct 
as briefed. The grade for Eglin AFB Adult Education was (:hanged to Green after a 
recalculation of the Eglin and Hurlburt data. Barksdalt's grade for winter sports was changed 
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to Red after the requested review determined that Duck Hunting was not acceptable as a winter 
sport. The review confirmed that the grade of Yellow was correct for Peterson AFB for winter 
sparts* 

Mr. Kelly proposed a change to the housing subelement and grading filters aher the 
mriew requested by the BCEG. Affordability was based on the national housing mean 
Availability was changed to reflect suitability of housing based on responses to the Variable 
Housing Allowance survey. The filters for grading reflect the range of responses received in the 
survey. The BCEG approved both the reviewed grades and the subelements and grading filters 
as briefed 

Lt Col Rodefer, AF/XOFC, and Maj Johnson, AF/XOFM, briefed the proposed weights 
for Criterion 1, using the slides at Atch 3. As a starting point, Mr. Boamght requested that the 
Large Aircraft analysis include an evaluation of all bases against a bomber, tanker, and airlift 
filter, with a resultant tiering of bases to include a separate tiering or relative ranking for each 
of the three filters. 

The BCEG discussed the usefulness of the Force Structure subelement. While this 
subelement would rate bases lower whose force structure was going away across the Air Fax, 
this factor is better captured in Criterion N, in that it is cheaper to close this installation than 
one whose forrx structure must be moved. Therefore, the BCEG agreed that, if it is .adequately 
cap& in cost analysis, it ought not to be capnubd twice. 

After a discussion. the BCEG voted to change 'the proposed weighting on 
runway/taxiway/apron support to identical weights for all missions. After review and discussion, 
the proposed weights for Small Aircraft and Bombers screening under Operational Effectiveness 
were approvcd The Divert Airfield suklement was removed under the Geographical Position 
screen for Tankers and Airiift. since this was not a factor for those aircraft or missions. A 
change to the MobilityiDcployability ruklemnt was briefed and approved by the BCEG. 

After further discussion, the BCEG requested an overall review of Criterion I subelements 
and weighting for comparison and cmsisuncy purposes before final approval of the (literion I 
subtlemenu. All specific changes approved in discussion were to be included in the review. 
The BCWG was tasked to prput this information. 

*re being no funhu mracn to discuss, h e  meeting was adjourned at 1300. The next 
BCEG meeting will be at the call of the CbQuinnen. 

OPEN STEMS: DovnAfBW~aQualltygradc 
Piptluw Capability 
F d  S t m p  ud CIpsnty issues 

Co-Chairman 
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Attachments 
1. Admin Slides 
2 Crit VII Follow-up 
3. Crit I Weighting 

mv' DISTRIBUTION: 
SAF/FM 
SAFKjCN 
SAF/AQX 
S N M Q  
AF/RT 
N/CE 
AFPE 
AF/DPP 
AF/XOO 

NGBICF 
AF/LGM 
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Criteria Sub-element Elimination 
III. 1 .H Accomodate Contingency 
Mobilization 

Criteria Sub Element III.1.A modified to 
capture thia data 
Deal. only with parking area captured in 
Criterion I1 
Dou not d e c t  BCEG approved Weights 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 3 WIIY 

Page 1 



SECTION VII CRITERIA I 





MEDICAL 
OUTSTANDING ISSUES 

RATIO OF HOSPITAL BEDS 
- 

INCONSISTENCY OF DATA - SAN ANTONIO BASES 
.BROOKS: RED; KELLY AND RANDOLPH: GREEN 
.DATA FOR BROOKS INCORRECT 
.ALL : GREEN (4.0 PER 1000 PEOPLE) 

# 

ACCURACY OF DATA - COLORADO SPRINGS BASES 
*DATA CORRECT 
@ALL: RED (3.0 PER 1000 PEOPLE) 



EDUCATION 
OUTSTANDING ISSUE 

ADULT EDUCATION 

INCONSISTENCY IN DATA FOR HURLBERT & EGLm 

0HURLBERT - GREEN EGLIN - RED 

.ERROR MADE IN REPORTING OF DATA 

.RECALCULATION SHOWS BOTH TO BE GREEN 
( ~ 2 5  MILES) 

--VOCATIONALITECHNICAL 
--UNDERGRADUATE EDUCATION 
--GRADUA EDUCATION 

-_I 



RECREATION SPORTS 
OUTSTANDING ISSUES 

OUTDOOR WINTER SPORTS 

ACCURACY OF DATA - BARKSDALE 

*GREEN BASED ON DUCK HINTING 
*UNACCEPTABLE WINTER SPORT 
*RED BASED ON NEAREST - FACILITY (> 2.5 HRS I 

I ACCURACY OF DATA - COLORADO SPRINGS BASE 
*YELLOW BASED ON NEAREST FACILITY 
@DATA VERIFIED AS ACCURATE 



OPTION: 
AFFORDABLE 

CHANGE THE QUESTION AND CRITERION 

QUESTION: 
OLD ---IS IT AFFORDABLE? 

NEW---IS HOUSING CONSIDERED AFFORDABLE BASED ON 
CURRENT VARIABLE HOUSING ALLOWANCE 
INDICATORS ? 

CRITERION: 
*GREEN - - < 80% NATIONAL HOUSING MEAN PRICE 
*YELLOW - > 80% AND < 120% NATIONAL MEAN PRICE 
*RED - - > 120% NATIONALMEAN PRICE 



HOUSING 
1 

BRAC 93 USED HOUSING MARKET ANALYSIS 

1: ESULTS OF W C  95 FAILED COMMON SENSE REVIEW 
4-1IGI I COST AREAS -- GREEN 
*LOW COST AREAS -- RED 

REVIEW RELEVANCY OF DATA TO SUB-ELEMENT 
BEING MEASURED 

CONCLUSION: VHA DATA MORE RELEVANT 



SUITABLE 
VHAIHOUSING ALLOWANCE'DATA SURVEY 
QUESTION: CONSIDERING l l j l I i ~ I ' . L O W N G  DO YOU 
FEEL THE HOUSING YOU LIVE IN IS SUITABLE OR 
UNSUITABLE? 

.COST 

.ADEQUATE UTILITIES 
@SOUND STRUCTURAL CONDITIONS 
@ADEQUATE EQUIPMENT 
@HEALTH AND SAFETY OF NEIGHBORHOOD 
@ENOUGH BEDROOMS 
@ADEQUATE UNIT DESIGN ' 

.YOUR INCOME 

AF MEAN RESPONSE: YES - 90%; NO -10% 



RECOMMENDATION 

BCEG ADOPT THE PROPOSED OPTIONS 
- USE VHA DATA 
- MODIFY QUESTIONS AND CRITERIA 

ABANDON 0 
DATA FOR RATING CRITERIA 

VII: COMMUNITY SUPPORT 



SUITABLE 

%I CHANGE THE QUESTION AND CRITERION . 

QUESTION: 
OLD--- IS IT AVAILABLE? 

NEW---IS HOUSING CONSIDERED SUIT- BASED ON 
CURRENT VARIABLE HOUSING ALLOWANCE 

I INDICATORS ? 

CRITERION: 
*GREEN - - < 5% INDICATED HOUSING UNSUITABLE 
.YELLOW - >5% AND < 15% INDICATED HOUSING UNSUITABLE 

- - > 15% INDICATED HOUSING UNSUITABLE 



CURRENT AND FUTURE 
MISSION REQUIREMENTS 

AND 
THE IMPACT 

ON OPERATIONAL READINESS 
OF 

DOD TOTAL FORCE 

( BRIEFING BY: LT COKWEL KARL RODEFIWCOMBAT FORCI 23 DIVISION 
MAJOR RICH ~ O N / M O B I L . l ' I Y  FORCES DIVLSM IN 

BCEG CLOSE HOED 1- 

- v -  I OVERVIEW 
ELEMEKT WUOHnNO 
- mRa lTRUCNRt 
- OPeRATKmS-rn - ~ ~ u J ? a P A c x  
- mmt~r~lutnrrr/mma 
SUB E L E M M  WUOHTWO 
- sYAU.-BA#) 
-LAR<YARrOIIVTIWg - wumlwrr - TACIKLR IWICI 

--URll17- 

RECOMMUIM~OW~ 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
2 

I Y J D U  



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
1 CRCI 1 

BASIC PREMISE 

POTENTIAL FOR LOST SORTIES = MOST 
OPERATIONAL IMPACT 
POTENTIAL FOR DEGRADED MISSION 
EFFECTIVENESS = MODERATE 
OPERATIONAL IMPACT 
OTHER POTENTIAL IMPACTS = LESS 
OPERATIONAL IMPACT 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD s m- 

~CRITERIOII I WEIGHTING J . 

CRITERION I PROPOSED 

I CHANGE TO HIERARCHY TREE - NOTIONAL (FlGHTER) r- 

BCEQ CLOSE HOLD 4-  



- 

ELEMENT WEIGHTING 

PROPOSED W E I G r n  
FORCE STRUCZURE CAPTURED IN BCEG CAPACITY ANN YSIS AND, 
TO EXTENT AFFORDABLE (CAPIVRED IN CRITERIA V: C( )ST TO 
CLOSE), AF SHOULD BE WILLING TO REALIGN FORCE STRUCTURE 
TO KEEP BEST BASES - MINIMAL IMPORTANCE 
OPERATIONS - HOW GOOD IS IW - MC IRE 
IMPOKTAKT 
ASSOCLATED AfRSPACE - IS rr GOOD ENOUGH? -- LESS IMPORTANT 
RUNWAY/TAXTWAY/APRON FOR OTHER MSN - MIN IMP< 

. . . . . . 
BCEG CLUSE HOLD IMOU 

Gm!!an BCU) CLOSE HOLD 

ELEMENT WEIGHT 

BASE MUST 8U-R1 A U  RYWG Y L I O N S  ASSIGNED '-7 

BCU) CLOSE HOLD 



BCEQ CLOSE HOLD 

& ELEMENT WEIGHTING \ 
I ASSOCIATED AIRSPACE I 

m o  FmuRE 
AvAIlABILITY AVAILABILITY 
EJVCROACK ENCROACH. 

EXISTING AVAIUBIUIY/ENCROACHMENT MORE ACCURATELY 
DETERMINABLE AND RECOY MENDED AS MORE ACCURATE 
DISCRIMINA'7OR THAN RITVRE AVAILABILlTY/ENCROACHMENT 
RECOMMEND 2: 1 WElOHnNO 

A 

b 

B C W  CLOSE HOLD ' I .m . .  . 

BCU) CLOSE HOLD 

R ~ A T / T A X l W A T / A P R O I f  SUPPORT 

8CU)  CLOSE HOLD a- 



SMALL AIRCRAFT 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

I CHANGE TO HIERARCHY TW3E I 

- 

BCU) CWSE HOLD 



UB ELEMENT WEIGHTING 
EXISTING AND FUTURE ASSOCIATED l- AIRSPACE AVAILABILITY 

PROPOSED WEIGHTS 67% 33% 
MOA/RANGE AVAUABILCn JUDGED TWCE AS IMPORTANT AS MTRs 
- MORE TRAIMNO EVENTS REQUIRE MOAsfRANOE ACCESS 
-- GENERALLY TRNMNO IN MOhjRANOES HlGHER FIDELITY THAN 

ON MTRs 
RECOMMEND 3:l WEIGHTINO 

B C W  CLOSE HOLD 11 - 
BCtO CLOSE HOLD 

SMALL AIRCRAFT 
SUB ELEMENT WEIGHTING 

O P ~ T I O R A L  EFFECTIVENESS 

aurm w mMc5 on ulssloN IRSSiiiG (WX. 
RUWWAY/DMCRt AIRmuo 1)o - MOST INPACT ON OF5 
M W O  IC1WSACt AVNUt%UW/QUAUrY DIJUZCI'LY IMPACTS -= 01 iRAIWtWO o m  - NDCT Mom' IMPACT 
#rrWrW. ?OR UROWI'M b ACCCS3 fO COMPOSHE PORCE 
m m N a  owomwrntdl m a  BUT VAST DIRECT IMPACX 

BCtO CLOSE HOLD (a - 



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

-7 
ELEMENT WEIGHTING 

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION SUPPORTS MISSION T- 
PROPOSEDWEIGHIS 10% IS% Wh lOOm 1Wo 10% 15% 

WEATHER IMPACTS SOKTIE W S S  RATES -- MOST IMPACT ON OPS 
RUNWAY AVAILABILrIY AND DIVERT AIRFIELD AVAILABI LITY ALSO 
CRmCAL TO FIGITER OPS BUT ESSENTIALLY INTERRE1 ATED S O  
SUM OF THE TWO SHOULD BE EQUAL WEIGHTED TO C1 EILING & VIS 
ALTERNATE AJRFIELD PROXIMI'IY, FREEZING PRECIP, C ?OSSWIND, 
AND A X  DELAYS TEND TO IMPACT OPS LESS AND WEI( f m D  HALF 
OF CEILING & VIS 

- - 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD ' U  YJDM 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD - 
ELEMENT WEIGHTING 

TRAINING AREAS 

HIGHEST FIDUIIY NUMBER OF TRAINING EVEKlS OCCURS IN 
SUPERSOMC &-PA-. LOW ALTITUDE UOA. (9 d 
ATTACKS/OW ALT IWrCPIS), ON SCORABLE RANGES, <IN ACMI 
RANGE I 
RECOMMEND 2: 1 WUClKnNO POR THOSE V S  REMAINIE Q II , E r n  

BCEQ CLOSE HOLD WYJDM 



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

LARGE AIRCRAFT 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 11 YI~Y 

i!xz63l BCEO CLOSE HOLD 
H H i  < 

CRITERION I PROPOSED 
CHANGE TO HIERARCHY TREE 

LARGE AIRCRAFT - a-n 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD W Y ~ D U  



BCEG CWSE HOLD 

OPERATIONS EFFECTIVE'NESS 

. BOMBER MISSION MISSION TA NKER MISSION I 
I I PROPOSED WEIGHT'S 17% 50% 33% 

AIRLIFT GeOORAPHICAL POSlTIONINO CFtITICAL TO OPS 
EFFECTIVENESS 
TANKEB OEOGRhPHICAL POSTIlONWO IMPORTANT Bl JT NOT 
CRmCAL TO OPS EFPeCTlVENESS 
BOMBER GEOGRAPHICAL POSmONING COMPARATIVE LY 
IRRELEVANT TD OPS EFFECTTVENESS 
RECOMMEND 3:2: 1 A a Z t t P T 3 m B O M B E R  MISSIOh WEIGHMNG = 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD 11 

BCtO CLOSE HOLD 

I OPERATIONS EFFECTIVENESS I 
R N U Y  UIIIOW aMu MISS= 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD u r n  

UrptCmrWW AT 8A3t 
CAPAElUT'r 1'0 UfPPORT CYfHER YISSIONS NICE TO H 4VE B W  
NOT CSSUWUL TO OPUUllOU3 WFZCTIVENESS OF 3ASE 

*ReCOHMWDI  1 WtK)KnNO I 



r-&ARGE AIRCRAFT BASES 

I OPERATIONS EFFECTIVENESS I 
I BOMBER W TANKER W AUUFT WT 

BASE A - ASSIGNED MSN BOMBER 6% 16.5% 16.5% 

BASE B - ~~SlGNED MSN TANKER 16.5% 67% 165% 

BASEC-A!WGNEDMSNAlRlJT 16.5% 16.5% 67% 

' .  BCEG CWSE HOLD rn- . . 

BCtO CLOSE HOLD ~ Y I D Y  



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
~ ~ N I W E I O H T W G ,  

CRITERION I PROPOSED 
CHANGE TO HIERARCHY TRE13 

BOMBER MISSION - ALmmm 

PRIMARY MISSION 
SECONDARY MISSION - 

OPERATIONAL 
M hLTL1YOA 

7 

m o  T?ZZ p Z w D  
FVIURE -- m a 1  Elm - L nmm, 

W E R  ULSSlON 
TANKER MISSION 
AlRllFTMlmoN 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD a m  

UB ELEMENT WEIGHTING 
EXISTINO AND FUTURE ASSOCIAI,TED 

AIRSPACE AVAILABILITY 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD P Y ~ D Y  



BCEa CLOSE HOLD 

SUB ELEMENT WEIGHTING 
OPERATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS 

PROPOSED WEIGHT'S 60% 30% lWo 
GEOGRAPHIC POSITION SUPPORTS MISSION INCLUDES MANY 
ELEMENTS THAT DIRECI'LY IMPACT ON MISSION LOSS RATES (WX, 
RUNWAY/DNEKT AIRFIELD INFO) - MOST IMPACT ON OF'S 
TRAINING AIRSPACE AVNLABIL.ITY/QUALITY DIRECTLY IMPACTS 
EFFECRVENESS OF TRAlNINO SO- -- NEXT MOST IMPACT 
POTENTIAL FOR GROWW HAS MINIMAL DIRECT MPACT ON OPS 

\ DUE TO RANGE AND SORTlE L E N m  OF BOMBER MISSIONS 

BCEQ CLOSE HOLD . a m  

BCEO CLOS 

ELEMENT WEIGHTING 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION SUPPORTS MISSION I 

OF'O6ED WFlOtfT3 10% 5% IW 2% 
ALTERNATE AUWIUD PROMMllY AND ATC DELAYS TEND ?Y) 
IMPAm CP7WTWENESS OF MlSSIONS ( S H O m  D U M O N  DUE 
TD HIGHER BfWOO NU3/LA7 'Z  TAKEOPP) - LEAST IMPACT ON OPS 
AVAILABLE RUNWAY3 lPARALUy DOE3 NOT IMPACT SORTIE LDSS - M ODERAT2 fMPACT OCJ OPS I 
W V A m  DIRECT IMPACT 10 tX)ST SO= - MQST IMPACT TO I 

ATE AND ATC 
CT vs RUNWAYS 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD Y Y ~ D Y  



ELEMENT WEIGHTING 
WEATHER IMPACT ON MISSION' 

CEILING & VISIBILITY AND FREEZING PRECIPITATION DIRECTLY 
IMPACT SORTIE LOSS RATES -- MOST MPACT ON OPS 
CROSSWIND COMPONENT -- ALTHOUGH CAN CAUSE SC KIlE LOSS, 
FREQUENCY OF SORTIES LOST TO CROSSWINDS FAR tl S S  THAN 
OTHER TWO -- LESS IMPACT ON OPS 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD = -  

BCEQ CLOSE HOLD 

ELEMENT WEIGHTING 
' I S m  T W O -  

ROKBED -dm 7% 2 1% 1% 1% 3% 
HIGH= FIDtUrY/WMBCR 01 TRAINING EVEHIS OCCURS ON 
IR/VR - MOST WPACT to OPS 
SCORABU BOYBMO RANGE AL30 HYOH R D W .  M ' E R  
TRAMPlO tVtlc13 - W O N m m  INPACT TO om 
WWLR P'tDtlllY/ISUWBLR O? TRAMNO EVENTS OCCURS ON 
71RC. EC W O a .  AND RWORXINO NU SCALE WEAPONS 
DELIWRY - Y ODCST IMPACT TO OPS 
LOW MOA. SUDOM UStO - MINIMAL IMPACTTO OPS 

. . a- 
BCEG CLOSE HOLD aamw 



TANKERS 

BCEQ CLOSE HOLD nrmic 

B C m  CLOSE HOLD 

c J CRITERION I PROPOSED 1 
I CHANGE TO HIERARCHY TREE I 

TANKER MISSION 

fuxARYM!smoN 
lllCONDAIYl4msmN . 

BCEa CLOSE HOLD ~ H O Y  



UB ELEMENT WEIGHTING 
EXISTING AND FUTURE ASSOCIA'TED 

AIRSPACE AVAILABILITY 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD 3 -  

PROPOSED WEIGHIS 33% 67% 

BCU) CLOSE HOLD 

, 

UB ELEMENT WEIGHTING 
OPtRA'nONAL E m T V E I O E S S . -  

GEOGRAPHIC ?OSfTfON SUPPORTS M [SSION 

MTR AVAILABILflY JUDGED TWICE A S  IMPOKTANT AS 
MOAs/RANGES 
- MORE TRAINING EVENTS REQUIRE MTR ACCESS 
-- OENERAUY TRhINlNO ON HAVE HIGHER FIDELI'I Y THAN IN 

MOAa/RANGeS 
RECOMMEND 2: 1 WEIOHTlNO 

MOSTUlPACIrOOCI 
C&ILlNO h -W. REPUXlW W/I  7 O O N N .  RECEIVER 
D m r r r .  AWD AX ouAn -- us  PACT m OPS 
ALrtRNAm AtlllttLO M t l l l Y M  DlPACT AND DIVERT PfP LD 
PROXIXI'IY WtOUGCLLU DlPACT r0 W E  A/C WHH H GH FUEL 

BCU) CLOSE HOLD m y #  



AIRLIFT 

BCEO CLOSE WOLD nmm 

BCU) CLO8t HOLD 

I CHANGE TO HIERARCHY TREE 
AIRLIFT' MISSION - =  

BCW CLOSE HOLD m l d ~ ~  



SUB ELEMENT WE1GHT:WG 
EXISTING ANI) FUTURE ASSOCI \TED r AIRSPACE AVAILABILITY 

'ROPOSEDWEKiHTS 33% 6796 

MTR AVAILABILTIY JUDGED TWICE AS IMPOKTANT AS 
MOA./RANGES 
- MORE TRAMNO EVENTS REQUIRE MTR ACCESS 
- GENERALLY TRAININ0 IN MIR. HIGHER FIDELITY TW N IN 

MOh/RANOeS 
RECOMMEND 2: 1 WUOHnNO 

BCEQ CmSE HOLD n- 

B C W  CLOSE HOLD 

ELEMENTS lWAT IMPACT ON MISSION LX)SS iCATeS (WX, 
A L ' A r t  IIlRntlD, ILWL) M O C L a n r / D ~ Y A B r n  MOST 
mPAm ON 093 
tRAfWlWO AIR3)ACt A V M A X U W / Q U A t l l Y  DIRECTLY I M P A m  

OI TLUartWO -- m l ? R  lMPA CT ON OPS 
RMX)MMWD 3 1 WDU&RtMO 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD m m  



ELEMENT WEIGHTING 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION SUPPORTS MISSION 

BCEQ CLOSE HOLD k- 

1 

ELEMENT WEIGHTING 
MOBILITY/DEPLOYABILITY (DIRECT INPUT) 

* 

AIRLIFT REAL WORLD DAILY MISSION -- MOBILITYJDEPLOYABILI'TY 
INDICATE CAROO/PAX DELIVERY CAPABILITY -- MOST IMPACT ON 
OPS 
CEILING & VISlBILHY AND ATC DELAYS -- NEXT MOST IMPACT ON 
OPS 
ALTERNATE AIRFIELD, PREEZlNO PRECIPrrATION, AND CROSS 
WINDS LESS IMPACT 70 OPS (DIVEKT AIRFIELD PROXIMlTY 
NEGLIOtBLE) - LEAST IMPACT ON OPS 

MOBltrTY/DePLX)YAaIUrr 
-- ORUN - OPnYUM s.%PLoYABU m a t  
-- Y E U D W  RtDOCU) -ABLE RANGE, REQUIRES 
1mmTt - -- R&D - DV13CULt RANGE AND W A D  m C n O N S  

RtCOMMtWDATK)W W E  ORADt ON RANOE fQ MILDENHAU AND 
H I C W )  
- a m ~ 5 2 5 0 m 0  - ~ W . S 3 W ) ) I I Y O A M D ~ ~ W U .  
- ~ 5 0 ~ w m m r  
BAS= UPON YOBtVrY AWALYSl  SUPPORT !WWZh4 (MOSS) ON 

, K G l O . G S , A N D C l 4 l A t ~  

BCtO CLOSE HOLD m- 
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ELEMENT WEIGHTIK'G 
TRAINING AREAS 

HIGHES? FlDCIJW OF W N l N G  OCCURS JOINTLY mi 11  ARMYIUSYCANDWIH DZKNth4IHEAW EOUIPMENT.WD 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD nmm 

r 

AIRDROP t l l ~ u ) ~ l l t ~ ~  -- MOST IMPACT ON OPS 
L2 PROJ(IWHY. AIR REPVUINO ROUTES. SILL SCALE AIRDROP 
RANGE. DZ PORM/PERSONNEL AND IR/SR RTE SUPPOFT OF D2h - 
LEAST IMPACnNO ON OPS 
RECOMMEND 4:2:1 WIOMTING 



ACCEPT RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 
AS MODIFIED DURING THE BRIEFING 

BCEG CWSE HOLD ' a- 

MULTI-MISSION BASES 

MUL71-MISSION SMUL/LARCE(PRIMARY MSN/OTHER 
MISSION) OR LARGE/SMAU AlRCRAFT BASES 
--RECOMMEND BASE BE RATED A S  PRJMARX MISSION BASE, 

WITH SECONDARY MISSION IMPACTING 'ABILITY TO 
SUPPORI' OTHER MISSlOW RAllNG 

MULTI-MISSION LARCE/LARCE OR SMALLjSMALLNRCRAFT 
BASES 
-RECOMMEND WEJGKnNG ALL MlSSlONS EQUALLY IF 

COMPOSTTe/MOBlUIY WING 07HERWISE RATE BY 
PRIMARY UlSSION 

BCEQ CWSE HOLD 



- 
RION I HIERARCHY TREE 

-1 T PRIMARY MISSION 

SECONDARY MlSSION 

OPERATIONAL m-sE=: 1 TINOWW MIK9tYDA 

DOsT(N0 zz~iz{i- -1 71 T ,,- ELWQ 
~ - r Y O A J M C E S  --- 

L VMm 
~ ~ M S S ~ O N  CUL m.u rr, 
W B E R  MISSION 
TANKER MISSION 
AILUFTxlssloN 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD 41 rmu 

ELEMENT WEIGHTINO 
m T H t R  IMPACT 019 MISSION 

I*"""" - 1M 17% 

I mzzruo mxr ~ o s r  IMPACT ON OPS 
CROBSWEWD 00Y-M - LUST IMPACT ON OPS 
RECOMMEND 3 1 1 WUGHnNO 

BCeO CLOSE HOLD 
2 

QYlDw 



ELEMENT WEIGHTING 
WEATHER IMPACT ON MISSION 

CEILINO & FREEZING CROSSWIND 
vrsrsanv PRECIP 

CEILING br VISLBfLI'IY DIRECTLY IMPACT SORTIE LOSS RATES -- 
MOST IMPACT ON OPS 
FREEPNO PRECIP AND CROSSWIND COMPONENT -- ALTHOUGH 
CAN CAUSE SORTIE U)SS, FREQUENCY OF SORTIES LOST TO 
CROSSWINDS PAR LESS THAN OTHER TWO -- LESS IMPACT ON OPS 

. BCEO CLOSE HOLD 0 -  

ELEMENT WEIGHTING 
W m T H t R  IMPACT OH lMSSIOlO 

CEILW0 b V t S m  CAW m Y  IMPACT SORTIE U>SS RATES - 
MOSTtMPACIO(r0Ps 
PREMNO PltEQP ARC) m W t M D  COMWNENT -- FREQUENCY OF 
SORTIES mss mu n w  C ~ ~ M O  a vtsmrun - LESS IMPACT ON 
OPS 

BCU) CLOSE HOLD ~ Y J D U  
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE. 

WASHINGTON DC 

-- 

w OFFICE OF THE ISYSTANT SECRETARY 
MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: S A F / '  

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Forct Base Closure Executive Group (A FDCEG) Meeting 

The AFDCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SAIYMII, at 1030 hours on 
18 August 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following personnel were in attendance: 

a AF/BCEG members: 

Mr. Boatrighs SAF/Mn, Cd3haixman 
Maj Gcn Blume, AF/RT, &Chairman 
Mr. Beach, SAF/FM 
Mr. McCall, SAF/MIQ 
Maj Gen McGinty, AFIDPP 

a Maj Gen Uosna, AF/RE 
Dr. Wolfi, AFKE 
Mr. Durantc, SAF/AQX 
Mr. Kuhn, SAFSCN 

w Brig Gcn Weaver. NGBKF 

Col Ncmll. AF/XOO 
Col Wdatn. AFPE 
Cd Sewan. A F h G M  
Cd Mayfild, AF/RTR 
Lf Cd Rodtfa* AF/XOFC 
LI Cd Gunrchc. AFhGM 
Mr. Kclly. AFDPP 

The meeting wu #Ued to ada by Mr. Boatright He d i s d  the previous day's 
diredon on the uulysis d a b a f L  Rcviourly, the BCEG had a p e d  to rcctivt m 
evaluation of all lugt aircnft u rcrraenai q a h  tluu filters: bomber, tanker, and airlift 
missions Tht result of this muld be tiers of large aircraft bases reflecting their relative 
merit for each of these r n w  An dotmrtin to this approach would be an evaluation of 
operational effectiveness ntulting hun r composite of the thr# missions. Lt Col Plummcr then 
described these alternative rpproschtr, using the slides at Atch 1. The composite approach 
would combine the grades f a  each of the thnt filters using a weighting scheme which 
emphasizes the cumnt mission accomplished by a base, d t s  the ot ler two missions, and rolls 
up those grades into a single opcntims effectiveness grade. The BQ 3G approved a motion that 

ly 
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the Senetary should be provided both the individual screen results and the composite grade, to 
I 

F -- provide maximum information to support decisions on closms and realignments. 

Mr. Boatright then discussed COBRA analysis in light of the force structure reduction 
discussion from the previous day. The previous year's level playing field COBRA did no "u include the factor of whether a base's force structure was being retired. In order to accommodate 
the impact of force structure retirements, this year's level playing field COBRA will not include 
cost of relocating force structure that is being reduced across the Air Force. In other words, 
COBRA will assume that force structure reductions occur at bases which are being closed 

Lt Col Rodefer then briefed a comparison of Criterion I subelements and weighting, using 
the material at Atch 2. The slides show the weight of each subelement within its level as well 
as relative to the entire criterion. Lt Col Rodefer recommended that the Training Airspace 
subelement for Small Aircraft be increased from 25 to 40 ,percent. The BCEG postponed 
resolution of this issue. On the Tanker subelements, the BCEG approved elimination of the MTR 
portion of Associated Airspace. 

After discussion, the BCEG approved a weighting for the composite Large Aimaft rollup 
of 70 percent to the current mission performed by a base, and 15 percent each to the remaining 
large aircraft missions. The BCEG then approved overall Criterion I weighting as follows: 

Criterion I 
%rations Effectiveness: 70 
Associated Airspace 20 
Runway/Taxiway/Apron 10 

Mr. Kelly pksntcd thc Criterion W grading reflecting the changes as approved by the 
BCEG. He noted that Warner Robins AFB was changed from Green to Yellow for a theme park, 
since their submission of the Air F o m  museum was disapproved in favor of Six Flags Over 
Georgia Eglin and Hurlburt rrflei!ed r Green grade for the Sports Arena subclement, using the 
same arena. The BCEG approved the changes to the Housing subelement resulting fkom the 
newly adopted subelements and grabng filters 

Lt Col Gamache. AFffiM. briefed the grading for Criterion III based on the approved 
weights. The BCEG objected to the g d n g  on the Wide Body Operations. noting that handling 
equipment availability should not k &positive of the grade. The BCWG was directed to 
examine this issue. The BCEG also drtrctcd the BCWG to check the grade for Grand Forks for 
Category 1.1 Munition S t o n e  Capacity, ud the grade for a Hot Cargo Pad at Holloman AFB. 
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There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was ad. mned at 1235. The next 
BCEG meeting will be at the call of the Co-Chairmen - 

OPEN lTEMS: Dover AFB Water Quality grade 
Pipeline Capability 

'Irll Fuel Storage and Capacity issues 
Increase in Training Airspace Weightin&: 
Wide Body Operations subelement grad lng 

Attachments 
1. Analysis Method 
2. Crit I Overview 

DISTRIBUTION: 
SAFIFM 
S A F m  . 
S AF/AQX 

. . . . 

SAFfMIQ 
AF/RT 
AF/m - AFJPE 
AFIDPP 
AF/XOO 
AF/RE 
NGB/CF 
A F U M  
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ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 
SMALL AIRCRAFT CATEGORY 

CRITERIA I-VIII 

TIERS 
BEST 

1 

2 

3 

WORST 
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ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

LARGE AIRCRAFT CATEGORY 
CRITERIA I-VIII 

I 1 
iI 

w 

111 1 
IV 

v 1 
VI 

VII I 
Vlll 

121 
4 

K E  

C 
- 

R 
- 

l L ~ l  - - 
, ! E l  

i- 
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ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

LARGE AIRCRAFT CATEGORY 

AIRLIF'r BASE "A" 

\ 

BOMBER BASE "B" 
I 

OVERALL 

TANKER BASE "T" 

"F" 
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ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

LARGE AIRCRAFT CATEGORY 
BOMBER SCREEN 

, A l R U R  BOMBER TANKER OVERALL 

AIRLIFT BASE "A" 

BOMBER BASE "B" 

TANKER BASE "T" 
r b m 

VII 
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ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

LARGE AIRCRAFT CATEGORY 
AIRLIFT SCREEN 

BOMBER BASE "B" 

AIRUFT BOMBER TANKER OVERALL 

TANKER BASE "T" 
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ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

LARGE AIRCRAFT CATEGORY 
TANKER SCREEN 

AIRUFT BOMBER TANKER OVERALL 

AIRLIFT BASE "A" 

BOMBER BASE "B" I I 

TANKER BASE -I-- 1 i 
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BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
-1 CRITERION I WEIGHTING I-= 

CRITERION I PROPOSED 
CHANGE TO HIERARCHY TREE 

FIGHTER MISSION 
FORCE 

STRUCTURE 
PRIMARY MISSION 
SECONDARY MISSION 

ALTERNATE 

DIVERT 

CEIUVIS 

FR PRECIP 

XWIND 

1- ATC DELAYS 

I OPERATIONAL G E O L ~ A T I O N  I RUNWAYS 

TRNG AREAS C SUPER ACBT MOA 
, 1 AIRS,,, G R O W  OTHER ACBT MOA 

COMP FORCE TRNG ' LOW ALT MOA 

EXISTING 7 M O m G E S  SCORED RANGE 

I AIRSPACE I 

TAXIWAY 

VR/IRR'IEs EC RANGE 
FUTURE - MOAlRANGES L W R T E s  GRND FORCE 

-- 

FIGHTER MISSION 
BOMBER MISSION 
TANKER MISSION 
AIRLIFT MISSION 

FULL SCALE WD 

VRIIR RTEs 
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CRITERION I PROPOSED 
CHANGE TO HIERARCHY TREE 

FORCE 

OPERATIONAL 
EFFECTIVENESS 

TANKER MISSION 

ASSOCIATED 
AIRSPACE 

TAXIWAY El 

PRIMARY MISSION 
SECONDARY MISSION 

ALTERNATE 

DIVERT 

CEIUVIS 

FR PRECIP 

XWIND 

ATC DELAYS 

BOMBER b 1- TANKER SATURATION 

TANKER .-{ GEO LOCATION + REFUELING WK 700 NM 

AIRLIFT 
I I 

RECEIVER DENSITY 

VR/IRRTEs 
FUTURE - I MOA/RANGES 

VWIRRTES 
FIGHTER MISSION 
BOMBER MISSION 
TANKER MISSION 
AIRLIFT MISSION 

BCEG CWSE HOLD 
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORClE 

WASHINGTON DC 

. - -- . --- 
l i t  SEP 1994 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAF/MII 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (A F/BCEG) Meeting 

The AF/BCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SAl:/MII, at 1030 hours on 
23 August 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following pelsome1 were in attendance: 

a. AF/BCEG members: 

Mr. Boatright, S A F M ,  CeChairman 
Maj Gcn Blume, AF/RT, &Chairman 
Mr. Beach, SAFE34 
Mr. McCall, SAFNIQ 
Maj Gcn Tenoso, AF/XOO 
Maj Gen' McGinty. AFDPP ' . ' 

Mr. Orr, AF/LGM 
Dr. Wolff, AF/CE 
Mr. Kuhn, SAF/GCN 
Brig Gen Waver, NGB/CF 
Brig G n  Bndley, AFIRE 

Cd Wdttn, AFIPE 
Mr. Goldstein, AF/RT 
Mr. Stewart. AFffiM 
Ms. Ron, AFffiM 
Lt Cd Rodefa, AF/XOFC 

Tht meeting was d k d  to orda by Mr. Boatright, who re1ao:d the results of a meeting 
with Mr. Gotbaurn, ASD(ES), concauing the Joint Cross-Strvia G rwps. Thc Air Force has 
rgrttd to prwi& its banding of &pot uuullatiocu to the Depot JCS G by Stptmber 15th, and 
the banding of otha JCSG i n t u l l l t ; m s  to r k  JCSGs by October 7 th. The nttd for the new 
COBRA program and the rntthod ud data fa Criterion VI, Econom IC Impact, wen sassed to 
Mr. Gotbaum. Mr. Boatright noted thrt the differences in the Air Ftme process relative to the 
Army and Navy processes rrguding the determination of a military value (banding of 
installations) plactd a greater burden on the Air Force. but rcassened the need to mis t  changing 
the Air Force process. 
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Maj Gen Tenoso presented a clarification of the impact of a delay in the acquisition of 
- the JPATS aircraft on the UPT consolidation efforts with the Navy and the UPT JCSG. In his 

opinion, while the operational aspects of consolidation might'differ h m  that envisioned with 
JPATS capability, the overall requirement for capacity would not be substantially affected. 

V Lt Col Donnalley, AF/RTR, presented a response to the BCEG request for a rtview of 
the Dover AFB potable water question under Criterion Vm, using the slide at Atch 1. Although 
the data has changed based on the review, the overall grade for the subelement did not change. 
The BCEG approved the change. Ms. Ross, AF/LGM, presented a reevaluation of the question 
and grading filters for the Wide Body Operations subelement in Criterion 3II ,  using the slides at 
Atch 2. The question assumes normal ground time for the operations listed. The BCEG noted 
that a data call was required to provide a response to this question, and approved the data call, 
subelement, and grading filters. 

Lt Col Rodefer, AF/XOFC briefed the Criterion I weighting for the small aircraft 
category and the large aircraft category including tanker, airlift, and bomber screens, using the 
slides at Atch 3. After discussing the appropriateness of the weighting for 
Runway/I'axiway/Apron, Ceiling and Visibility, Geographical ]Location, Training Airspace, and 
MobilityDeployability subelemenu, the BCEG approved the weights as briefed. The BCEG 
noted that the primary mission for purposes of the large aircraft category composite analysis is 
the current mission accomplished by the base. 

Mr. ~&wart, AF/LGM. briefed a poposcd method for grading the relative value of depn 
' ' 

facilities, using the sli&s at Atch 4. 7he BCEG discussed the standard dtfinitions, noting that 
the working definitions am those approved by the DoD JCSG for Depots. The other Military 
Dcpamnents may interpret these clefmiurns differently, however, and some terms such as Last 
Source and Peculiar Capacity may k &fined differently. Mr. Qrr noted that capacity was based 
on an eight hour per day, forty how per week shift 

w 
The BCEG dixuucd the Depot Anrlyru Summary recommendation. Mr. Boatright 

explained that Criteria IV and V would never have a cola gradc assigned as nflecttd on the 
slide. Thm was a discuuum of the propiety of including two Criterion I grades, and the 
advantages and disadvantages of aggregating the operational and depot grades into a single grade. 
The BCEG notcd that whauwr method u rpprwcd here c w l d  also apply to the Lab and Test 
and Evaluation installation uulyus. 

Thc BCEG also rdbtuad thc method fa dtpmnining the operational grade for the &pot 
installations. Ont option warld k ludc  d y m s  al the &pot installation against all mission 
saetns u n d a  e t a i o n  L Thrs uulyns w d d  pwidt r rating of the flexibility of tbe dcpot to 
provide operational capability. h a h e r  rpp~lch would use a cxnnpositc rating, giving might 
to the current mission of tht iruPllrtiorr Afoa discussion, the BCEG postponed rtsolution of 
both the operational gra& ud tht overall Cn& I grade fa depots, and directed the BCWG - 

to develop proposals f a  con-. 

Mr. Stewart then described the weighting for the Commodity and Cost factors. The 
BCEG noted that a Wage Grade 1 I /  Sup 3 laborer represented a standard, blue collar worker, 
providing a comparison of labor costs rr different installations. In addition, Mr. Orr stated that 
the JCSG cornpad only the labor nu because of in-econcilable cost data among the Military 
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Departments. Within the Air Force, common cost data allowed coml~arison of operating costs 
per labor hour as well. 

Turning rn commodities, a weighting of each commodity on a 1,2, or 3 scale was based 

w on its percentage of total core (wardme) workload. The BCEG noted that the commodities wen 
the same as those used by the JCSG, with some aggxegation. Mr. O z r  also explained that core 
was based on 1996 figures, since core must be determined by year. Depot support for force 
structure which is programmed for elimination will be captured in cost data, since that work will 
not require relocation. Although this will not be part of level playin$, field COBRA, it will be 
part of the final, detailed COBRA. 

A typographical error was. noted on the Measures of Merit Methodology slide under 
CORE Workload. The final line should read Total AF Depot CORED' ~ta l  AF Core. In addition, 
AMARC would be removed from the summary slide, since it will b.2 evaluated against Small 
Aircraft under Davis-Monthan AFB, not &pot installations. Finally, the word "ranking" was 
changed to *ratingn in the Conclusion slide, since no ranking of installations is accomplished in 
the Air Force process. After discussion, the BCEG voted to approvt: the method, measures of 
merit, and weighting of subelements as briefed. 

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1230. The next 
BCEG meeting will be at the call of the &Chairmen. 

OPEN ITEMS: Pipeline and Fuel Storage Capacity Issues 
Criterion I Rollup of Ops and Depot Gades ' 
Operational Grade 

1 

/ 
Attac hmenu 
1. Dover AFB Water 
2. Wide Body O p s  
3. Crit I Subeftmenu 
4. Depot Analysis 

DISTRIBUIION: 
SAF/FM 
S AFEGCN 
SAFIAQX 
SAFMIQ 
AF/RT 
AFICE 
AFIPE 
AFPPP 
AF/XOO 

1 A F m  
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D o w t  AFB rwfew on P o W l e  Water question 



BRAC 95 Questionnaire 
Question III.1 .B - Wide Body Aircraft 

m Current Question 

Can airfield handle wide-body aircraft operations 
(C-5, KC-lo's, E-3A, 747's transient operations, i.e., 
park load, fuel)? (YeslNo) 

BCEG asked LGMM to determine whether the 
question provided relevant information 

I 
Differentiate between aircraft 

Discount MHElload crews as limiting factors 







CURRENT AND FUTURE 
MISSION REQUIREMENTS 

AND 
THE IMPACT 

ON OPERATIONAL READINESS 
OF '. 

DoD TOTAL FORCE 
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BRIEFING BY: LT COLONEL KARL RODEFERICOMBAT FORCES DIVISION 

\ 
MAJOR RICH JOHNSTONIMOBILITY FORCES DIVISION 

- 
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CRITERION I WEIGHTING 
J 

WEIGHTING CRITERION I: 



NTISUB -ELEMENT WEIGHTING 
SMALL AIRCRAFT BASES--b 

ALTERNATE 10%(0.04) 

1 
DIVERT 15%(0.05) 

OPERATIONAL CElWIS m ( 0 .  l I) 

EFFECTIVENESS 
' FR PRECIP lW(0.04) 

- AIRSPACE GROWTH S%(O.W) 
WIND 10%(0.04) 

70% ATC DELAYS 10%(0.04) 
A - COUP FORCE TRNG 5%(0.04) RUNWAYS 15%(0.05) 

SUPER ACBT MOA 16%(0.04) 

OTHER ACBT MOA 8%(0.02) 

LOW ALT MOA 15%(0.04) 
VWIR RTEs 33%(0.04) SCORED RANGE 16%(O.W) 

EC RANGE 8%(0.02) 

GRND FORCE 8%(0.02) 

ASSOCIATED 
AIRSPACE 

20% 
.r 

I RUNWAY I 
BOMBER MISSION 25%(0.03) 1- v R  8sco.i) 

APRON -- 10% 
TANKER MISSION 25%(0.03) 
AIRLIFI' MISSION 25%(0.03) XXZ ELEMENT WEIGHT 

O.YY ELEMENT IMPACT 
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1 CRITERION I WEIGHTING I-, 
CRITERION I PROPOSED 

ELEMENTISUB -ELEMENT WEIGHTING 
LARGE AIRCRAFT BASES -- BOMBER MISSION 

ASSOCIATED 
AIRSPACE 

20% 

OPERATIONAL 
EFFECTIVENESS 

70% 
J 

FIGHTER MISSION 25%(0.03) 
BOMBER MISSION 25%(0.03) 
TANKER MISSION 25%(0.031 

FR PRECIP 15%(0.09) 
m 4 

BOMBER XWIND t s ~ ( 0 . 0 9 )  . - K 
A ATC DELAYS 10%(0.06) 

- AIRLIFT - AIRSPACE GROW 10%(0.07) 
RUNWAYS 25%(0.15) 

RUNWAY 
TAXIWAY 

APRON -- 10% 
I AIRL~FT MISSION 25%(0.03 j ,, mmENT weIoHr 

0.YY ELEMENT IMPAm 

9 
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LOW ALT MOA 7%(0.01) 

. 
8 EXISTING 67% 

VRAR RTEs 50%(0.07) 

-FUTURE 33% MOA/RANGES so%(o.o3) 

SCORED RANGE 21 %(0.04) 

- DIST TO ~TRC 13%(0.03) 

- EC W G E  i3%(6.03j 

FULL SCALE WD 13%(0.03) 

VWLR RTEs 50%(0.03) 1 V WIR RTEs 33%(0.07) 
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H CRITERION I WEIGHTING I-= 
CRITERION I PROPOSED 

ELEMENTISUB -ELEMENT WEIGHTING 
LARGE AIRCRAFT BASES -- TANKER MISSION 

ASSOCIATED 
AIRSPACE 

20% 
. 

C 

OPERATIONAL 
EFFECTIVENESS 

70% b 

, 

RUNWAY 
TAXIWAY 

APRON-- 10% 

7 

ALTERNATE 7%(0.05) 
CEIUVIS 13%(0.09) 

BOMBER 
TANKER 4 GEO LOCAT~ON tm(09. 
AIRLIFT - RECEMR DENSITY 13%(0.09) 

FR PRECIP 7%(0.05) 

XWIND 7%(0.05) 

ATC DELAYS 13%(0.09) 

- TANKERSAT 27%(0.19) 

---- 

- 

FIGHTER MISSION 25%(0.03) 
BOMBER MISSION 25%(0.03) 
TANKER MISSION 25%(0.03) 

EXISTING 67%(0.13) 

FUTURE 33%(0.07) 1 - 

AIRLIFI' MISSION 25%(0.03) 
XX% ELEMENT WEIGHT 
O.YY ELEMENT IMPACT 
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LARGE AIRCRAFT BASES -- AIRLIFT MISSION 

- 

4 

OPERATIONAL 
EFFECTIVEN ESS 

70% 
A 

CRITERION I WEIGHTING 

1 BOMBER I FR PRECIP 7MO.M) 

1 % I CRITERION I PROPOSED 

. . 
XWIND 7%(0.03) 

ATC DELAYS 13%(0.06) 

, 

ASSOCIATED 
AIRSPACE 

20% . 

- MOBILI'IYf 53%(0.25) 

DROP ZONE PERS 7%(0.02) 

IR RTE! DVPERS 7%(0.02) 

SR RTE DZ/PERS 7%(0.02) 

LANDING ZONE 7%(0.02) 

DROP ZONE HVY EQ 14%(0.03) 

IR RTE DZ/HVY 7%(0.02) 
RUNWAY 
TAXIWAY 

APRON-- 10% 

RGHTER MISSION 25%(0.03) SR RTE DZMVY 7%(0.02) 
BOMBER MISSION 25%(0.03) ARMYIMC AIRDROP 27%(0.06) 
TANKER MISSION 25%(0.03) FULL SC AIRDROP 7%(0.02) 
AlRLlFT MISSION 25%(0.03) AIR REFUELINO 

XX% ELEMENT WE1GHTm.Y Y ELEMENT IMPACT 
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-1 CRITERION I WEIGHTING 

CRITERION I PROPOSED 

LARGE AIRCRAFT BASES -- ALL MISSIONS 

* 

ASSOCIATED 
AIRSPACE 

20% . 

OPERATIONAL 
EFFECTIVENESS 

70% . 

RUNWAY 
TAXIWAY 

APRON -- 10% . 

+i 
PRIMARY MISSION OPS EFFECTNENESS 70%(0.49) 
OTHER MISSION OPS EFFECTIVENESS 15%(0.10) 
OTHER MISSION OPS EFFECTIVENESS 15%(0.10) 

EXISTING 67%(0.13) 

FUTURE 33%(0.07) 

FIGHTER MISSION 25%(0.03) 
BOMBER MISSION 25%(0.03) 
TANKER MISSION 25%(0.03) 
AIRLIFT MISSION 25%(0.03) M% ELEMENT WEIGHT 

. . O.YY ELEMENT IMPACI' 
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RECOMMENDATION: 

ACCEPT RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 
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Depot Value Process 

h A Mr.. ,,,aurlce Steviart 
Maintenance Policy Division 
Directorate of Maintenance 

DCSILOGISTICS 





' -  

Depot Working Definitions 

+ Ca~abilitv-Concerns itself with the 
workforce size and skill 





+ Depot Analysis Summary 
+ Criteria 

Depot Analysis 
a Measures Of Merit 

Measures Of Merit Methodology 
Depot Value Summary 

+ Conclusion 



Depot Analysis . . Summary 

COBRA 
COST AND MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS (IV) 

- - - I /  
RRURN ON INVESTMENT (V) :: v 

COBRA 
CLOSURE COST 
$793M 
SAVINGS $1 05 
PAYBACK = 7.5 yrs 









Measures of Merit 

+ M I  - CAPACITY (40%) 
+ M2 - CORE WORKLOAD (30%) 
+ M3 -UNIQUE/PECULlAR CORE 

WORKLOAD, CAPABILITY AND 
CAPACITY (1 0%) 

+ M4 - UNIQUE 1 PECULIAR CORE 
WORKLOAD TEST FACILITY (1 0%) 

+ M5 - OTHER WORKLOAD (1 0%) 



Measures Of Merit Methodology 
+ Capacity (Max 40 pts) 

% Current Capacity of .AF CORE Capability (20pts) 
+ Capacity lndef lo ta l  AF CORE Capabilities 

% of Max Potential Capacity (MPC) of Total AF 
CORE Capability (20 pts) 

+ MPC rrotal Service CORE Capabilities 

+ CORE WorkloadICORE Capabilities 

% CORE Workloadfrotal -Workload (10 pts) 
&Po r 

Total AFnCORE/Total AF CORE (20pts) 



Measures of Merit Methodology 

+ UniqueIPeculiar CORE Workloads, 
Capabilities & Capacities (Max 10 pts) 

% Unique & Peculiar AF CORE Workload 
+ Unique & Peculiar1 Total AF CORE Workload 

+ Unique & Peculiar CORE Workload Test 
Facilities (Max 10pts) 

Unique & Peculiar Test Facilities Related To 
This Commodity 



Measure Of Mere Methodology 

+ OTHER WORKLOADS (Max 10pts) 
% Last Source workload of Total Above Core 
Workload (6 pts) 

+ Last SourceITotal Above Core Workload 

% Other Workloads From Outside 
Service Of Total Core (4  pts) 

+ FMS + INTERSERVICE Above Core + Other Agency 
Above Core/Tntnl - - Ahnvn -- - . \. core --I V 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

12 SE.P 1994 
w THE )(almw sEcRnARy 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAF/MII 

SUBJECR Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Gioup (AFE )CEG) Meeting 

The AF/BCEG was convened by Mr Boamght, SAFJMII, at 1030 hours on 
29 August 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following personnel were in attendance: 

a. AF/BCEG mem bas: 

Mr. Boatright, SAF/MII, Co-Chainnan 
Maj Gen Blume, AF/RT, &-Chairman 
Maj Gen McGinty, AFDPP 
Dr. Wolff, A F / E  
Mr. Dmnoc. SAFIAQX 

' Mt. Kuhn, S A F M  
Brig G n  Weaver. NGB/CF 
Brig Gcn Bndky. AF/RE 

Col Maflrld. AFmTR 
Col Newell, AF/XOO 
Col Stewan. AFUMM 
Mr. Suwm. AFllXjM 

Thc meeting was cdkd m ada by Xr. W g h ~  Maj Gen Blumc indicated thst the 
Working Group is developng m r m h  u, tk dtpoc analysis. Lt Cd Donnalley presented 
several data changes rcrulung frrm rubr n n r w  ud presented several items the BCEG had 
requested to review. using h e  d&s u Auh I Thc B E G  rppnwed tte changes. 

Mr. Stewart. M U M .  ptrcrubd m, opuoru on combining the operations and depot 
tcao for Cxitnion I for tht &px u u g c q .  wmg tht sldcf u Atch 2. The BCEG noted that 
the slick on Option 2 irnpopaly rhowtd r rollup f a  depot ud opat io~~ far Qiteria Il - VIII. 
rurd dincttd that the slide k axrrccbd Ahhough &siring to d e n l o p  t common approach for 
&pots, laboratories, urd test ud cvdua&on frrilrties, thc BCEG noted that the lack of any 
operations capability at scvenl d the lrboralay sites would make this dii hcult to achieve. After 
discussion. the BCEG voad IO dop r d l u p  d the depot and operation ; capabilities of a depot 
installation using a 70 percent rvt~ghr on thc &pot score and a 30 p c m n t  weight on the 
operations score, producing a ungk c o b  gndc far Criterion I .  A diflerent approach may be 
dtvelopcd if evaluation of lab ud test ud evaluation facilities is ncces ;ary. 
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Mr. Stewart briefed an administrative error on the Depot Analysis charts shown at the 
previous BCEG. The measure of merit charts showed a point score for some measures. Instead, 
a percentage score will be used for all commodity measures of merit. Thc BCEG approved this 
correction. A discussion of the progress of the depot evaluation revealed that the Working Group 
was developing a computer driven analytical tool for the depot grading. The BCEG directed that 
an audit be accomplished to ensure this tool is accurate and reliable. Qd 

Lt Col O'Neill, AF/RTT, briefed some preliminary assumptions for the COBRA analysis 
of depot facilities, using the slides at Atch 3. The assumptions were developed in the AFMC 21 
analysis conducted by Air Force Materiel Command earlier this year. The BCEG noted serious 
inconsistencies and deficiencies the assumptions briefed, and directed the LG and XO 
communities to review any assumptions for nceiver locations for reasonableness. In general, the 
BCEG directed that the COBRA model would move all facilities off a base for the level playing 
field, ngardless of cost, as long as tha t  was no vital and irreplaceable operational or functional 
capability that could not be duplicated at any other installation. In addition, the BCEG directed 
that force structure slated for drawdown across the Air Force will be presumed to come from a 
depot with like force structure. This is consistent with the level playing field COBRA 
assumptions for force structure at operational bases. 

There being no further matten to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1225. The next 
BCEG meeting will be at the call of the Co-Chairmen. 

OPEN ITEMS: Criterion I Operations Scoring for Depot Facilities 
Audit of Depot Grading Computer Tool 
Assumptions for Depot kvel !laying Field COBRA 

1. Admin matters 
2. Depot Analysis 
3. COBRA Assumptions 
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Data Corrections 
Identified by USAF Audit Agency 
Base and MAJCOM generated corrections 
Changes do not alter Color code grades 

Open BCEG data questions Criterion I11 
Grand Forks weapons .storage area, 
Holloman's dedicated hot cargo pad 
Pipeline/ fuel capacity overall 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 1 812~1~4 



Total Fuel pits 
Dover to 28 
Edwards to 12 
Tinker to 31 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 



Grand Forks WSA 
Confirmed 1.1 Storage capacity of 708,560 lbs 
No color code change warrented 

Holloman Hot Cargo Pad 
Utilize taxiway 

* no dedicated sited Hot cargo pad 
No color code change warrented 

Pipeline / Fuel storage questions 

Specific question added on continuous service 
from the primary source 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 



Depot Analysis . . 

1 Option I 

BCEG VOTE 





Level playing field assumptions by -base- - - 
- Assumptlocrm (AFMC 21) - Depd Mover (AFMC 21) 
- Force Structure M o v e s  

Serve as a basis for level playing field COBRA 
Results to be briefed to BCEG 

Hill AFB 
- kunpkru 

8 CI)YmofU@duJ-----lk-orrmJndHlll 

-w- 
e M C M  -Tim&# 

L u 3 n g O . u a V b & m r ~ - T ~  . C-130 
8 - - -  

0-0- 

I4-)CJ)) . StAMMtlUn Kany 
8 TrJncJUmulkrr-KaUy 



D 54 F-16 (&diva) 
Y-Cuwn 
18- thm 

12 F-16 (Reserve) 
li-)(mQ(unr 

Kelly AFB 
- ADaumpCkru 

B A T K ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  - 0.pdhImm . C-17 - Wnr . C 4  m d  Jru.21 rJ.(.d ( C b )  -Tinker 
B b Q h a - n n h u  

(C-8 m d  C-l?) - nnlur 
horrrrAkar(lYwug.crwn(-nnlur 

l FwhM--mker 
l =AT€-HUI 
l N u d o u  Watd - wn 
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I Kelly AFB - Form Structure Moves 
12 F-16 (Guard) 

IB 12 - Bergstmm 
14 C-141 (Reserve) 
m8 -Tr.vls 

6 - Westover 

McClellan AFB 
- A8.u-8 

8 Nucku f r c l l R h  dl k shut down 

-apor- 
F-111 -HUI 

8 A-10-HUI . C-1s  - Thw 
F-18 - Roblnr 
R.kL.d (A-10. F-1118 F-15) - 00% to Hill 6 10 K to 
Rabh. 
A- (F-111) - HI# 

8 Commwd. comtd. Cornmunk.tiocrs Electronkr, 
I t t tdI -  - HIU 
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I 

McClellan AFB . - - -.- 

- Depot Mwes (Continued) 
m Electronic components and Electronic SE - Hi1 

Electo I Mechanical - Hill 
Hydraulics - n n h  
Instruments - Tlnker 
Software (F-111) - Hill 
F-117 Management - Tinker 
F-22 Management - Robins 
Det 42 Management -Tinker 
Tech 0per.tlons Dlvision - O M  

- Fone Struchrn Movw 
w 4th AF - Manh 

Robins AFB 
- AssumgZkru 

Maria 
-spot- 

D m  

-FororSbveEMYoun 
8 6-1 (Owrd) 

0.- 

8 E 4 m )  
0.- 

2 E G I S  (Aehm) 
a - w  

12 K G l S  (luthn) . . 
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AFMC workload to other ALCs 
JMEMS - Eglln 

- Fane Stnrdum MOWS 
22 E3 (Adhra) 

a-kW 
4 T-38 (Actlve) 

4 - U .  

1 EC-135 (Actlve) 
9 - k W  

OKGlU(R...rm) 
8 - MrDI I I  

23 ~E.J - )JqTACAMO 
. u r X . ~ ~ r U m m  
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I DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

w OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAF/MII 

SUBJEC'R Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (AIYDCEG) Meeting 

The AF/BCEG meeting was convened by Maj Gen Blume, SlLF/MII, at 1030 hours on 
1 September 1994, in Room SD1027, the Pentagon. The following per! .onnel were in attendance: 

Mr. Boatright, SAF/MII, Co-Chairman 
Maj Gen Blume, AF/RT, &Chairman 
Mr. McCall, SAF/MIQ 
Maj Gcn McGinty, AF/DPP 
Mr. m, AFhGM 
Dr. Woiff; N/CE 
Mr. Durantc, SAF/AQX 
Brig Gcn Waver, NGB/CF 
Brig Gen Bradley. AF/RE 

b. Other key attendees: 

Mr. Heady. SAFXiCN 
Col Mayfwld, AF/RTR 
Col Newell, AF/XOO 
Mr. Mkziva 
Lf Col Rtcher. f f i M  
Maj Rxturdson. AF/RTR 
Lt Cd Rodtfa. AF/XOFM 

Mr. Mkziva from the Air FCUU Labonmy Joint h - S e r v i u .  Working Group briefed 
a proposed method of andpis f a  ~ t a i e s ,  if the JCSG decides l o t  to provide functional 
values f a  labtxatoay rctivider, orin( thc dkks u Atch 1. He noted tt t differences inberent in 
a cross-service comparison d lrbocuawr ud an inn-Air Foaa analys ~s. The BCEG noted that 
the statements on page 1 of the slidts were incartct in that all eight citeria wtrt the "drivers" 
for installation closures. whik the Dd) poctss would not &v:lop closures but only 
"alternatives." The Air Force p o c e ~ s  awnpares installations with sitnilar missions while the 
JCSGs compare functions ud m i v i m  not total installations. 

A concern was expressed over the proposed "Priority" subclement and its data sources. 
The Working Group was directed to develop a recommendation on measurement and certification 
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of data intended to form the basis for this subelement. An additional concern noted was the need 

- for filters or grading criteria for the various proposed subelements. These should result in grades 
, expressed as either numbers or colors. 

The BCEG then discussed the ability to roll up a lab and operations value where a 
laboratory exists on an operational base. In the &pot subcategory, these values w m  rolled into- 
an overall Criterion I value for the installation. In laboratories, however, there are facilities with 
no operational capability. As a nsult, an Operations s c m  applied to some but not others will 
have the potential to skew the analysis if a mathematical rollup is used. After discussion, the 
BCEG determined that two grades will be produced at the Criterion I level for laboratories, some 
of which will be NIA. 

The BCEG noted that only those bases in the Laboratory subcategory will be evaluated 
using this method. For laboratory facilities located on bases categorized differently, the tiering 
value reported to the Laboratory JCSO 'will reflect the tiering within that subcategory, such as 
small or large aircraft. The BCEG then discussed the proposed weighting of the five subelements 
listed, and determined that the value of personnel and loc~tion wcre not given sufficient 
weighting. The basis for this dttennination is that the highly skilled scientific teams which have 
been developed at a laboratory, and the support from local gengraphic elements, are crucial to 
the success of the lab mission. Closure of a laboratory will disrupt these teams for several years. 
After discussion, the BCEG assigned weights as follows: 

Priority 25 percent 
Workload 25 pmxnt 
Personnel 25 percent 
Facilities and Equipment 10 percent 
Location 15 percent QW 

Lt Col Pitcher, AFffiM, presented the level playing field assumptions for &pot COBRA 
analysis, using the slides u Atch 2. The moves were based on the AFMC 21 study's 
assumptions for closure of only one depot. Unlike the more comprehensive COBRA analysis 
options. these moves were based on r set of assumptions as detailed in the slides, and will be 
used only for level playing field cornpuison. The BCEG approved the assumed moves as 
briefed. 

Maj Richardson. AF/RTR, brwfd the assumed moves for COBRA analysis of ARC units 
located at depot installations. uring the slacks at Atch 3. The BCEG n o d  that the "realistic" 
moves as briefed on the dldtr have no rrlevurc to the process at this point and would be 
ignored. Lt Col Rodefa, AF/XOFC &fed the level playing assumptions for active duty 
opmtiocral units located u &pot uuullurocu, using the slides at Atch 4. The BCEG noted that 
thc ccnt to replicate the Navy TACAMO frilitics at Tinker should be included as a COBRA 
a n t .  since they could make no bcdQwn assumptions f a  that unit After discussion, the BCEG 
approved the ARC and active duty usumptioru for COBRA. 

The BCEG then discussed options f a  evaluating the operational portion of &pot facilities, 
using the slides at Atch 5. While an equal weighting of all operational mission capabilities 
would provide information on the operational flexibility of the &pot installation, a priority given 
to the current mission would give mdit to the missions for which the operational facilities have w 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ONLY 



CLOSE HOLD - BCEGfBCEG STAFF ONLY 

been developed, and would be consistent with the operational subcab:gory evaluations. After 
-- discussion, the B E G  postponed resolution of this matter until furthe1 study could be made. 

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjc burned at 1255. The next 
BCEG meeting will be at the call of the Co-Chairmen. w 

OPEN ITEMS: Criterion I Operations Scoring for Depot Facilities 
Details of Lab Activity 

. BLUME, JR., Maj Gen, USAF 
Co-Chairman 

Attachments 
1. Lab Analysis 
2. COBRA Assumptions 
3. ARC Assumptions 
4. Active Duty Assumptions 
5. Depot Ops Value 

DISTRIBUTION: 
. SAFlFM a 

SAFIGCN 
.S AFIAQX 
SAFMQ 
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Air Force Laboratory1 
Product Center. 

("Lab") 
Basesllnstallations 

ma WFTW mt WLV . WDRKING 

AFIDoD Process Comparison 

Air f o m  P-sr Compamr th. h l a t i w  
V d w  d Air Forte Functlonrl 
AcUvlLkr 

- Q . r m ~ O l m * D y C . r l b R . k c f f o m d O t h 8 r  ---- 
0 . g l M  d M o m ~  Process Comparrs 
t)wFI.(rthr.VJudllbnllu!brvk. 
Fuwborur 

- Q l w , ~ O l k l b y 4 ~ d L o w r  
~ I - k m P m n  
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LJCSG vs AF Only Evaluatiotl 

WCSG A AE I!l 
CSF 1 25 85 .67 
CSF 2 89 45 56 
CSF 3 51 36 78 

AF Only BE AE AE 
CSF 1 92 - - - - 
CSF 2 - - 53 - - 
CSF 3 - - - - 24 

FoROfrrllil WE ONLY -rYORKP(G DRAn 

"Lab" Basesflnstallations 

Some )(rw Opentiorul Componenb/Potentianl - 8-g. a n a d  Afm 
Same tiavo Yultlpk l.b' Acthrftks 
- 9. m r -  N D  mug 

*-w--'v 
*--lorl 
- 8 w C . r w  

Sow 2.b' AcbvWwr Am m d  in Mukipb 
Common f uncthr 

- o + . ~ ~ ~ . w ? a f l  
8 L Y v a d n  
8 UrYI 

Soma U b '  Acthitior Am On Bases in Other 
BCEG Catqorkr 
- . @ . k r r r m  W 1 T V A F B  
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"Lab" Functional Matrix 

Measures of MeritMleights 
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Criteria for Common Support 
Functions (CSFs! 

Does the Air Force Budget For CSF? 
Does the Air Force Need to be 
Preeminent in the CSF? 
Does the Air Force Need In-tiouse 
Capability for this CSF? 

Resulting CSF Priority 3 
1bHlgh.rtAfRlorlty-SbLawnt 

FOR OffICWL USE WLY - WORKlNG DRAFT 
'Lab' Canmom Suppod Functknr 
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Activity Functional Value 
Summary 

M OIrrWL W OULY WORKING DRAFT 

"Lab" Functional Value 
Summrrv 
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Lab Analysis Summary 

\ 
BCEG 

/ - \  
I 

COBRA CLOSURE COST 

SAVlNGS S123M 
PAYBACK-6A yn 

K M O I ~ W I U U ~ L Y . w R K l N G M W T  

Summary 

'labm Rating Process Provides Air Force 
Functional Valw d: 
--km-acuvabs --- 

Proc+u Can k Icdrptod to a d d e r  Joint 
f tmdbnd Valms Which Could 

k Comg.rad a tha Activity hve l  
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Level Playing Field 
Assumptions 

I I Assumptions Approved by BCEG 
Depot Moves (AFMC 21 Baseline) 
Excess Capacity Maximized Prior to 
Costing New Facilities 
I Programmed Air Force Force Str~~tcture 

Drawdowns Sourced From Level =laying 
Field Base 
Serve As a Basis for Level play in!^ Field 
COBRA u Results to Be Briefed to BCEG 

AFMC 21 Assumptions 
Consistent with BRAC ~riterialprc~cess 

Certified data 

D Consider all installations 
I Equally, Individually, In Pairs 

m Tenants moved to "Base X" 1000 miles 

M 93 Workload Review Projections lor FY 96 
B FY 93 Manpower Projections for FYO 1 
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AFMC Consolidation 
Philosophy 

I m Consolidate to most comparable 
commodity 

I w Minimize disruption in operations support 
I w Minimize costs 

Dual sourced workloads 
w Consolidated to largest remaining source 

1 Single sourced workloads 

I Moved to closest related commodity group 

J D Depot Maintenance separated from system 
management 

m Consolidated to remaining center 

m Complete Closure 

m Depot Moves 
8-1 - RoMnr 

8 6-2 - McCIeIlan 
8-52 - Kelly 
KG135 - Kelly 
E 3  - McC1ellan 

m Engine Inst McClellan 
8 Pneumatics - McClellan 
m Oxygen Systems - Hill 
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@ Robins AFB 

Assumptions 
Complete Closure 

I Depot Moves 
F-15 - McClellan 

8 C-141 - Kelly 
m J-Stars - Tinker 

C-130 - Hill (includes SOF mgt) 
B AvionicslEW - McClellan 

Vehicle Mgt - McClellan 
m Gyros - Hill 

m Assumptions 
Complete closure 

m AFlC remains attached to Lackland 
m Depot Moves 

C-17 - RoMm 
CIS - Tinkw 

8 Engines - Tinker 
s ~ p p o n  ~qutp AU~ON~~C ~ e s t   quip - H~II 

m Special Weapons - Hill 
Proven Aircraft Mgt - Tinker 
Fuels Mgt - Tinker 
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@ McClellan AFB 
( I Assumptions 

I I Complete closure 
Nuclear facility shut down - nuclear material ( 1 stored in place 

1 w Depot Moves 
rn F-111 - Hiil 

A-1 0 - Hill 
rn KC-1 35 - Tinker 

F-15 - Robins 
m Cs I - Hill 
r Electrical Components and Electronic SE - Hill 

McClellan AFB 
-'--@ 

! Depot Moves 
rn ElectdMechanical - Hill 
8 Hydnulics - Tinker 
8 Flight C m W  Instruments - Tinker 
8 F-117 Mgt - nnker 

F-22 Mgt - Robins 
Det 42 Mgt - Tinker 
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Hill AFB 
ssumptions 

I - I Complete Closure 
Depot Moves 
m F-16 - McClellan 

C-130 - Robins 
m ICBM - Tinker 

Issues: Storage facilities 
Integration Spt Facility (Silos) START mplications 

m Landing GearMheelslBakes - Tlnke r 
dMunitions - KellylKirkland 

Issue: Wartime STAMPISTRAPP limitations fr >m single POE 

Hill AFB 
l---a 

DEPOT Moves 
rn Annament - Robins 

m Photo Recon - Robins 
1 nlnenlSlmulrtorr - Kelly 

F - 4  Mgt - KJV 
Maverick Missile Mgt - Robins 
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FOR 
DEPOT CLOSURES 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD . . 
YI. 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD 
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FOR DEPOT CLOSURES 7 
Hill AFB (F46) 

1) Replace New Orleans F-16s   raw down With 
Hill F-16s 

2) Realistically, Realign Hill AFB to an ARB 
B Realign Bergstrom F-16s to Hill ARB 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

AFB (C-SA and ANC F-16) 

1) COBRA Lam1 Pllytng f bold Compkk Closun 
Re-n th. 14 AFR Car .  7 P M  to Travis and Westover 

R a w n  t)w AFR M d d  Units to Lackland 
Re- th. 12 A M  F-16 10 Brrg~trm 

2) RerUWc.l)r, lWts R m u h  
T emnm to b e l l a d  wUh ARC Running th. Airtield 

Brhg h kroth.r AFRES Unit (1.8. Camwell KC -135s) 

BCEG CLOSE HOU) 
b* a 
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McClellan AFB (HQ 4th AF) 
1) Realign HQ 4th AF to March 

. . BCEG CLOSE HOLD . . 

Robinr AFB (HQ AFRES and ANG B-is) 
- Realign HQ AFRES to Dobbins 
- ANG 8-1 to Ellsworth . 

K E G  CLOSE HOLO 
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ARC OPTIONS 
OR DEPOT CLOSURES (Cor t) 

Tinker AFB (KC-13s) 
1) Realign KC-135Rs to March 
2) Realistically, Realign KC-135Rs to MacDill 

ID Improves SE TankerlReciever Balance 
ID Tenant on an Active Duty Base with a DOC Airfield 

BCEG CLOSE HOUI . . . 



DEP T CLOSURE - ACTIVE COMPONENT 
FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE RELOCATION T- 

22 PAA E-3A 
1 PAA EC-I3X 
4 PAA T-38A 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD * mm 

BCDO CLOSE HOLD 

- ACTfVE COMPONENT 
FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE RELOCATION 

I 1  P M E X  
I P M  EC-l ) l V  
I P M  EC-I 17D 
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BCDG CLOSE HOLD 

=h 
\ 

DEPOT CLOSURE - ACTTVE COMPONENT 
FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE RELOC. 4TION T- 

. . IJ 
BCEG CL~SE HOLD S * I Y  

- ACTIVE COMPOIJENT 
FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE RELOCPXION I 

I4 tM C-5 ( M R )  

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 



BCDG CLOSE HOLD 
DEPOT FLYING MISSION OPS VALUE} 

DEPOTS & LABS 
OPERATIONS EFFECTIVENESS 

WEIGHTING DIFFERENT MISSION AREAS 

I TWO OPTIONS FOR COBISIDErUtION: 

EQUAL WEIGHTING: 25% FIGHTER PETER 
25% BORl8ER FILTER 
25% TARKBR FILTER 
25% AIRLIFT FILTER 

70% CURREBIT ASSIGNED MISIOlV 

10% U C E I  To r n E R  THREE FILTER8 

BCEO CLOSE HOLD 6 -  

BCDO CLOSE HOLD 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD e -  
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. DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE: 

WASHINGTON DC ' 

OFFICE O f  THE MS151ANT SECRETARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAF/MII 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (AF/BCEG) Meeting 

The AF/BCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SAJ:/MII, at 1030 hours on 
6 September 1994. in Room 5D 1027. the Pentagon. The following pe rsonnel were in attendance: 

a. AF/BCEG members: 

Mr. Boatright, SAFM, CeChairman 
Maj Gen Blumt. AF/RT, -Chairman 
Mr. Beach, SAF/Fh4 
Mr. McCIIl, SAF/MIQ 

. . Mrj Gcn McGinty. AF/DPP 
Mr. On, AFAGM 
Mr. Durmtc, SAFIAQX 
Mr. Kuhn. SAFSCN 
Bng G n  We~va ,  NGB/CF 

'Isylr( 
Bng Gcn Bndky. AF/RE 

b. Other key rntndccs 

The meeting was c d k d  to by UI. BOJmght hj Richa-dsm, AF/RTR. briefed the 
need for r supplemental 6 u  call on ARC ursullruons. using the slides at Atch 1. The BCEG 
approved the &u d l .  

LI Col B k k .  AFmTR. b n f d  prlunmay usuts  relating to tle depot analytu, ushg the 
slides u Atch 2. At uruc wu the uw d cda gndcs for the axnr ~odities at each depot, and 
their rollup into an overall &pa ounmod~ry suklemcnt grade. Unll k t  other bases and cri taia, 
the depot gr;pdcs for cunmobwr are c-bk d klng canied fonvanC as numbers. As pmpsa!, 
the individual commobt#s arc gwcn r cola grade based on a smdard dismbution of the 
measure of merit scms compared to h e  same commodity for the 0th tr depots. This assignment 
of colon has the affect of lcveltng the rcms. 

'cY 
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A means of correcting for this leveling is the use of a standard deviation method of 
- assigning overall color grades. This method would assign a (Sreen color to those scores above 

the mean, a Green Minus to those within one standard deviation below the mean, and a Yellow 
to those more than one standard deviation below the mean. Another alternative would be to force 
a color distribution from Red to Green across the scores to provide a wider distribution. After 
discussion, the BCEG elected to use a system based on the application of a standard deviation 
method to the numerical grades which applies a Green, Gxwn Minus, or Yellow grade as 
described previously. 

The BCEG then discussed the need to consider how personnel cuts mandated by thc 
National Performance Review will affcct the costs and savings for COBRA. They concluded that 
they needed recommendations from the Working Group on this topic, and tasked the BCWG to 
provide that prior to COBRA analysis. 

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1205. The next 
BCEG meeting will be at the call of the Co-Chairmen. 

OPEN ITEMS: Criterion I Operations Scoring for Depot Facilities 
Details of Lab Activity Analysis, including Priority subelement 
COBRA Analysis of personnel costs and savings 

Co-Chairman 

Attachment 
1. ARC Data Call 

Y 
2. Depot Analysis Issues 

DISTRIBUTION: 
SAFrn 
S AFKiCN 
S AF/AQX 
S AF/MIQ 
AFRT 
AF/CE 
AFPE 
AFtDPP 
AFmm 
AFIRE 
NGB/CF 
AF/LGM 
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SUPPLEMENTAL ARC 
DATA CALL 

OPOSED ARC DATA CALL 7 
Weakness in Current Questionnairt! 
- AFRES Umbqw O I M  BUktlng Cost 

- PorroM.(  R.t.atm a d  Recruiting 
- W ? w w ~  
- Cobcatod W 003 Btmrkdown 

Supplemental Questions to Section IX 
-4-W-8)0.t.m - & - A r m  m W ud)or M O M  D a t a b u r  - ~ 2 0 ~ ( # t r d d O d A n 8 t y s l s  
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Current Questiorl 
m. Available dormitory space will house what percentage of 

population requiring billets? 

Pro~osed Add~t~ona . . 
% of reservistlguardsmen requiring billeting during 

drill weekends? 
u. % of drill billeting requirements met by using 

commercial billeting establishments (contract billeting)? 

1 

PERSONNEL RETENTION - 
p Usmq UunOta tram thr past two fiscal years, what 

Is t?u m m q o  base AFREYANG mention rate? (Note any 
orw tmo evona, wch rs  udt  moves maor weapon system 
comwskrrs, tM may h.v, account for rbnomulitks). 

\ / 
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pro~osed New Ouestio~ 
-. What was the average number of Title 10 

andlor Title 32 active duty days unit reservistlgua~dsmen 
participated beyond Annual Tours and Drills periods for 
FY92, FY93, and FY94 (est.)? (Do not include training 

BOSBREAKOUT -3 
UL16 lAddrdl them other Gowmment aviation units collocate 

on the rtrfmhf? W y8s; then who provides the following base 
opentrng rupgor)? 

- h # K . M o s 4 T ~ k g w d r . J d r J t a d m e s , o r C M I C m t r r c t  
- i l ~ - M o s 4 t ~ ~ o r J o h t t r d l u e s  
- C b m ~ - ~ T . n n S k p r r t r , , o r J o d n t h d l t k ~  - O t e T C  Wo4 t- kgrm J ~ h t  f ~ l h h ,  or 
- € I ) w , C E - ~ t r r v n C 8 q m b , o r J d " t l M W n  
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RECOMMENDATION 

BCEG Direct the Proposed ARC Data Call 
Using the Proposed Questions 
AFIRT Sign the Tasking Memorandum 



DEPOT VALUE ANALYSIS 
ADMIN 

BCEG DEPOT ANALYSI'S 
QUESTION 

Depots art compared PROS 
aC-oSS comdity lines Scorn .IT YW~rna ittdw at the 

commodity kvcl rolling into a 
N u m a i d  scores u e  color. Colon art t ~ c n  weighted 
awarded b a d  on to clku~arc find n ~ k p  

mtrarres of mart 

When should scores roll 
to colon? 

b ~JK loss of ddd~ty 
COK S 

with m euty rdl-up lao d fidelity mabter overall 
worn iodistiapirl  able 

acccplabk? Difficult to dirtinn ~isb  Better 
from Best. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

- 

I 19 SEP 1994 
!q YlilS( OmCE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRnARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAFIMII 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (A17/BCEG) Meeting 

The AFDCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SAF'MII, at 1030 hours on 
7 September 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following per ;onnel were in attendance: 

a. AFBCEG members: 

Mr. Boamght, SAF/MII, &Chairman 
Maj Gen Blume, AF/RT, Co-Chairman 
Mr. Beach, SAF/FM 
Maj Gen Tenoso. AF/XOO 
Mr. Blanchard, AFIDPP 
Mr. Orr, AFWM 
Dr. Wolff, AF/CE 
Mr. Durantc, SAFjAQX 
Brig G n  Weaver, NGBICF 

b. Other key attendees: 

Col Waltcn, AWE 
Cot Hargis. AFIRE 
Col Mayfreld, AF/RTR 
Mr. Myas ,  AFKEP 
Mr. Rtinuuon. AFKEV 
Mr. Curillq AFKEV 
Lt Cd Rodtfet. AF/XOFC 

Tk meeting was called to ordcr by Mr. Boatright. Lt Col Rcdefer, AF/XOFC, briefed 
the small aircraft act in  duty rulignmcnt ruumptions for the level pb ying field COBRA, using 
thc slicks at Atch 1. The dipmaus d f a u  structure repsent nwnable force beddowns 
constrained by the requhmcnt to use existing excess capacity and nbust capability. Where 
dtanative moves existed. the brvctt cost alternative was selected. bl addition, forct snuctun 
commonality of such aspects u engines and avionics was maximized. 

The BCEG noted a necd for guidance on the issue of squadror size and number of units 
for optrational efficiency and mission capability. They quested su:h a policy reflecting Air 
Force senior leadership's views be obtained by the operational community to guide BRAC 
decisions. Regarding Tyn&11 AFB. Lt Col Rodefer noted that the &.ones should be placed in 
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. a cantonment and operated out of that location because of m g e  limitations. He also noted that 
the slide should reflect F-15 rather than F-16 aircraft. After discussion, the BCEG approved tht 

r ! notional moves for use in the level playing field COBRA analysis. 

Mr. Myers, AF/CEP, introduced the Criterion I1 analysis for depots. Mr. Cardlo, 
AFICEV, began with the presentation of a proposal to change the Air Quality analysis, using thw 
slides at Atch 2. The BCEG noted that the titles "Weight" and "Block Value" on the grading 
worksheet were misleading, and directed that "Weight" be changed to "Value" and "Block Value" 
be changed to "Block Total." They also noted that, although the question is numbered under 
Section Vm, the Air Quality subelement will be considered in Criterion 11. The new 
subelements, questions, and filters wen approved by the BCEG. 

Mr. Myers then briefed the Criterion Il grades for the depot facilities. The BCEG noted 
discrepancies in the reporting of unique facilities by the installations, and directed that tbis data 
be reviewed by bases and MAJCOMs for consistency and accuracy. With regard to Facility 
Condition, the BCEG inquired as to whether a "zero" grade represents no Condition 1 facilities 
or no such facilities. They also requested that grades be revie,wed where the standard deviation 
is greater than the mean. 

Mr. Reinertson, AFICEV, briefed encroachment issues, using the slides at Atch 3. Afttr 
presentation, the BCEG approved the filters used by CEV to develop the grades for this section. 
The BCEG noted that Reserve and Guard units located on civilian airports would have no AICUZ 
data,. and determined that this would nof be graded. Those units located on Reserve or Guard 
bases, however, would have Encroachment evaluated Dming the review of the data, the BCEG 
notch an mor on the Kelly AFB Clear Zone grade for future encroachment. This grade should 
' be Green. Mr. Canillo then bncfcd rhc Air Quality pomon of the Criterion II grades for depot 
installations. w 

Then being no further mancn to bscuss. the meeting was adjourned at 130.  The next 
BCEG meeting will be at the call of thc C o - M e n .  

OPEN ITEMS: C n u m  I Opcnnons Scoring for Depot Facilities 
Deuils of Lab Activity Analysis, including Priority subelement 
COBRA Analyns d personnel costs and savings 
Unqw fwilrtlcr pdrng  
Factlrry cosdrtm qdt issues 

n m g W  

AMES F. BOATRIGHT 
OAhairrnan 
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. Attachment 
1. Small Aircraft Assumptions - 

t 
2. Clean Air Quality Subelements 
3. Encroachment Grading 

DISTRIBUTION: 
SAFIFM 
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BCEG CLOSE HO 

SMALL AIRCRAFT BASE 
FORCE STRUCTURE 

REALIGNMENT ASSUMPTIONS 

I FOR BCEG COBRA ANALYSIS 

LT COLONEL KARL RODEFER 
#/XOPC 

COMBAT PORCES DWISIOR 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD * wm. 

RCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 
RCE 

BCtO CLOSE HOLD 



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

IRCRAFT - ACTIVE COMP ONENT 
FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIG WENTS 
BRAC 93 TO BRAC 95 US-BASED FORCE RE1 1UCTIONS 

MDS PY99/4 . FYOY4 
BUSH PB FY96 POM 

F-15 229 208 , 

TOTAL 965 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
2 

3 wtm. 

U AIRCRAFT - ACTIVE COMPONENT \ 
FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 
BRAC 93 TO BRAC 95 US-BASED FORCE REIBUCIIONS 

*ALL FIG?iTLR AIRCRAM' MDSs 8TRAIGH:"LINED 
FROM PI 9714 THROWOH END OF FYDP (FY 0114) 
FORCE STRUCWSU SHOWN IN SUCCEEDING 
SLIDES IS FY 9714-rn 0 114 FORCE STRUCTURE 

*ERGO: ALL FORCE STRUCTURE MUST BF; 
COSTED 7'0 YO- 

BCEQ CLOSE HOLD 4 n m  



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

I FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REA.LIGNMENTS 
LANGLEY AFB, VA I 

- -  

BCEG CLOSE HOLD a n m  

BCEQ CLOSE HOLD 

AIRCRAFT - ACTIVE COMPONENT 
FLY INC FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 

SEYbIOI'R-JOIINSON AFB, NC 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD e n- 



I FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGb'MENTS 
SHAW AFB, SC I 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD I wm 

SMALL AIRCRAFT - ACTIVE COMPCbNENT 
FLY INC FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGP MENTS T- MOODY AFB. C A  

BCEG CLOSE HOLD a wm 



SMALL AIRCRAFT - ACTIVE COMPONENT 
FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE RE.ALIGNMENTS T- TYNDALL AFB, FL 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

AIRCRAFT - ACTIVE COMPONENT 

I FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 
CANNON AFB, Nhi 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD m wm 



AIRCRAFT - ACTIVE COMPONENT 
FLYING FORCE. STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 

HOLLOMAN AFB, NM 

I 36 P M  F-117A I V 
24 P M  F-4E FMS 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD . 11 YTY 

ShlALL AIRCRAFT - ACTIVE COMPp3NENT 
FLYING FORCE !5TRUCTURE REALIC YMENTS T- L I K E  AFB. AZ 

.*.... 

I LUKE m 
I S 0  P M  f - 1 6 m  
IS P M  F - I W ( A F W 3 )  

BCEO CLOSE HOLD 12 .nm 



BCEG CLOS 

'- AIRCRAFT -- ACTIVE COMPONENT I 
I FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS LUKE AFB, AZ I 

HILL AFB L A N O W  h ' B  I 
,-. 24 PAA F- 1 r;rm 6 PAA F-1 SC/D POPE AFB - . - - - - -  .--- 

1 36 PAA F-1 S O D  H(c~oN) 
L I Y I  1 A 

. . BCEG CLOSE HOLD . 3s utm 

AIRCRAFT- ACTIVE COMPONENT 
FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 

MOUST.tIN fIO,\fE AFB, ID 

BCEQ CLOSE HOLD (4 .ly 



BCEG CLOSE HOLD v 
I 

SN~ALL'AIRCM - ACTIVE COMPONENT 
FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNI'VIENTS 

I RECOMMENDATION 

BCEG ADOPT BRIEFED REALIGNMENTS 
FOR USE IN COBRA ANALYSIS 

l A  BCEG CLOSE HOLD IS ma 



r- 

i - 
GREEN = Attainment for Ozone AND Carbon Monoxide AND Particulate Matter 10 

YELLOW = Maintenance OR Nonattainment at Marginal OR Moderate levels for 
Ozone OR Carbon Monoxide OR Particulate Matter 10 

RED = Nonattainment at Serious OR Severe OR Extreme for Ozone OR Carbon 
Monoxide OR Particulate Matter 10 

RESTRICTIONS 

GREEN = No Restrictions 

YELLOW = Nature of special actions impacting operations with weighted score 2 40 for 
one special action, 2 30 for two actions, 2 20 for three actions, or lower score 

RED = Restrictions for on/oR base activities due to air quality considerations AND 
' 

requirement for implementation of emission reductions. Nature of special actions 
impacting operations with wcigbtcd score 2 50 for one action, > 40 for two actions, 
2 30 for three actions 

GREEN = Ozone AND Carboa Moaoxkle io Attainment 

YELLOW = Ozone OR Cab Moaoxidr b Maintenance OR Nonattainmtnt at Marginal 
AND No Quaotftative Urnits 00 Carbon Moaodde 

OR 
Otonc in Nonatbrhmcat at 1 Modctmtc AND Total Volatile Organic 
Compounds 2 10% AND Total Nitrgeo Odder 2 20% 

RED = Ozont OR Carbon Moooxkit b in Nooattainment at Moderate OR Serious OR 
&em OR Extnmc OR have qaaotitativc limits on Carbon Monoxide OR Total 
Volatile Organic Compounds < 10% OR Total Nitrogen Oxides < 20% 





FOR 

@002/003 
sac cmcz' 
M a  

YES m 

I -. Does the state or local ur quahty regulatory ageacy regulate or 
conditionotly exempt OBIOD opaadoos or braining? 

3. Does the agency limit the n u d m  of &onations to keep the exemption? 
4. Does the agency re& pan .. . 'odic emission testing? 
Blodc4. F i n G f i k  !i;. I b :  :# - . . .' ,.:8 . o t :  a , . , -  , .,... . . , --, . -9 * <  ', - +%$jji;i;;:;+: j; 'i?.! 
I .  Lf the state or local air gwlry rcp*coty agency regulate or condilionally 

exempts fire training acaviaca that ma molt+ do the agency 
I I rcquirmts exceed tbc fire L e u  adla controlled bum requhmcnu ( I - 

for local public fire r u ?  
2 

. . 
. . 



FOR 

' Bla 6, - (mnt) 

4. ~f & emergency operation of 
does the agency require an air quality operating pea-rnit? 

a. Does the agency require emission offsets? 
::,,;<?$f<; :,;i;;*.,.<: ; <. .,*.... "><,+,: .;;.z; ;?:!.\ ;y,;y.:L!Y:.,;::;:i-: ;~);~;:::.~:;;.~\~;:~$*':::? ':*.'.-.~?~*':.-~." .;>-.'.'.' -' . . .*i'Z:':;,:,-"- ' . .,. . ... . . . .. - , ,&. .:>, ..... -,. :: .,>.<," ...:,.,,.. '.'.','.'.:.::;( I:,,:.y< ., \..:.'>..:.. ..".. . '.;.,.I: -.....:. . - -.*- 2 

,::r.. . . . . . . ., ... .. .. . ("'.. ." .: ': :" :..: , , .. ., .-..", c . . .  3 . .  . . . . ., . \ '  , .., 
1. Does the state m local air quality mgulatory agency regulate c a 

conditionally exempt short-term (12 months or less) activities 6.e.. air 

I ( offsets? 
- 

I ! 

2 

3. 

shows, exercises, consauction or emergency actions.)? 
Docs the agency limit the hours of operation for short-term 
Doe0 the agency require @odic fufl analysis, emission 

4. Are any of these activities prohibited? I I 

. . 

I 
:.%.*,.iT. 

. , . . . .  , . , . . p !.*'.' $7 >:.: ;7 ..... F. .. B l d 9 .  

lock 
I. 

requirunents? 
..,. . . . .  ' -.,. v,... . a , <  7:' ...-$ BAa-,. : : . ' t  ' q '  ' 

.;. , . .. , . . .. . : ,  . 1 .-, . ?.(-.:;.;'l+;-?:\..'.' 
:::'.a ; i : ' :  *';::$? .,;, .,.- . . . \ ... .,... *... ?,:'A. 

Do thc stafe or local air quahry BACTILAER anission thcsho1tls (uccMng 
qmw L 

; , . .  
:!jg;:;;,,,',Y: ..,. ... . .,,.. .., - . ..F:. .+,.,. :jir-:; . r.... v .-,.n.. .>I* . . s ;. .. .?it;'::$; !:?V-8'.s':: * 'a'.::.'.... 

.,?- ;.,;, ..><,,.!::!!. $:  -:>>,! L.; * ,... ....., ,;*; ::b:..;:::y.!, ..: $::.:;>,.;. ;;,!#::>:,: ...+ . 

lead) exceed tbt Fcdarf Clean Air Act r cqu i remts?  

Does the state or local air quality regulatory agency have con1 inuous 
emissions monitoring (CEM) requirements for any souras at the base 
which exceed 'the Federal New Source Paformanct Stand& (NSPS). - . . . . . 



. 
m&= WEIGHED I E V ~ ~ ~ ~  (2RmERIA 
Nuyen FOR 

V A U ~  Tx 

L I Doer the state or local air a&& n&m aecm 

L 

z 
3. 

Does thc nare or loal air cjuality mguhlmy agency regulate ax ~ondiflonoll,~ exempt small activiticr or 
engines used for Mastmaun maintenance (LC., rewer cleaning, wood chipping. road repair, ete.)? 
Does the agency Umft the hburs oftheft atxivhk? 
D#s tbc agmcy rquire pcriadtc fuel aulyss or emission t d n g  ofcquiprncpt used to support these 

s 

10 

10 

z 



ENCROACHMENT DATA SClURCES 

Air Installation Compatible Use b n e  Studies 

Current AICUZ Reports 

Draft AICUZ Reports (Being Updated) 

Environmental Impact Analysis Documents 

Base Realignments and Closure 

Other Realignments and Beddowns 

m] ENCROACHMENT FILTERS - 
CtEAR ZONES 

Incompatibla d.velopmont in claar zone? NO - GREEN 

YES - ]?ED 
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ENCROACHMENT FILTERS 

GREEN - OFF-BASE DEVELOPMENT GENERALLY COMPATIBLE. 

(@5% INCOMPATIBLE DEVELOPMENT), 

YELLOW - OFF-BASE DEVELOPMENT INCOMPATIBLE IN SOME 
LIMITED AREAS. 

(>S9&-10% INCOMPATIBLE DEVELOPMENT) 

RED - OFF-BASE DEVELOPMENT SIGNIFICANTLY 
INCOMPATIBLE. 

(>lo% INCOMPATIBLE DEVELOPMENT) 

ENCROACHMENT FILTERS 
DECISION TRACK 

CLEAR ZONES 

Page 2 



ENCROACHMENT FILTERS - 
ACCIDENT POTENTIAL 

ZONES AND NOISE 
ZONES 

GREEN - OFF-BASE DEVELOPMENT GENERALLY CO klPATIBLE. 

(0-So/. INCOMPATIBLE DEVELOPMENT) 

YELLOW - OFF-BASE DEVELOPMENT INCOMPATIBLE IN SOME 
LIMITED AREAS. 

(~5%-10% INCOMPATIBLE DEVELOPMENT) 

RED - OFF-BASE DEVELOPMENT SIGNIFICANTLY 
INCOMPATIBLE 

(>lo./. INCOMPATIBLE DEVELOPMENT) 

ENCROACHMENT FILTERS 
DECISION TRACK - 

IWNT -ES AND NOISE ZONES 

ENCROICHWUT? U S U Y U C O M  DATA] 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORClE 
WASHINGTON DC 

- 
I 

(V OFFICE OF THE ASSITTANT SECRETARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAF/MII 

SUBJECE Minutes of Air Force Base Closurt Executive Group (FFBCEG) Meeting 

The AF/BCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SAl:/MII, at 1030 hours on 
8 September 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following personnel were in attendance: 

a AF/BCEG members: 

Mr. Boatright, SAFMI, Cd3hairman 
Maj Gcn Blume. AF/RT. &Chairman 
Mr. Beach, SAFFM 
Mr. McCall, SAFNIQ 
Maj Gcn Tenoso, AF/XOO 
Mr. Blanchad AFIDPP 
Mr. On, AFrLGM 
Dr. Wdff. AFfCE 
Mr. DrPanot* SAFtAQX 

w Mr. Kuhn. SAFXiCN 
Brig G n  Wuutt. NGBXI: 
Brig Gcn Bndky. AFIRE 

Mr. Goustayn 
Cd Mayfild MIRTR 
Cd W d m *  AFm 
Cd zcirnct, A F m  
Mr. Mkrin 

The meting was d k d  to ada by Maj Gcn Blume. Col Zc irnet, A F m ,  briefed the 
Air Force's civilian man- usaq dre tlidts at Atch 1. The toral xcdwion of 
civilian positions wrorr the FYW radudtla p m g m m d c  reduction and a non-programmatic 
reduction. The BRAC will brlp define wtua the norr-pmgr unmatic cuts will be taken, 
Normal RIF and Kpantiorr h t i m  haw ken  fundcd through the FYDP, but any additional 
RIFs resulting from the corrcerruatxm d p b  Lorrs u BRAC-closed locations will be a BRAC 
expense. Mr. Boamght n o d  Lhu our r#amrnendations to the Comn~ission will show credit for 
savings associaud with reductions In ctvilim positions resulting fron BRAC recommendations, 
even though the duct ions  will nor k additive to the duct ion  in t l~e civilian end strtngth 
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reflected in the FYDP. It has been fully acknowledged within DoD that BRAC recommen&tions 
will be a.primary source for achieving the non-programmatic I W P  projected reductions 

For the level playing field COBRA, FY 9714 will be used as the baseline for personnel 
positions. For the final COBRA, major commands must sdjust the current numbers for FY 9714 
to account for planned reductions that are not currently laid in. This will give a more dined 
COBRA analysis. 

Mr. Goldstayn briefed the proposed method of analysis fbr a functional value of Test and 
Evaluation bases which will be used in both the Air Force analysis and to provide a tiering of 
the T&E bases to the JCSG. Of the bases for which the JCSG requires a "milimy value," 
Arnold and Edwards have been excluded based on mission and. geographic uniqueness. UlTR 
will be given the tiering of Hill AFB as a &pot base; Holloman, Hurlburt, and Tyndall will be 
given their tiering as small aircraft bases; and AFEWS and REDCAP will not be given a value 
since they are not military installations. This is based on the SECAF approved categorization 
of bases. The BCEG noted an e m  in the sli&'s reference to CSAF direction, and directed it 
be struck. Egfin AFB is the only base that qu i res  evaluation for tiering under the T&E 
category. 

The analysis of the T&E function under Criterion I for the T&E category will be based 
on the JCSG evaluation scheme with slight changes. The gracling will be based on the JCSG 
weights and data, with some of the qutstions and @ng filters alered to strengthen the Air 
Force analysis. The BCEG n d  the Open Air Rangc subelement was left off the "Mcasuns" , 

- sli&, and that "Ownership' of  Caiacal A irLand&a Space should reflect "Control" in the grading 
since this is the important frtor. The sldt should reflect the comction. 

Weighting rccomrnctdcd by A F l E  f a  the three T&E missions or resources 
(Armament/Weapons, EC, uwJ Au Vchwks) wiU give 70% to the primary mission and 3096 to 
the secondary mission(s). Afar r cda g d e  f a  the T&E functional value is &terminad, a 
70/30 weighting will k used la tk ThE rtnw A d  Operations to anive a! an overall 
Criterion I grade. The A d t  Opemoons gmk will be & t a m i d  by the same method as the 
Depot Operations grade. 7hr BCEG q p m d  Ihc method of analysis and weights as briefed and 
the use of the JCSG @ng gu&ltnts 

Mr. Mkzjva prrscnvj r f d b  up on the rrmaining issues fa L&Pmduct Center 
analysis. using tht slides rr Au-h 3 tk brwlcd that SAFIAQ would provi& an expert evaluation 
of the "hority" subelemnu d mul fa Au hmx preeminence and need f a  in-house capability. 
While the BCEG apprond tk wrrrrt d rhc ursrccr f a  this question, they d i d  that r range 
of priorities rather than r Y N o  r n s r r t t  m h a s  bc pwdtd 

The BCEG also obpcrd m nnp can thu did not mck for a Red possibility, ud 
dmcd that r k t u r  gndrng wtumc k bvrbpad The BCEG also n o d  that using p l m  and 
minuses at this early m n g  level was m i m t  with other prucess, but approved the limited 
use quested. Fmally, tk K E G  darurd thu r sandand deviation approach be used whac 
then were no objective smdads f a  prirng filers. 

The BCEG then a&cruJ tht crrlurtiorr of the optrational element of the &pot, lab, and 
T&E facilities under Cntcnm 1 The RCXG agreed to use the approach as described on the slide 
at Atch 4. Bases will be c t a l u r d  r g a ~ n n  the small aircraft Criterion I subelements and the w 
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bomber, tanker, and airlift screens for the large aimaft subelement, and each ranking will be 
given equal weighting in rolling up the four grades into an overall Cperational grade. 

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was @ ourned at 1245. The next 
BCEG meeting will be at the call of the Co-Chairmen. 

w 
OPEN ITEMS: Lab Activity Analysis grading criteria 

Unique facilities grading 
Facility condition grade issues 

Co-Chairman 

Attachments 
1. Manpower briefing 
2. T&E Analysis 
3. Lab Follow-Up 
4. Ops evaluation 

DISTRIBUTION: 
SAF/FM 

. SAFfGcN 
S AFIAQX 
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AIR FORCE CIVILIA,NS 

End Strength Reducing From 201521 to 162767 by N 01 
- -12500 Reduced via Programmatic Means 
- -26200 Reduced via Non-Programmatic Action 

Base Closures Will Help Define -26200 Cut 

Civilian Pay Has Been Cut Thru FYDP 
- Normal IncmtdRIF Costs Funded Thru FYDP 
- Costs Due To Base Closure Additional RIF Action Not Funded 
- Civilian Pay Not Available To Pay BRAC Cosfs 

CIVILIAN MANPOWER 
7ot.l ALr Force 

Page 1 
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Air Force 
Test & Evaluation (T&E) 

Bases 

AFlDoD Process Comparison 

Air Force P ~ r s  Compares tho Ralatiw, 
Qurnt.thn Vlhn d e l u d e d  Bases l~ 
b i n  Areas 
That b v o  Crosa-Swvico PoWntirl 
Dopa- ot Wens0 P m s s  Compares 
trm Fc.l.thn of Servlca 
Fundhnal AcCMtks 

h -8 Th8t ) ( r ~  ~ S E  
&da POt.rrtw 
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T&E Bases 
Arnold AFB is excluded 
Edwards AFB is excluded 
- PhUllpr Lab has an actlvky on base - UTTR should be treated as part of BCEG assessment of Hill 

AFB 

Eglin AFB 
- WrlgM Lab and ASC have acthrmes on base - Test rcttvttks at Holomrn AFB should be treated as part of 
the BCEG assessment d Hdloman as a small An: bast - Hurlbert Fkld Is wholly contained on Eglln AFlB and wll be 
w ~ e d  as a smal IVC base - Test dr md water SPK. d Tyndlln should be lreated as 
part olth. tho BCEG usessment of Eglh AFB 

AFRNSIREDCAP are not government 
installations and should not be treated by the 
BCEG - Wkhckdod hth.JCSOandysls 

FOR OF fltW USE W L Y  -WORKING ORAFT 

T&E Functional Matrix 
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Measures of Merimeights 

Air V t h i  

$0 
I PhyflcalValue I Technical Value I 

FOR WFCW USE ONLY -WDRKING DRAFT 

"T&E" Measures 
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T&E Weights 

Primary T E  mission twice as important as 
secondary test missions 

Primary mission and percentage for 
individual secondary missions established by 
AFRE 

P a  Of- WI m V  DRAFT 

T&E Mission Assessment (Eglin) 
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T8E Analysis Summary 

COST a MANPOWER IMPUCATWNS (W) 
0' RETURN ON INVESTMENT M . 

FOR OIFICW USE ONLY -WORKING DRAFT 

Summary 

T E  Rating Process Supports r 
Ddermimtiarr d Tho Installation Value of 
E~ l in  AFB 
P m n s  Is Auditable and Defendable 

Procou Can CLrdily 60 Adapted To Consfd6er 
Ant  C m s ~ e  Functional Value at the 
Acthrlty bveI 
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Air Force 
LaboratorylProduct Center 

Follow Up Briefing 

8 Sep 1994 
Matt Mluiva 
AF Lab Team Chief 

Agenda 
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"Priority" Action Items 

Action Item: Identify source for: . . - Need tor AF p ~ m h e n c e  
- Need lor AF In-house upabillty 

Solution: Written determination by SAFIACI - Mependenl rsressment by tundonal experts 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCIE 

WASHINGTON DC 

1 3 SEP 1994 
qw O F ~ C E  OF THE ~5515TAM SECRETARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: S A F I '  

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (A ?/BCEG) Meeting 

The AF/BCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SAFMII, at 1030 hours on 
9 September 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following personnel were in attendance: 

a. AFBCEG members: 

Mr. Boatright, SAF/MII. Co-Chairman 
Maj Gcn Blumt, AF/RT, -Chairman 
Mr. Beach, SAF/FM 
Mr. McCall. SAF/MIQ 
Mr. Blanchad, AFDPP 
Mr. On, AFffiM 
Dr. Wolff, MICE 
Mr. Durantc, SAFIAQX 

. . Mr. Kuhn, SAFXiCN 

V Brig Gtn Weaver. NGB/CF 
Brig G n  Bradley. AF/RE 

Col Mayfield, AF/RTR 
Col Walrn. AFJPE 
Col Ncmll. AF/XOO 
Cd Knru* AFtAQX 
Col AF/RE 
Mr. M k d v a  
Lt Cd Rodcftr. AF/XOFC 

T~IC meeting was d b d  to by Maj Gen Blume. Mr. MJeziva presented the changes 
to the Lab analytical method u d i d  by the B E G ,  using the slides Atch 1. Tbey proposcd 
a grading method based on sundad deviation which provided a Gret~l grade for a score above 
the mean, Yellow for a sam equal to or krs than one standard &vialion below the mean, and 
Red for a xxm more than one Iundud dcviadon from the mean. The BCEG noted that Green 
should be used for a score equal to a greater than the mean. The BCE .G approved this method, 
but noted that it differed from the Depot standard deviation grading n~ethod. It was requested 
that the Depot method be examined once again for consistency. The BC EG approved the grading 
mcthod and the othcr changes as briefed. 

V 
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Lt Col Rodefer, AF/XOFC, briefed the Operations subelement of the Depot Category 

..-- 
bases using the computer database. During his overview of the: grades, several items were raised 

i as questionable. Specifically, the BCEG asked that the UlTR  capability be examined for 
applicability for Hill Am. In addition, the use of Ft Sam Houston as a resource for composite 
training was addressed. The Dugway Axmy facility was questioned as to its ability to pmvi 
joint training. Additional questions w m  asked about the criteria by which facilities qualified 
ranges or training areas. 

Some underlying assumptions were explained. Eglin range was not considered available 
because of its dedication to test rather than training. In addition, airspace growth potential, 
although reported by many bases. was rejected by the Air Staff since it was speculative. Only 
when current applications w t n  being processed to increase available ranges or MOA's did the 
Air Staff give credit for an increase. The BCEG accepted these assumptions, but because of the 
questions about the data in the other m a s ,  the BCEG directed the BCWG to reexamine this data 
and the filters and present it again. The BCEG also examined the Runway/raxiway/Apron 
grades for this subelement. The BCEG accepted the scores but asked for clarification on Tinker 
AFB's apron grade. 

There being no further maaen to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1155. The next 
BCEG meeting will be at the call of the Co-Chairmen. 

OPEN ITEMS: Unique facilities grading 
Facihty condition grade issues 
Squrdron s k  and number of units 
Opmtions subelement questions 
rider AFB apon Wac 

AMES F. BOATRIGHT 
Co-Chairman 

Attachment 
Lab Follow-Up 

DISTRIBUTION: 
s A F m  
SAFGUU 
SAFIAQX 
SAFMIQ 
AF/RT 
AFKE 
AF/PE 
AF/DPP 
A F m m  
AFIRE 
NG B/CF 
AFLGM 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

w OFFKE OF THE ASSl-ANT SECRETARY -- 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAFIMn 

SUBJECR Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (AF'DCEG) Meeting 

The AFDCEG meeting was convened by M. Boamght, SAFIMII, at 0800 hours on 
12 September 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following personnel were in 
attendance: 

a AFBCEG members: 

Mr. Boatrigh~ SAF/MU, CbChahan  
Maj Gen Blume, AF/RT, &-Chairman 
Mr. Beach, SAF/FM 
Mr. Mcc.Il. SAFNIQ 
MajGnMcGinty,AF/DPP - 
Mr. On. A F W M  
Dr. Wdff. AFCE 
Mr. Dunna. SAF/AQX 

w Mr. Kuhn, SAFXiCN 
Brig Gerr Wuva.  K G W  
Bng Gcn Bndky. AF/RE 

The mttting wu ulbd m ada W. Bcwighr U Cd R o b f a ,  AF/XOFC pr#tnttd 
the opmtiorrs data fa the &pot bases tmng h e  cunputcr database. In rcspom to questions 
raised in an carlie; bricfmg. k ht nacd the brt did pmwdc susuplm to Hill AFB, md that . 

the data was changed rcorbn3y. He d that since the pria bnefmg he had Wkd the 
database with ACC and mth thc Army on lhtit nqrcctivc portions, ss well as confirming that 
the grading criteria were rppropruu Afar rcvicwing the specific* questions raised by the 
BCEG, he reported that Ft Sun tiourm dd nor provi& joint mining iuppon, and that although 
this information was in the database. :I was not used for scoring. Du p a y  Army post in Utah 
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was confinned to provide joint training capability. McMullen range was confirmed as not 
supporting Full Scale Weapons Delivery. 

During the review, an mor was identified on Kelly and McClellan's grade for 
Airspdraining Growth Potential. This item was rtviewed and should have bttn changed 

grades, noting the requirement to change iklly and McClellan as briefed 
w Yellow. After extensive =view of the gra&s for these subelements, the BCEG accepted the 

Lt Col Pitcher, AF/LGMM, briefed the Depot Value Analysis. He fmt presented some 
administrative issues relating to the W n g ,  using the slides ;at Atch 1. Based on an extensive 
review of the data by the BCWG, it was noted that the commodities "Other Capacity," after 
removal of AMARC, and "Ground Vehicle Components" did not amount to any signscant 
amount of workload. Accordingly. the BCWG recommended that these commodities be excluded 
from W n g ,  despite their use in the JCSG. The BCEG concurred. 

Lt Col Pitcher then addressed the issue of the color grades to be assigned to the standard 
deviation scored questions, as quested by the BCEG in the last meeting. The BCEG noted that 
Air Force &pots arc generally considered to be high quality, which would favor use of the 
grading under which no Red grades would result On the other hand, it was noted that Red does 
not mean bad, but instead indicates only the lowest position on a range of scores. In addition, 
a scale with potential for a Red gredc provides more discrimination, and is con$stent with the 
Lab and Test and Evaluation groups' scoring. After discussion. the BCEG voted to use a 
standard Mation scoring system which provides a Green for scores equal to or greater than the 
mean. Yellow for scores within one sundard deviation below the mean to include minus one 
standard deviation. and Red f a  scores below minus one standard deviation. Plus and minus 
grades arc obtained using the scale depicted on the chart at Atch 1. 'w - 

Lt Col Pitcher then bncfcd Ihc p d t s  for the depots, using the slicks at Atch 2. He 
began by reviewing the M t u u r u  of Mcnt for depot analysis. He noted that some of the wording 
on the measures of merit hd been clarified 7d Service Cm" had been changed to Total 
Air Force Cort Capability.' 'Iht find subckment of the second measurr: had been changed to 
"Core divided by Total Car ur the A u  Face.' Hc then explained some t a m s  uscd in the slides. 
The term "Maximum Potenoal C l ~ ~ t y "  cnvisians addmg peopk but doesn't add facilities, much 
like robusting operational uncu Ilnquc' refers to king the sole source in the Air Force, while 
"Rculiar" refen to the only caprkl~ty In Dd). Iht BCEG approved the Measures of Merit u 
modifid.  

After a discussion d tk welthung d the 'commoditks. the BCEG then asked for m 
explanation of the colm u rp9ld ro dr canmodrtits Lt ('nl Pitcher statcd that the c01m 
were noc used for my d l u p  d gn&r but instead war r c o l a  depiction of the gndc for that 
commocbty u that ckpot rehue m dw atha 6tpw. fht da is based on a linear relationship 
that prwidts a Green f a  ttu higkst ~ a r  and r Red f a  the lowest, and assigns a color to every . 

xxm in between based on its pmmn rclaove to rhe high and low. Although these colors art 
noc uscd for p d m g  &pots, the cokrr d l  m u h  in an easier comparison of commodities when 
examining appropriate realignment d &lord later. Mr. Roatright noted that the column 
heahngs and the absence of Lhc toul weighted scores could be confusing. The BCEG directed 
that the color column be scpanud. and hat the weighted scores be listed in a column with the 
sum at the bottom. rcprcLcntlng Ihc ovcnll commdties grade for the depot. w 
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* : The BCEG then examined all the scores by commodity for each depot. The BCEG noted 

that diversity of capability generally results in a higher grade fo- the depot, although the 
weighting does give appropriate credit to those commodities representing a high propurtion of 
Air Force workload. A blank score for Kelly AFB, M2, for the mun tions/ordinance grade was 
noted. The BCEG confirmed that this was a zero score, and that all totals w m  correct. 

w 
Turning to the Cost subelement, there were some questions on the calculations presented. 

The BCEG directed the BCWG to reexamine these figures and the grades assigned. 

The BCEG then requested a briefing on the COBRA assumpt ons prior to reviewing the 
COBRA data, so that they could confirm these are the assumptior s they wish to use. The 
BCWG was .directed to provide this briefing. The BCEG then reces. ;ed at 1 1 15 for lunch. 

The BCEG reconvened at 1235. They first =viewed the comxted grades for Kelly and 
McQellan for airspacdtraining area and appmved those corrections. Mr. Scovell then briefed 
the COBRA assumptions, using the slide at Atch 3. He noted that th? AFMC 21 study was the 
basis for a portion of the COBRA inputs, but that transportation co:;ts and interim production 
support costs were recalculated using a consistent method and consutent factors. HQ USAF 
functional experts will provide input on other areas of the COBRA n~odtl, as noted 

The BCEG noted a concern that the number of non-Air Force tenants at bases wen not 
includtd in the costs. After a discussion of the ability to account f M these costs, the BCEG 
determined that if an organization included 500 or more persons, it would be included in level 
playing field COBRA analysis, and that similar organizations 4 other &pot bases would also be 
included. DISA organizations were not included since these would be similar for all depots and 
would not affect relative costs. In ddition, DFAS organizations wtr: not included sina all of 

wv these art either planned to be ctntnlized off of these bases within he BRAC time period or 
would be cantoned if the base were cl& 

The BCEG noted that the COBRA analysis on actual proposed closures and realignments 
will includes refinements for both realistic moves and cost estimates but that the assumptions 
for level playing field COBRA would dtquatcly cap- the relative costs of closure for tach 
installation. 
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There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1335. The next 

- .  BCEG meeting will be at the call of the Co-Chairmen. 
i 

OPEN ITEMS: Unique facilities grading 
Facility condition grade issues 
Squadron size and number of units 
Optrations subelement questions 

V 
Tinker AFB apron score 
Depot commodity score corrections 
Depot cost subelements verification 

Attachments 
1. Depot Analysis issues 
2. Depot Grade Analysis 
3. COBRA Assumptions 
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COMMODITY CRITICALITY 
SORTED BY AMOUNT OF CORE 

(AF commodity core as a percentage of total core) 

CATEGORY 2i&QR€ 
1 RANSPORT, TANKER, BOMBER 22.5 
ENGINES 
SOFTWARE(ALL) 11.8 
FIGHTERS 8.3 
AVIONICS 7.4 
GROUND COMM 1 ELECTRONICS 6.6 
STRUCTURES (AIRCRAFT) 4.6 
COMPONENTS-AIRCRAFT (OTHER) 4.2 
INSTRUMENTS 3.8 
MISSILES (ALL) 3.3 
HYDRAULICS / PNEUMATICS 2.7 
LANDING GEAR 1.5 
TMDE 1.4 

MUNITIONS I ORDNANCE (AVIATION) -5 1 

3 
5% 

2 

CMD & CNTRL AIRCRAFT 1 .I 
GEN PURPOSE EQUIP (OTHER) .5 

PROPELLERS .4 
t APUs .4 

1% 

1 OTHER (AMARC STORAGE) .4 <.I % CORE 
GROUND GENERATORS .2 1 

I 

GROUND VEHICLE COMPONENTS 1 a .-CORE 1 











MEASURES-OF MERIT 
METHODOLOGY 

Capacity (40%) 
- % Current Capacity of AF Core Capability (20 pts) 

Capacity Index I Total Core Capabilities in the Air Force 

- % of Max Potential Capacity (MPC) of Total AF Core 
Capability (20 pts) 

MPC I Total CORE Capabilities in the Air Force 

Core Workload & Core Capabilities (30%) 
- % Core 'JVorkioad (10 pfsj . 

Core I Total Workload 

- %Total Core in the Air Force (20 pts) 
CORE I Total CORE in the Air Force 





MEASURE OF MERIT 
METHODOLOGY 

Other Workloads (10%) 
- % Last Source Workload of Total Above Core 

Workload (6 pts) 
Last Source I Total Above Core Workload 

- % Other Workloads From Outside Service of 
Total Core (4 pts) 

FMS + Interservice Above Core + Other Agency 
Above Core I Total Above Core Workload 



COMMODITY CRITICALITY 
SORTED BY AMOUNT OF CORE 

(AF commodity core as a percentage of total core) 

CATEOORY 
TRANSPORT, TANKER, BOMBER 
ENGINES 
SOFIWARE (ALL) 
FIGHTERS 
AVIONICS 
GROUND COMM I ELECT RONICS 6.6 
STRUCTURES (AIRCRAFT) 4.6 5.0 % 

- - -  

a COMPONENTS-AIRCRAFT (OTHER) 4.2 
INSTRUMENTS 3.8 2 
MISSILES (ALL) 3.3 
HYDRAULICS I PNEUMATICS . 2.7 
LANDING GEAR I .5 
TMDE 1.4 ~ ~ 

CMD & CNTRL AIRCRAFT 1.1 
GEN PURPOSE EQUIP (OTHER) .' .5 1.0 % 

MUNITIONS I ORDNANCE (AVIATION) 
PROPELLERS .4 *" - 

APUs .4 
GROUND GENERATORS .2 





COLOR 

DEPOT TOTAL 
FV SCORING 

VALUE RANGE 

GREEN +I +.835 to + l .O  
GREEN - +.67 +.5 to +.8349 

YELLOW + +.33 +.I65 to +.499 

YELLOW 0 -.I 649 to +.I 649 
YELLOW - 0.33 - . 499 to -.I65 

RED + - 67 -.8349 to -.5 
RED -1 -1.0 to m.835 



DEPOT ANALYSIS 
TINKER AFB (OC-ALC) 







DEPOT ANALYSIS 
MCCLELLAN AFB (SM-ALC) 



DEPOT ANALYSIS 
ROBINS AFB (WR-ALC) 





DEPOT VALUE COMMODITY 
SUMMARY 

2 - A I R C R A F T  COMPONENTS ( O T H E R )  

2 - A L L  M I S S I L E S  

,2 -TM D E  
2 - C M D  & C N T R L  A I R C R A F T  
1 - G E N P U R P O S E  ( O T H E R )  











DEPOT VALUE SUMMARY 



Y EPOT CRITERIA IV & V 

AFMC DATA METHODS USED 
Distribution of depot workload 
Depot MILCON and MFH 
'Unique' Costs 
Transportation Cost' 
Interim Production Support Cost' 

HQ USAF DATA 
Force Structure Movement 
Manpower 
Force Structure MILCON and MFH 

STANDARD FACTORS 

b 

P 
'Recalculated using consistent factors 

1 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCtZ 

WASHINGTON DC 

- 
/' 

1 llL OCT 1994 
TIlW 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETART 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAFlMn 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (iLF/BCEG) Meeting 

The AF/BCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SAF/MII, at 0800 hours on 
13 September 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following personnel were in 
attendance: 

a AF/BCEG mtm bers: 

Mr. Boatright, SAF/MII, &Chairman 
Maj Gcn Blwne, AF/RT, CuChairman 
Mr. Beach. SAF/FM 
Mr. McCdI, SAFMQ 
Maj Gcn McGinty, AFtDPP 
Mr. On, AF/LXiM 
Dr. Wolff, AFKE 
Mr. h e ,  SAFtAQX 
Mr Kuhn, SAFEGCN 
Brig Cen Wuva.  NGBKF 
Bng G n  Brdky. AF/RE 

I Bluwhud AFDPP 
Cd Msyfiuld AF/RTR 
Cd b* AFmw 
Cd Kmn. S#/AQ 
Lt Cd Rtcba, AFAXiMM 
Mr. Schotrrcta. AFEaw 
Lt Cd Doruu)Jr)t. AF/RTR 
Mr. Scovrll. SAFmCXA 

Tht meeting was crJled oo ada by Mr. Boanight IA Col Pi rher presented r follow-up 
to the Depot Analysis, using bw sbda at Atch 1 .  He presented the t lifftnnt f m a t  for tallying 
depot commodities tcorrs u 6r#rab by the BCEG and the conrparativt colon for each 
commodity score. nK ovcnlf colon ulc dtrivad by applying a standard deviation to the &pot 
total scores. which result from summing the weighted commodity scans. "2he BCEG one again 
noted the Munitions cornmobty for Kelly AFB showed a zero for h12; this should be a zero. 
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Lt Col Pitcher noted that an error in calculation had been discovered that changed the 
Kelly kFB overall score from 731 to 730. For the Cost element, the colors were based on a 
standard deviation of the overall cost and wage rate subelements, and all calculations were 
verified correct. Aftcr a review, the BCEG app&ed the scorns and o v d  color grades for the 1 
depot functions as briefed. 

Lt Col Domalley then briefed a change to the data for Criterion 11, Unique Facilities, for 
Hill AFB, using the slide at Atch 2. The grade for Hill AFB will be changed to Oreen as a result 
of the data, since they do have unique facilities. The BCEG then examined the rollup of scores 
for both depot and operations subelements for Criterion I for all the bases in the Depot 
Subcategory. 

Mr. Schoenecker, AFICEVP, presented the Criterion VI analysis method as directed by 
the Economic Impact JCSG, using the slides at Atch 3. The analysis takes into account c m n t  
actions as well as cumulative impacts from past BRAC actions of all DoD departments and 
agencies that have not yet been implemented. While the Air Force will consider only Air Force 
proposed BRAC 95 actions, DoD will examine cumulative BIUC 95 actions across DoD after 
all recommendations art given to them. 

On the example slide. the BCEG noted inaccuracies in some of the column explanations, 
and dirtcttd that they be f d  The BCEG also requested a clarification on whether the Column 
IV total should include tenants on the base. and an explanation of the rationale if DoD wants to 
exclt.t& tenants from this number. The BCEG then approved a display of the (3ritcrion VI 
information which will show Total Job b s  and the cumnt impact or, if applicable, the 
cumulative impact, as a pemnugc. In addition, the BCEG will examine the historical data 
regarding the past employment data. mth a report of the last thm years' average unemployment 
in addition to the ten-year avenge. ?k BCEG then rrccsscd at 1000. and monvencd at 1435. w 

Mr. Schotnccktr presented the Cnt- VI s u m s  for Depot Subcategory bases, using 
the slides at Atch 4. He fuu relared that OSD dxl noc intend to include tenants in the numbers 
for Total Job h s  undtr Column IV. OSD u considering this issue, however, and may issue 
guidance prior to the find u u l p s  krng canpletcd Thc BCEG questioned the contraa 
personnel equivalent number. ud ukcd AF/PE tomfum these numbers. In addition, the BCEG 
questioned the T i k c r  toul pb k n s  numbtt, s m  i t  was considerably higher than tht other bases. 
The BCEG then approved du Cnttnorr V1 dau. t u b ~ t  to thc quested reviews. 

Mr. Scovcll prrsenud the COBRA data (Chterir IV and V) for the Depot Subcatcgay 
b w s ,  uslng the slide u Auh S He crptwvd thc hgnificanct of each number. He noted thu 
these cow arc lower than thor rrpatd ur du BRAC 93 uulysis. He amibutcd this to the we 
of a much smaller bscount nu ' x Return d Investment, and a much better analysis of coat, 
includrng ccmstructim. k thm & s c u d  ram d the one-time cost drivers at the various bases. 
Afur discussion and review. thc BCEG r ~ p r o d  the COBRA data as briefed. 

Mr. Wolff then prrrcnrd m c r p b u m m  of the cost of milimy family housing, using the 
information in Atch 6. Hc noted Lhu amangcncy and SIOH should be deducted and 
lnfrastnrcture Cost was captured elsewhere In COBRA. As a nsult, the cost of housing was 
$92.330 per unit. 

3' 
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The BCEG then reviewed the scores and information for all eight criteria for the baks 
in the depot subcategory and discussed items of importance for consideration as the members 
voted. Mr. Boatright noted the priority given to the first four trim and suggested particular 
attention be paid to Criterion I because it represented the comparati~a value of each of these 
bases to suppart both &pot and flying operations. He then suggested the cost criteria be given 

qrdv emphasis because of the high cost of closure for bases hosting Air Log stics Centers and because 
of the considerable difference in these comparative costs within th s category. The BCEG 
members noted that it would be desirable to retain one of the primary e ngine commodity depots, 
as depicted by the commodity grades on the &pot analysis. An iIdditional factor was the 
availability of water, and other environmental factors. 

The BCEG members then voted by secrtt written ballot Each I base could be given either 
a 3, 2, or 1 vote, with a three xepnsenting a vote to place the base in the top tier for retention. 
The votes for each base were then totalled and displayed for the mem xrs. Based on the votes 
received by each base, the following tiers were produced: 

Top Tim Hill AFB 
Tinker Am 

Middle Tier Robins AFB 

. Bottom Tier: Kelly AFB 
McClellan AFB 

Bases are placed in tier dphabetically, and there is no ranking of !-mses within a tier. The 
BCEG approved the tiin by vote. 

'w T h e  being no further maatn to discuss, the meeting was adjauned at 1630. The next 
BCEG meeting will be at thc call of thc Co-Clubmen. 

OPEN M S :  Unique facilities @ng 
Facility cordition gradt issues 
Sqwdrm size and number of units 
Ttnker AFB rprocl saxe 
h a ~ t  Ptnorrncl n u m b  for CFijerion VI 
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Attachments 
1. Depot Analysis - 

/ 2. Depot SCO~CS 
3. Crit VI Method 
4. Depot Crit VI data 
5. Depot COBRA 
6. MFH Cost 

DISTRIBUTION: 
S A F m  
S AFIGCN 
S AFIAQX 
SAF/MIQ 
AF/RT 
MICE 
AFPE 
AFDPP 
AFfXOO 
AFIRE 
NGBICF 
A F f f i M  
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DEPOT ANALYSIS 
HILL AFB (.OO-ALC) 



DEPOT ANALYSIS 
KELLY AFB (SA-ALC) 



DEPOT ANALYSIS 
MCCLELLAN AFB (SM-ALC) 



DEPOT ANALYSIS 
ROBINS AFB (WR-ALC) 





DEPOT VALUE COMMODITY 
SUMMARY 



OTHER FACTORS 
(COST) 

Annual Operating Costs Per Hour (50%) 

Labor Rates (50%) 

* Responses to both elements evaluated using 
linear relationship of the depot's reported costs 
within the range of totalcosts reported by all 
depots. 



AOC Distribution 







DEPOT VALUE SUMMARY 



ADMIN REMARKS 

DATA CALL NUMBER 6 
- HILL RESULTS 

HAS UNIQUE FACILITIES 
WILL CHANGE GRADE UNDER UNIQUE 
FACILITIES 
WILL NOT ALTER THE OVERALL CRITERION 
I1 COLOR CODE 
BCEG ACCEPT CHANGE TO HILL UNIQUE 
FACILITIES DATA 



CROSS SERVICE GROUP ON ECONOMIC IMPACT 

BRAC 95 

ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

(CRITERIA VI) 

Briefer 
Mr Lee Schoenecker 

BCEG CLOSE-HOLD 





BRAG 95 OSD GUIDANCE ON I ECONOMIC IMPACTS (CRITERION VI) 
(Continued) 

* *Requires military departments to review 
historic economic data provided by OSD 

* *Requires cross-services cumulative 
economic impact if applicable . 

* OSD system now becoming available 

BCEG CLOSE-HOLD 





HOW AIR FORCE WILL USE OSD SYSTEM 

+We will provide information to BCEG 

++One table of closure economic impacts 
for each category of bases 

+ *One table of OSD-developed historic 
economic data for each category of bases 

BCEG CLOSE-HOLD 



Proposed presentation 
ECONOMIC AREA IMPACT TABLE I: BASIC FACTS AND POTENTIAL CLOSURE IMPACTS 

I II 111 IV v VI VI I Vll l IX 
TOTAL mcm TOTAL 

X 
C U M U U M  

AUI W MrOIICI TOTAL - TOTAL JOB IMPACT CUMUUTNE IMPACT AS 
roacs - 9- ~ u r w  ~w#rtccr lnwu~cr JOB AS K OF u (MIL I CIV) PERCENT OF l a 3  
W(! UIL* mOrUDSI J0.W MUTIOLll JOBLO88 LOSS bLd EMPLOY JOB LOSS 0I.S EMPLOY 

Base A Plkes City, MSA 533,312 (14,332) 0.9 (12,899) (27,221) -4.9% 
Base 8 Hands Anr ,  MSA 277,830 (1 1,260) 0.5 (5,630) (16,890) -6.1% 
Bare C Polnt Brown,MSA 602.5% (9,313) 0.6 (5,878) (15,191) -2.5% (18,290) -3.1% 
Base D He~ ley ,  MSA 473,337 (8,512) 0.7 (5,958) (14,470) -3.1% (1 9,511) 4.2% 
Base E Crenrhrw, MSA 191,620 (6,692) 0.6 (4,015) (10,707) -5.6% 

Cdumn I bo tIw AM Iomo 

Column II 10 tho rurn d k awtq w oammmb uu q d n s t  rrhkh all n u m b  and moasum In thls tabk relate. 

Column Ill Is tho lW3 omrJ a m p b p b d  kw kr the .oonomb uoa f Mas llgunr m m  gathered from the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of 
hbo r  Stdlstka, by tho l&gM1C(, MmaguwM InoUtuW (LMI), th. 030 ~ t r r c t o r  for b a u  closure. 

Column N l a  tha n u m b  d Ah Foew )ok - ml l t tq ,  dvl1l.n. and bua-oupport contractor man-year equivalents -lost because of closure. 

Column V Ir tho multlplkr uud to dotamlna l d l m t  rr3.II. finandrl, and dhsr mwlte Iiidisrtry jobs iuri due i o  ciosure as weii as off-base Jobs lost 
which prov(d. goods and wmboa to Un Alr F o t m  a. Th.w multlptkrs wore developed by the LMI from federal and non-federal sources 
as well as t h l r  own pad otudkr. 

Column VI Is tho lndlroct toW job krr dabmlnmd by apptylng tho multlptkr under column V against the total number of dlrect Air Force Jobs lost under 
column IV. 

Column VII Is the total Job krr -dl- and Indlroct -due to c h u m  and H la  determtnd by adding columns IV and Vi. 

Column Vlll lr the pr#ntaga d th. 1993 wnpbymmt W loot In tho m o m k  area k u r e  of Alr Force closure and Is determlned by divldlng 
column VII Into odumn Ill. 

Column IX Is tho tumuldvo kW job b o a  - aII m l l b y  dopartcmnb and the Oafanre Loglstlcs Agency -due to closure. It is determined by rddlng 
total Job loour  d w  to Alr Forco ~ u r r  undu d u m n  W1 to thoJob konr rcheduled after 30 September 1994 by other mllltary department8 a d  the 
DLA bacauu of etther BRAC 88.91 or 83 rctlorrs. 

* 

-n X Ir thoeumulrthn pomont.0. dth. 1993 anploynnnt barn tho .conomlo area b e c r u ~  of total mllltary department and D 
i detenninod by dMdlng d u m n  UC Into odumn Ill. 



Proposed presentation 
ECONOMIC AREA IMPACT TABLE II: HISTORICAL INFORMATION 

AIR 
FORCE 
BASIC 

Base A 
Base B 
Base C 
Base D 
Base E 

ecoMowc 
mm?wuAm 
Pikes Clty, MSA 
Hands h a ,  MSA 
Point Brown,MSA 
Hewley, MSA 
Cren%h8w, MSA 

IV v 
1984.91 1984-1 003, 
1#1 AVERAOC! ANNUAL 
PER CAPfYA W INCREASE IN 

PER CAPITA INCOME 

$1 7,262 5.9% 
$ 1 6,246 6.3% 
S18,906 5.7% 
$17,665 5.9% 
$1 5,887 4.8% 

AVERAOE 
JOB OROWH 
PER YEAR 

14,264 
5,336 
13,560 
12,365 
3,273 

VI I VI I I 
AVERAOE AVERAOE 
10-YEAR 1993 
UNEMPLOY UNEMPLOY 
RATE RATE 

5.3% 5.0% 
6.4% 6.2% 
6.5% 6.9% 
6.2% 7.5% 
7.0% 9.5% 

Column I is tho Ur For#, buo. 

Column II is tho nuno of tho county or mullkounty economic an8 against which all numbers and measures in this table alate. 

Column Ill Is tha 1992 (kpartmont of Commerce, Bunau of the Census Population Estimates for the economic area. Data was gathered 
by the Logistic# Marugomont institute (LMI), tho 030 contnctor, from the Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis data 
tiles. 

C O ~ U ~ ~  IV is the 1991 p r  Capita inc0fW flaun 8s oathend bv LMI fmm Rlaraa~~ nf Ecnnnm!r bnq$f!= e24 .)!%t. 

Column V is the avenge annual porcentago por capita income growth for the period, 1984-91, as determined by LMI using Bureau of 
Economic Analysis data filer. 

Column VI is tho awngo annual OmploymOnt bare growth for tho period, 1984-93. It was developed by LMI from information in the 
Department of Labor, Bunau of Labor Statlstlc8 data fiks. 

Column VII Is tho 10-pat, 1984-93, awmgo annual ~Wmployment rate 8s determined by AFlCEVP from year by year information 
gathered by LMI from Bunau of Labor StaUsticr data fiks. 

Column Vlll la the 1993 r v m g e  unomploymnt nk u gathered by LMI froinBureau of Labor Statistics data files 



t 

Recommendation 

BCEG Accept AF methodology 
for presentation of the Joint 
Economic data for criterion VI 



ECONOMIC AREA IMPACT TABLE I: 
BASIC FACTS AND POTENTIAL CLOSURE IMPACTS 

I 

AIR 
FORCE 
BASE 
Hill 

Kelly 
McCIellen 
Roblns 
Tlnker 

ECOWMIC 
ARU 
Salt L.k@ C)ty- 

Ogden, U t  M8A 
Srn  Antonlo, TX M3A 
8rcmmont0, CA PM3A 
M ~ c o ~ ,  OA MsA 
Okkhomr C)ty, OH M3A 

111 

bU 
ins 
EMPLOY 

684,618 
ua,201 
627,813 
131,611 
470,631 

N 
TOTAL 
AIR FORCE 
MlL4CN 
me Lo88 

VI 

INDIRECT 
JOB LOSS 

(30,680) 
(32,686) 
(20,709) 
(21,887) 
(43,125) 

VII 

TOTAL 
JOB 
LOSS 

(49,856) 
(63,115) 
(33,662) 
(41.7a4) 
(71,876) 

Vlll IX X 
JOB IMPACT TOTAL CUMULATIVE 
AS W OF CUMULATIVE IMPACT AS 
83 BLS (MILLCN) % O f  83 
EMPLOY JOB LOSS BLS EMPLOY 

Column I Is the Ak f omo ban. 

Column II Is tho name dth. oounfy or mulUan ty  oconomk m a  qalnst whkh all numbers and measure8 In this table relate. 

Column Ill Is the 1993 omdl ompIoymmt ban tor the .conomk ma.  These figures were gathered from the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of 
Labor Statlstkr, by tho Logl8Ucs Mrnqomont Inrtttuto (LMI), tho OSD contractor for b a u  closure. 

Column 1V Is tho n u m b  of Alr F m J o b s  - mllhry, clvlllrn, and base-support contractor man-year equivalents -lost because of closure. 
I 

Column V Is tho multlplkr u d  to d e t m l m  lndiroct rmtall, financial, and other service Industry jobs lost due to closure as well as off-base jobs lost 
whlch provlde goods and ren(crt to tho Alr Force bau. Thoso multlplhrs wen developed by the LMI from federal and non-federal sources 
as well as their own past studln. 

Pn1.a-r \n I- b h r  I r A l d  6 d - 1  h h  h r r  A&-.-lrq* L a .  + r - l . . l r r  b h c  r . . . H l r l t ~ ~  ..rr(cr --I..-- \ I  s-O1-jb a&.- .-&-I -..-...La- -8A l rs rJ  Alr  CIHC l-he In.6 - - - . . . . . - . . - - . . - . . . - . . - - - - - - - . * - -  - - -  --.-....... --)-rr .,... -..-...-.-. r..-- -..--. --.- ..... . " ... . ..,s r-.i. ..-...--. -. -..---- ... - -. -- .--- '--- 

under column W. 

Column VII Is the total Job lor8 - dlract and lndlnct -duo to clorun a d  It Is determined by addlng columns IV and VI. 

Column Vlll Is the portantage d tho 1993 ompkynwnt b a u  lort In tho .oomnnk m a  because of Alr F o m  closure and Is determined by dividing 
column VII lntocdumn Ill. 

Column IX Is tho cumul.tlw to(.l Job loor - ell mllbry department8 and tho Defense Loglstlcs Agency - due to closure. It Is determined by adding 
total job lossem duo to Alr Fotm clorun undw cdumn VII to tho Job loom8 8chedulad after 30 Sapternbar 1994 by other military departments and the 
DLA b e c a u ~  of olthor BRAC 80,91 or 03 rdkns. 

Column X Is th. cumulrOvr pfantrg. dtho lOOj ompkynnnt buo lort In the w n o m k  area because of total mllltary department and DLA job 
losses and It is dotormlned by dMdlng odumn UC Into column Ill. 



ECONOMIC AREA IMPACT TABLE 11: HISTORICAL INFORMATION 

I 

AIR 
FORCE 
BASE 
Hill 

Kolly 
McClatllon 
Roblnr 
Tinker 

ECONOMIC 
AREA 
Salt Lake City- 

Ogden, UT MSA 
Sur Ant&, TX USA 
-, CA PMSA 
M u m  GA MSA 
0kl.homr Clty, OK USA 

111 
1992 
CENSUS 
OF 
POP 

1 ,I 30,487 
1,378,138 
1,423,385 

296,926 
S86,767 

IV 

1991 PER 
CAPITA 
INCOME 

$1 5,686 
$1 a,sw 
$1 9,540 
$16,610 
$1  e,tm 

v.  . VI 
1984-91 1984 -93 
AVO ANN % AVO JOB 
INCREASE PER GROWTH 
CAPITA INCOME PER YEAR 

VII 
AVO 
10-YR 
UNEMPLOY 
RATE 

4.8% 
6.3% 
6.6% 
5.7% 
5.6% 

Vill 
AVO 
1993 
UNEMPLOY 
RATE 

3.6% 
5.6% 
8.3% 
5.8% 
5.0% 

Column I Is tho Alr locu boo. 

Column II Is Ow nuno d ow county or mo)tkounty uonomk rnr rgrlnst which all numbers and measures in this table relate. 

Column Ill is th. 1992 Depaltnwnt of Comrmtte, Bunau of tho Census Population Estimates for the economic area. Data was gathered by 
the Logistics Ma~gcmnnt Institute (LMI), the OSD contractor, from the Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis data files. 

Column N is tho 1991 per up l t .  income (Igun as gathered by LMI from Bureau of Economic Analysis data files. 

Column V is the r w n g e  rnnurl portentago per capita Income growth for the period, 1984-91, as determined by LMI using Bureau of 
Economic Anrlysis data files. 

Column VI is the avorage rnnurl employment base growth for the period, 1984-93. It was developed by LMI from information in the 
Department of Labor, Bunru  of b b o r  Strtlstlcs data fibs. 

I 

Column VII Is tho 1O+rr, 1984-93, rwrago rnnwl unemployment n te  8s determined by AFICEVP from year by year information gathered 
by LMI from Bunru  of Labor Statldlcr data fibs. 

Column Vill is th. 1993 r-ge urwmploymont rate as gathered by LMI from Bureau of Labor Statistics data files 





6 

OST DRIVERS 
HILL 

(FY 9 6 $  M) 

CONSTRUCTION 
DEPOT: $587 
OTHER MISSION: $47 
MFH: $54 

TRANSPORT OF EQUIPMENT AND INVENTORY: $404 
IPS AND PRODUCTIVITY LOSS: $72 

BCEG C# BE HOLD 



a 
1 .  

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

KELLY 
(FY 96 $ M) 

CONSTRUCTION 
DEPOT: $60 
OTHER MISSION: $45 
MFH: NIA 

I 

TRANSPORT OF EQUIPMENT.AND INVENTORY: $168 
CI A un n m n n l  I r T n  11 

I I 0 n l u v  5 1\uuu\r I I v L L I lP "/ LOSS: $90 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 4 9/14/84 



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
I - DEPOT ANALYSIS 

(FY 96 $ M) 

CONSTRUCTION 
DEPOT: $47 
OTHER MISSION: NJA 

( MFH:  NJA 

BCEG CL( .E HOLD 



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

E-TIME COST DRIVERS 
ROBINS - - -  - 

(FY 96 $ M) 

CONSTRUCTION 
DEPOT: $119 
OTHER MISSION: $60 
MFH: $27 

TRANSPORT OF EQUIPMENT AND INVENTORY: $219 
IPS AND PRODUCTIVITY LOSS: $1 09 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
- DEPOT ANALYSIS 

TINKER 
(FY 96 $ M) 

CONSTRUCTION 
DEPOT: $80 
OTHER MISSION: $275 
MFH: $348 

I 
I TRANSPORT OF EQUIPMENTAND INVENTORY: $144 1 

IPS AND PRODUCTIVITY LOSS: $110 





*-. The attached record represents the grades for each of the eight criteria as reviewed by the 
BCEG before voting on tiers for each category. Attachment of these grades was requested by 
Air Force Audit Agency, and approved by the BCEG during thc BCEG meeting of 
December 7, 1994. 

WCEG Recorder 
Attachment 











CLOSE HOLD - BCEGBCEG STAFF ONLY 

Attachments - 1. Adrnin Notes 
' 2. Depot grade change 

3. Lab and T&E Assumptions 
4. Active Duty moves 
5. ARC moves 
6. AFICE issues 

DISTRIBUTION: 
SAFIFM 
SAF/GCN 
SAF/AQX 
SAF/MIQ 
AF/RT 
A F / a  
AWPE 
AFIDPP 
A W O O  
AFIRE 
NGBICF 
A F W M  

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF 0N:LY 



The Data base is locked 
For Audit purposes 
Changes can only be made to the data 
base with BCEG approval per AF Internal 
Control Plan 
Data Calls initiated by the BCEG 

eg wide body aircraft question 

new air quality questions 
unique facility review 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD a 



Unique facilities problems 
Used same name for multiple unique 
facilities 

add Uletter identifiers to each facility" 

Westover AFB 
Wording change to Threatened 
endangered species 
No grade change 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 





FOR OFflClAL USE ONLY -WORKING DRAFT 

D Y  
PFMC 21 Assumptions 

C J  f OR OTrlCUL us€ m L y  - woRKlNa O w  

Consistent d t h  BRAC CritwProcess . - . 
-- .. . --- --. - 

- Certlfbd0.t. 

Consider All Installations 
- Equally, IndMduany 

Tenants Moved to "Base Xn 1000 Miles Distant 

FOCI O C W  W O n Y  -WORKIN0 DRAFT w- 

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

( Level Playm Field Assumotio.~  ) 
AssurnpUorrs Appro4 by BCEG 
AF LaborrtoryWFoduct C.ntedT&E Center 
Moves (AFMC 21 B.Wirn) 
Move Laborrtay Pmgmm at the Laboratory 
Dinctorrte Levd 
- ~ ~ A 0 9 ) r ~ O . o g l . g l J c r J ) r & p a r r t . d P ~ . ~ ~  

~ ~ o t ~ k p w ~ 0 1 ~ 8 t m s  

Urn AFMC Ptogmm Mastw Ust to Identify 
Product Center Program Moves 
Use C m t u  Misrlorr Statements to Identify 

\ T&E Workload Moves 

FOCI OFf W US€ OMLY - WORKING DRAFT 

page 1 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY -WORKING DRAFT 

G i 
I AFMC Consolidation Philoso~hv 1 

Geographically Consolidate Laboratory - -  - - -  - - -  -. 
Directorates to the Laboratory Headquarters 
Location 
Collocate Laboratories and Product Centers 
Consolidate Product Center and Air Logistic 
Center Program Management - Integrated 
Weapon System Management (MISM) 
Consolidate into Integrated Weapon Centers 

c. 
FOFI < U F W  UU ONLY -WORKING D R A n  

I IGHT . PAlTERSON AFB 
Assumption: Complete Uorun 
AF CaborrtocylProdoct Canter Moves 

F W  OI I lCUL UU ONLY - WOWNO DRAFl 

Page 2 



COBRA ASSUMPTIONS 
T&E AND LABS 

REALIGNMENTS 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 



BCEG CLuSE HOLD 
CRITERIA I COBRA ASSUMPTIONS - 

\ 
T&E CLOSURE -- ACTIVE COMPONENT 

FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE RELOCATION 

54 PAA F-1 5C/D 
36 PM F- 15Cm AFMC TEST (5 F-l5,2 F-1 SE, 24 F-16,2 EF-1 I 1) 

ACC TEST (6 F-15, 1 F-15E, 1 1  F-16) 

EDWARDS AFB 
AFMC TEST 

BCEG LOSE HOLD 



BCEG C L d E  HOLD 

~ C L O S O S U R E  -- ACTIVE COMPONENT 

- 

. FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE RELOCATION 
I 

CRITERIA I COBRA ASSUMPTIONS 
i 

HELICOPTERISOF CCTS 
(4 UH- I,  7 HH-60, 1 1 T/MH-53,8 WMC-130) 
1 5 F- 16ClD (ANG) 

I 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD I 

26 9114194 



'/CABSOSOSURE -- ACTIVE COMPONENT 

BCEG CLbBE HOLD 

FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE RELOCATION 

- 

LOSE HOLD 

1 
CRITERIA I C O B M  ASSUMPTIONS \ 



LEVEL PLAYING FIELD FOR 
T&E and LABS 



KIRTLAND (ANG F-16 Sq) 
- Remain in Cantonment on Joint Use Civil Airfield 

EGLlN (AFR AC-130 Sq) 
1. Realign Eglin Aux 3 (Duke And) to Hurlburt 

QR 
2. Realign to Dobbins ARB 

WRIGHT-PATTERSON (2 AFR C-I 41 S ~ S )  
- 16 C-141s Realign to March. 

I 

#ARC Administrative Units Realign to Base X 















CLU3h HOLI) - flLbti/BCGb blA&k 31YLlr 
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE: 

WASHINGTON DC 

I 

)(Iw OFFICE Of M E  ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: S A F M  

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (AI:/BCEG) Meeting 

The AF/BCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SAE'MI I ,  at 1030 hours on 
15 September 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The follclwing personnel were in 
attendance: 

Mr. Boatright, S AFMII, CbChaixman 
Maj Gcn Blwne, AF/RT, CeChairman 
Mr. k h ,  SAF/FM 
Mr. McCdl, SAF/MIQ 
Maj Gcn T'. AFKOO 
Mr. Blmchad, AF/DPP 
Mr. Om. AFhGM 
Mr. Dumct. SAFfAQX 
Mr. Kuhn, SAF- 
Brig G n  Waver. S G W  
Bng G n  BnJky. AF/RE 

Mr. Gdbuyn. AF/BCWG 
Col M.yfuU A);/RTR 
Mr. Myus, A F W  
Cd W J t n .  U/PE 
Maj Ruhrrdwn. AFlRTR 

The meeting w u  dkd m aJrt by Mr. Boatright Mr. McCall presented rn ovavim 
of  the need to mahamin md mps r, wxxmmoduc future nr ning and operations. He 
n f t r d  to potential chrlknpr m thrr crioc.1 emwce ud m ~ r n e n d d  we avoid my 
perception that the c b  a red ip tam af b u t s  nccasady rcducls the Air Farce need for . 
ranges and lirspaa currently ruocirPcd wth those b u t s .  The BCEG r grttd that these conctnu 
were valid and that range ud urrprr h l o r a a s  mrt not normal y related dirtctly to an 
individual base. 

Mr. Myers. AFKEP. prrcnttrl r rtpoct on the impact for &p)t basts of the change in 
facility condition cvaluatwm. ustng the sl~dts at Atch 1. He noted that although one &pot base 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEC STAFF CbNLY 



CLOSE HULL) - ISCLGIIJCEG STAFF ONLY 

had a subelement grade change, no overall grade or criterion grade was changed. He also 
presented a potential problem with the accuracy of the m i l i w  family housing capacity data. 
This results from the presence of new, more accurate studies at some installations compand to 
an older analysis method for the majority of bases. In general, the new method, which 
incorporates a larger commuting area due to OSD guidance, will result in smaller housing deficits 
than the ol&r method In addition. then were some concerns over the responses from a few- 
specific bases. This may lead to questionable conclusions in the Criterion II analysis and may 
affect some military family housing cost in the COBRA cost estimates. 

The BCEG discussed the problems associated with not considering this data and 
alternatively with using data from different housing surveys. After some debate, the BCEG 
agreed to use the current data, and directed AFICE to review the data once again for 
inconsistencies. For COBRA analysis, the BCEG requested a separate breakout of military 
housing costs, and will closely review those costs for accuracy, including a discussion of which 
method was used to gather the data. . 

Maj Gen Blume ineroduad an issue that had been postponed earlier in the process 
concerning the grades assigned to runway related questions at bases that have no runway. The 
two options arc to grade the questions Red or to provide a "Not Applicable" grade. Use of the 
Red grade was viewed by the BCEG as preferable in that it appropriately accounts for the greater 
capability of a base with a runway, even w h u t  that runway is not essential to the current mission 
of the base. Providing a "N/Aw grade would actually penaliz a base with a lower grade for a 
nmway versus a base with no runway at all. After some discussion, the BCEG voted to report 
grades for mnway questions as Red in Cntcria 11 and III, and to provide an Operational Criterion 
1 subtlement grade of Red ~f IJK but has no runway. Information will also be provided, 
however, that highlights that the base received a Red because of a lack of a runway, for 
consideration by the BCEG rncmbcn In Lhttr analysis. V 

Maj Richardson. AF/RTR. pruned r follow-up briefing on the level playing field 
assumptions for Eglin AFB. uung the rl* at Auh 1 The BEG rejected the pmpod to rttain 
the hospital at Eglin, since th~s IS ~ncorrusttnt wth  DoD policy. Tht BCEG approved the other 
proposals. 

Mr. Goldstayn. AF/B(WG. p r u n e d  a detailed proposal for grading the T&E portion of 
the Criterion I grade for thc 1 &F hut Thc BCEG approved the analysis method as presented. 
The BCEG then went Into 1 a u t ~ r r  S c * t w n  w, rkuuss the briefing to SECAF regarding the 
Depot Subcategory baser 

CLOSE ii0l.D - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ONLY 



CLOSh HOLD - BCEWBCEG STAFF CINLY 

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjc urned at 1300. The next 
BCEG meeting will be at the call of the &-Chairmen. 

<- 

I OPEN ITEMS: Squadron size and number of units 
Contract Personnel numbers for Criterion VI 

w 

Co-Chairman 

Attachments 
1. CE Issues 
2. Eglin Reserve Assumptions 
3. T&E Analysis 

DISTRIBUTION: 
s A F m  
SAFIGCN 
S AFIAQX 
SAFIMIQ 

. AF/RT 
AF/CE 
AFPE 

' AF/DPP 

CLOSE HOLD - BCECIBCEG STAFF ONLY 



a Q T E l f o w - ~ ~ G S T A F F O N L Y  

Impact on Fac Condition - Building Rating 
When Using "Nultsn 



amz HOLD -BcEQrnSTAFF ONLY 

m,,,,, 

Rcoommadation: Delete MFH Capacity from BCEO 
anaiysis for a11 bases 
Do not want to make closure decisions using 
questionable h4FH data 



LEVEL PLAYING FIELD 
FOR T&E and LABS 

FOLLOW UP 
Major Robert Richardson 

AFIRTR 

EGLlN AFB 

Eglin BOS Support of Hurlburt 
- A l n p u o w d R u t g e ~  - RoQh.rH#91(d - CPOubddh.r88nAdmkrsupport - C g h  Aur 3 @ulu FWd) ASOC Mlsslon 

Levd Playing Field Proposal 
- Ak.9.t. Rng.. T t r C . r  to Hurlburl 
- C o d ~ ( o r ~  
- R e g ~ ~ h C r d o c r m m t  - Dub FWd Trmskrr to Hurlburl wlth BOS and AFR Unit 

AFR Suppod d HurIburl ASOC 
Opwdkndsuurlty 
M w  (o AC-130 

UI- W * C I  

Page 1 





aQIm KIOmmZImmLr 

MFH CAPAClfY 

- H O W -  BCEOBCEGSTAFF ONLY mD SEC I / ,  QUESTION IL1.Cl.d 
Projected MFH SurplusDetictV 

'PI 9W4 pmjaccal net busing deficit or surplus of 
units, for offlam and enlisted, (extrapolate to FY 95 if 
necessary) using validated Market Analysis. Indicate 
deficit UNU with a negative sign. Include any 
realignment (missions added or subtracted) actions 
unaccounted for in thc Market Analysis. Lf Market 
Analysis is not available, use most recent Housing 
Survey data" 





1995 :\lR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. L.0. . 
List units rulq~oncd. Unit location. 

Remote pr 
geographically 
separated? List type of support provided to above. 

a 20 St~nc~llance Sq Site C-6. Egl~n AFB, FL , REM Full Base Operations Support (BOS) 

REM 

3 13 Tech Trng Sq Corr) Subon. Pewcola R. GSU 

502 LSS Egl~n AFT3 Rcc S ~ t e  REM 

0 919 SOW Duke F~eld, FL 

Fon Rucker Eglin CLFB Rec Site. FL 

6 Ranger Bn Camp Rudder, FL 

Coast Guard Station Destin FL 

REM 

REM 

REM 

REM 

Claims processing; Civilian pay; Information Mg, CPO; 
AircraR Mainl; Audio-Visual; Comm; Conlinement; Basc 
Comprehensise Plan; Realty; Range Operations; L a u n d ~ ;  
Medical; Personal Property Movement 

Social Actions; Police Services; Information Mgt; 
Confinement; Education Services; Finance; Health Services 
Supply; Legal; Military Personnel; Contracting. 

Full BOS 

Full BOS 

Fd! BOS 

Full BOS 

Full BOS 





-I--KEUBQeGSTAFF ONLY 

lmprcr on Depot's Fac Housing Rating 
When Deleting Housing Capacity 



Air Force 
Test & Evaluation (T&E) 

Bases 

T&E Functional Matrix 

Page 1 



Measures of MeriWVeights 

m m Q l t r U L Y U a L 1 - ~ W O o a A r l  

"TbEw Measures 

Page 2 



Differences between AF and JCSG process 
(Air Vehicles) 

Physical Value Scoring 
- Crtticat AlrlL8ndfSea Space 

Change from "Avalhble spaceu to "Controlled 
spacew 

D Tafil scon per questlon goes from "0-Maxw h d e  ad 
of "0-Thri~h~ld" 

Assess VH envlroruntntal h p a d  to the test mlss~lon 
d the activity kvd 

-IWC rp.hrllw h d  lrn- r t l v w  M and d a a  
atcorJb.cmprbtounhrrthatdonotm.stunt.r! - 

Technical Value Scoring 

w Chmge horn 'Avaliabk runway, ramp art., hangar 
space' to ~Actlvltfs runway, dcW 

*-ammw--d 

Differences between AF and JCSG process 
(AnnrrmntMlea pons) 

Physical Valw Scoring 
- C n r u l  U l l U W h r  8pue 

w Chmga ( lorr, 'Avrlrbb sprcr'to %a&okd 
w 

w l o W ~ ~ q ~ ~ t r o m - o - M u ' h r t . d d  
dFfkwhdC - t- 
k m o r u ~ b n p K t ( o t ) n ~ d r n h u s c r  
Im8rdr l ) lCr r l  

. . . I , d m M m ( . L r y l M o d C I ~ r  
m - m m m D l w u . . . . t m - -  
0 

7.c)niul V a l u  3torirrg 
- a @ e d ~ r J ~ ( D Y 1 S )  

w buhdo8qurmmtoraoI)wbmadthdOlglW 
w UmclWon upab4Ry (e4. W O F  

- a m -  -- 
m ~ ) o h t r W ~ ~ n u m b e r ~  

Qwsaons r(h anphrrls on k.m - ..cI 

Page 3 



Differences between AF and JCSG process 
(AnnamenWeapons) 

Technical Value (conet) 
- Measurement Facflltles (MF) 

Delete directed energy weapons - A m y  peculiar 
s Spllt Sensor guldancelcontrol and target signature 

charadertutlon into separate quertkns 
aplcb 6lltennt bchnkJ upabIllt4s 

Redlbrlbute points to the revised number ol 
quertkns on targeffs~nature background 

- m Air R.nges PAR) 
Award potntr baud on actual (vke potential) tests 
conduckd 
Score per quertlon goes horn "04axw instead of 
"Y*w 

Differences between AF and JCSG process 
(Electronic Combat) - 

Physical Valw Scoring 
-CmulCUmndvkrSpUa 

ChnpI Itorn 'Av-blr space' to xonltolkd 
rprm 
t a r l ~ ~ ~ ~ h o m ~ k l u w h d . a d  
d ~ - ~ ~  -- 
k m r I w ~ W n p r c ( t 0 t ) n I r d m b s k m  
8 I )wmtrr l  

Page 4 



Differences between AF and JCSG process 
(Electronic Combat) 

Technical Value (con't) - Installed Systems 1 czt Facllltles 
Redldrlbute pohtt from uspecbflzed facUles, ett .* 
qrnrtkns to emphaske questions on RFlMMW 
upablllty - Open AJr Ranges 

8 Emphrsk Interactive threat mpablllty (cksedkc p) 
*-- 

De-emphrske gcognphk dlsperslon of threat 
8hlulrton 

~ m d . p . J h - O L  
*-roctrbrphsbqcwr(kmomrp.ch.nllrbk 

wCIIm.w 
- 0 t u b l M n y  

T&E Mission Assessment 
(Example) 

Page 5 

T E  C] 
Color 

) 



FOR OmCUL USE ONLY -WOIU(I)H) #UTT 

Government Test Activities 

AEDC is militarily unique - cannot readily be 
compared to flight test activities - N.tknrl space tart capability 
- DoD consdidled she for full scak wind tunnel air 

v h k k  and propulsion tedhg 

AF bases capable of conducting air and 
ground testing in one or more of the JCSG 
T8E functional areas (Air Vehicled 
Armaments and WeaponslElectronic Combat) 
can be compared - E M S  AFB - Eglh AF B - HdkmrnMB - HI AFB (Utah T esl and Tdnlng Range) 

.-WE Analysis Summary 

I COBRA CLOSURE COST 
SlAlW 

' 8AvwGs SlO2M 
PAYEACKrl3.8 m 1 



~ ~ U t C O W L Y - W D R K 1 ) 3 0  DRAn 

Recommendations 

Approve changes in points for measures 
Approve process for scoring, "roll-up", anc 
color determination 

Page 7 









CLOSE HULL) - BCEC;/BCEG SrI'AFk' OhLY 
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

1-f 
MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAF/MII 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (AF/BCEG) Meeting 

The AFBCEG meeting was convened by Maj Gen Blume, A FIRT, at 1100 hours on 
19 September 1994. in Room 5D1027. the Pentagon. The follxving personnel were in 
attendance: 

a AFDCEG members: 

Maj Gen Blurnt, AF/RT, &Chairman 
Mr. Beach, SAF/FM 
Mr. McCall, SAF/MIQ 
Maj Gen Ttnoso. AF/XOO 
Mr. ~land;ard, AFDPP 
Mr. Orr, AFffiM 
Dr. Wolff, AFKE 
Mr. Durantc, SAF/AQX 
Brig Gcn Weaver. NGB/CF 
Brig Cen Bradley, AF/RE 

b. Other key attcndcts: 

Col Mayfwld AF/RTR 
Col ~~argis. AF/RE 
Cd Walwn.  AFPE 
Mr. l k d y .  S A F M N  

The meeting was calkd to onkt by Maj Gen Blume. He advislxl the BCEG that the Air 
Force hd been advised by the T&E JCSG d r delay in providing functional value. He indicated 
thu we would likely W oll on the Au Facc effort to dtvtlop its w n  functional value f a  
T&E buo until it rppured that he TbE J<SG citha would not provi& a functional value, a 
would provide it too h e  f a  cffcctiw use in the Air Force proctss. 

Dr. Wolff presented the problem of using the standard dcvit tion methodology under 
Criterion Il f a  facility scaring of thc hbomtay, when due to the pre rious exclusion decisions 
only Eglin remained in the category. He recommended using the Edwatds AFB and Arnold AFB 
scores for comparison only under Criterion 11. The BCEG approved t iis approach. 
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The BCEG then readdressed the effect on laboratory category bases of providing a Red 
grade for runway related questions when the base had no runway. The BCEG continued to 

I accept the philosophy that a base with a runway has m m  value to the Air Force than one 
without a runway and agreed that the grading should capture this difference. At the same time, 
the BCEG recognized that runway issues are less important for the Laboratory category thm 
other categories. After discussion, the BCEG voted to change the weighting for the subelement 
under Criterion II for the Laboratory category only. The ievised weighting will reduce th- 
impact of Encroachment, and will be as follows: 

Facilities Base .40 
Facilities MFH .10 
Encroachment .10 
Air Quality .40 

The BCEG ~affirmed using a Red grade on those subelements which are related to a runway 
where the base has no runway. 

There being no further matters to discuss, the muting was adjourned at 1230. The next 
BCEG meeting will be at the call of the Co-Qlainnen. 

OPEN ITEMS: Squadron sine ud number of units 
h a r c t  Rmmncl numbers for Criterion VI 
Lm Angcks AFB closure assumptipps 

DISTRIBUTION: 
S AF/FM 
S AFKiCN 
S AFIAQX 
SAF/MIQ 
AF/RT 
AF/CE 
AFIPE 
AFIDPP 
AF/XOO 
AFrRE 
NGBKT 
A F U M  

CLOS): IIOLI) - BCEGBCEG STAFF ONLY 
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DISTRIBUTION: 
s A F m  
SAFIGCN 
S AF/AQX 
SAF/MIQ 

QllS' AF/RT 
MICE 
A W E  
AF/DPP 
AFlXOO 
AFIRE 
NGBICF 
AFLGM 
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CLWh finOLL) - k5ChC;ItlCfiG 31 Akk OlYLY 
DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCII i 

WASHINGTON DC 

- 
i 

ql[lIl& OmcE OF THE A!3Slsr*m S E C R M  

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAF/MII 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group ( I  */BCEG) Meeting 

The AF/BCEG meeting was convcncd by Mr Boatright, SAFMII, at 1030 hours on 
21 September 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following personnel were in 
attendance: 

Mr. Boatright, SAF/MU, CbChairman 
Maj G n  Blumc. AF/RT, (Mh.irrnan 
Mr. Beach, SAFrn 
Mr. JUcCaIl, SAFNIQ 

' Brig Gcn m y ,  AF/XOO 
Maj G n  M i n t y .  AF/DPP 
Mr. Ch. M U M  
Dr. Wdfl, AFKE 
Mr. r>rPmrt, SAF/AQX 
Mr. Kuhn. SAFGCN 
Bng G n  Wcava, N G W  
Bnt G n  Brdlcy. AF/RE 

'Iht meeting was aIkd m m b  by Mr. 8atright Lt Cd Rlxkfcr. AF/XOFC, briefed 
small W f t  COBRA unrmpmm fa Davrs-Mmrhm AFB, using the slide u Atch 1. 'Ibt 
AMARC frciliry will rrmurr m qmmav md r c o r r ~ r t o r  operated nmway will be n c c c s q  to 
tavict the AMARC The BCEG rppravai the urumptiocrs for the L:veI playing field COBRA 
as briefed. * 
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Maj Richardson and Maj Kring, AF/RTR, briefed the ANG and Reserve assumptions for 
the large and small aircraft subcategories for use in the COBRA level playing field analysis, 
using the slides at Atch 2. The BCEG reviewed the proposals and directed the following 
selections of options and changes: 

a Delete option 3 from Tyndall, other moves as briefed 'wv 
b. Langley: Move to Seymour Johnson 

c. Davis - Monthan: Realign to Tucson IAP 

d. Seymour Johnson: Realign to March 

e. Whiteman: Realign to New Orleans 

f. Little Rock: Move to Little Rock Municipal 

The BCEG also directed that the move for the McGuirt IWG unit be examined to avoid the 
creation of a cantonment, including possibly moving to Atlantic City. The BCEG approved all 
other assumptions as briefed or corrected. 

Dr. Wolff related that the issues of tenant activities and contractor equivalent positions 
for Economic Impact under Cliarion VI were being addressed by discussing these items with the 
Army and'Navy for consistency and then rcquesdng final guidance fmm the bnomic  Impact 
JCSG. 

There being no further matters to discuss, the muting was adjourned at 1120. The next- 
BCEG muting will be at the call of the Co-Chairmen. 

OPEN I'IEh4S: McGuin ANG assumptions 
Squadron size ud number of units 
Corrtrrct Rrsonncl numbcn for Criterion VI 
Lm Angeks AFB closure assumptions 
tirnrom AFB Unique Facilities 
Kvrlud AFB Facility Cordition 
Rome l ~ b  Housing g d t s  

Au Q d i t y  I pad ts  

ME, JR, Maj Ccn, USAF MES F. BOATRIGHT 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGlBCEG STAFF ONLY 
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Attachments 

- 1. Davis-Monthan moves 

i 2. ANG/Reserve moves 

DISTRIBUTION: 
s A F m  
SAF/GCN 
S AFIAQX 
S M M Q  
AWRT 
AWCE 
A W E  
AFDPP 
AF/XOO 
AFIRE 
NGB/CF 
Mff iM  
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ARC COBRA 
LEVEL PLAYING FIELD FOR 
LARGE AND SMALL ACFT 

CATEGORIES 



SMALL AIRCRAFT CATEGORY 
ANGIIST AF 

ALERT DETACHMENTS I SOCC 

1. Move to Eglin (Warm site) 
2. SEADS combine with NEADS at Griffiss 
3. NEADS combine with SEADS at Tyndall 
.4. HQ 1st AF Move to NORADlCheyenne MT 

1. New Orleans 

B (Warm Site) 
1. Seymour Johnson 

3. Shaw c J s  M4 'm WAtnC U V 1 1 1 ,  YIUy 1- ?M 





-1 AIR FORCE BCEG ANALYSIS I-- 
LARGE AIRCRAFTCATEGORY ) 

(AF RES) 
~ # All AFR Assoc Units move with AD Force Structure 

6 (AFR B-52 Sq and AIOA-10 Sq) - B-52s Realign with AD Force Structure 
- AIOA-1 0s Realign to Whiternan 

BEALE (AFR KC-135 Sq) 
- Realign to March 

WHITEMAN (AFR OA-10 Sq) 
- Realign to New Orleans 

\ - Realign to Barksdale I 



-1 AIR FORCE -BCEG ANALYSIS I---, 
LARGE AIRCRAFT CATEGORY ) 

(ANG) 
FAIRCHILD (ANG KC-135E Sq) 

- Move to McChord 

LITTLE ROCK (ANG C-130 Sq) 
- Realign to 

1. Liffle Rock Muni (Adams Field) 
2. Fort Smith (2 Units, Poor Recruiting, No Excess 

Capacity, High Milcon) . 

MALMSTROM (ANG KC-135E Sq) 
- Unit Remains at Great Falls IAP 

McCONNELL (ANG 6-1 Sq) 
- Move to Forbes 

- Remain in Cantonment 

MJ- 



ra- " LARGE AIRCRAFT CATEGORY 
ANGIIST AF 

ALERT DETACHMENTS 1 SOCC 

1. Seymour Johnson 

1. Alert warm site moves to Kingsley Field 
2. WADS moves to Kingsley Field 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

I 

!([I& O m C E  Of  THE ASSISTANT SECRnARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 1 2 OCT l!M 

FROM: SAF/MII 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (A FBCEG) Meeting 

The AF/BCEG meeting was convened by Maj Gen Blume, PFIRT, at 1050 hours on 
26 September 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The follawing personnel were in 
attendance: 

a. AFBCEG members: 

Maj Gcn Blume. AF/RT, &Chairman 
Mr. Beach, SAF/FM 
Brig Gcn McCarthy, AF/XOO 
Maj Gcn McGinty, AFDPP 
Mr. Orr. A F U M  , 
Dr. Wolff, AF/CE 
Mr. Duranrt. SAF/AQX 
Mr. Kuhn. S A F M  
Brig Gcn Weaver, NGB/CF 
Brig Gcn Brdlcy. AF/RE 

Cd Mayficld. AF/RTR 
Col W d m .  AFPE 
LC Cd Rode f a .  AF/XOFC 

The meeting w u  d k d  w, ada by Mj Gcn Blwnc. Lt Col R xjcfer. AF/XOFC, briefed 
developmenu in the B-S2 farrx s t r u m  resulting from legislatios I and the Nuclear Policy 
Review. using thc slide u Atrh I .  Although the Nuclcu Policy R:view did not change tbc 
programmed Air Force 8-52 f a u  ttnrturr rcrws thc FYDP. cuntnt proposed legishion may 
result in an incrust of B-52 rrul a k d ~  (7'Al) to u much u 94 air m.f& As r result, the Air 
Fa# m y  determine to hacue thc pobnmmed force s t n r t u r c  l h g h  the FYDP. This 
number of dmft could not k consolidated on any base and the excess capacity of large airaaft 

bases would k reduced by on bue. Uung thc higher number would also q u i r e  moving more 
aircraft under the level playing fieM COBRA analysis. Aftcr discussi XI, the BCEG dtttmincd 
that a COBRA analysis would be genefated using both the programmed force smtun and the 
maximum number for= structure. At thc time at which the COBRA results will be examined, 
the BCEG will determine whlch number to use. 

mf 
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Lt Col Rodefer then briefed the COBRA assumptions for the UPT bases, using the slides 

/- 

at Atch 2. After noting that the T-1 aircraft would not be placed at Shepperd AFB, the BCEG 
/ directed that those aircraft be equally divided among the remaining UVT bases, contrary to the 

briefing slides. The BCEG accepted the assumptions with those changes. 

Lt Co1 Rodefer then brief4 additional COBRA assumptions for some small aircraft bases, 
using the slides at Atch 3. The BCEG noted that the Red Horse unit from Hurlburt should go 
to Beale AFB as well, but questioned whether this was smart operationally. The BCEG requested 
an east coast base be examined for the move. Lt Col Rodefer noted that the number of F-15 
aircraft moving from Luke AFB to Langley AFB was corrected to show 18 aimaft. For Mt 
Home AFB, he noted that the 6 B-1s were not previously included since they were to be based 
at Ellsworth, but now must be moved to Cannon AFB for purposes of the COBRA assumptions. 
The BCEG approved these changes and the other briefed changes with the exception of the 
Hurlburt Special Operations movement. 

Lt Col Rodefer then reviewed the (literion I scores for small aircraft bases, using the 
computer database display. The BCEG requested that the MOA grades for Luke AFB be 
reviewed for accuracy. 

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1240. The next 
BCEG meeting will be at the call of the CbChairmen. 

OPEN ITEMS: Hurlburt Special Operations COBRA movement . 

Luke MOA s u n s  
McGuirc ANG assumptions 
Squadron sizt and number of units 
Chuact Personnel numbers for Criterion VI 
Inr Angeks AFE closure assumptions 

w 
H a n m  AFB Unique Facilities 
Kinlud AFB Facility Corrdition 
Rome Lab Housing grades 
Lbaotory Air Quality grades 

Co-Chairm an 
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1 Atmchmtnts 

F 

1. B-52 review 
, 

I 
2. UPl" COBRA 
3. Small Aimaft redirect - 

DISTRIBUTION: 
s A F m  
SAFIGCN 
S AFIAQX 
SAFIMTQ 
NrnT 
AFICE 
AF/PE 
AF/DPP 
NKOo 
AF/RE 
NGBICF 
AFILGM 
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NUCLEAR POLICY REVIEW 
BOMBER BUY BACK 

BC 'LOSE p HOLD 



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
I COBRA ASSUMPTIONS 

JOINT CROSS SERVICING UPT 
FORCE STRUCTURE 

REALIGNMENT ASSUMPTIONS 
FOR BCEG COBRA ANALYSIS 

LT COLONEL KARL RODEFER 
AF/XcrFC 

COMBAT FORCES DIVISION 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 2 91261~4 



. . 
f 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
COBRA ASSUMPTIONS 

i 

FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 
ASSUMED FY 9714 FORCE STRUCTURE 

U 48 T-38A HQ AFMPC 
8 AT-38B HQ 19AF 
13 T-1A AFSAT 
10 T-43A (UNT) AFRS 

B C E ~  :LOSE HOLD 
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I 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS 

T CROSS SERVICING UPT BASES 
FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 

COLUMBUS AFB, MS 

COLUMBUS AFB 

SHEPPARD AFB 

LAUGHLIN AFB 
12 T-37B 
13 T-38A 5 T-1A 

5 T-lA 
i 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 



FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 1 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

LAUGHLIN AFB, TX 

I 

B C ~  'LOSE HOLD 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS 

T CROSS SERVICING UPT BASES 



* 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
, COBRA ASSUMPTIONS 

FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 
REESE AFB, TX 

COLUMBUS AFB 

LAUGHLIN AFB SHEPPARDAFB 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 8 9/26/04 



FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 1 

1 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

VANCE AFB, OK 

I 

LUMBUS AFB 

SHEPPARD AFB 
LAUGHLIN AFB 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS 

BC- !LOSE HOLD 

* 

T CROSS SERVICING UPT BASES 



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
COBRA ASSUMPTIONS 

T CROSS SERVICING UPT BASES 
FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 

RANDOLPH AFB, TX 

COLUMBUS AFB 

SHEPPARD AFB 

NAS PENSACOLA 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
-1 COBRA ASSUMPTIONS 1- 
CROSS SERVICING UPT BASES 

FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 
RECOMMENDATION 

BCEG APPROVE RECOMMENDED \ 

JOINT CROSS SERVICING UPT BASES 
COBRA ASSUMPTIONS AS BRIEFED 

AND AMENDED 







- 
BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
COBRA ASSUMPTIONS 

i 

-\ 
I SMALL AIRCRAFT -- ACTIVE COMPONENT I - 

FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 
LUKE AFB, AZ 

NELLlS AFB 
36 P M  F- I SCID 

'KE AFB 
1 PAA F- 16ClD 
PAA F-16C/D (AFRES) WV~ a ..?L 

POPEAFB 
6 PAA F- 16C/D 
(CANNON) 

MOODY AFB 
6 PAA F- 16ClD 
(CANNON) 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 12 9 / 2 m  



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
b 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONSr 
i 

. 

L AIRCRAFT - ACTIVE COMPONENT 
FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 

hlOUNTAIN HOME AFB, ID 

BCEM LOSE HOLD 



I \ SMALL AIRCRAFT - ACTIVE COMPONENT 
FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 

MISC TENANT UNIT MOVES 
. 

* ,  

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

LANGLEY: ACC H Q  REALIGNS TO OFFUTT 
SHAW: 9AF HQ REALIGNS TO SEYMOUR 
HOLLOMAN: SLED TRACK CANTONEMENT 

I 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 14 9/26/04 

. 
COBRA ASSUMPTIONS 

. . 
. . 



I I 

SMALL AIRCRAFT -- ACTIVE COMPONENT 
FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 

RECOMMENDATION 

BCEG APPROVE RECOMMENDED 
ADDITIONS TO ORIGINAL 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS 

LOSE HOLD 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

Y;CE OF mL I S M I Y T  Ymnm 
MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAFIMII 

'SUBJECR Minutes of Air 'For& Base Closure Executive Group '(AF'BCEG) Meeting 

The AFfBCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SAF/I1411, at 1030 hours on 
27 September 1994, in Room 5D1027, the Pentagon. The following personnel were in 
attendance: 

Mr. Boaaight, SAF/MII, Co-Chairman 
Maj Gen Blurnc, AF/RT, CbChahan 
Mr. &rch, SAF/FM 
Mr. McCall, SAFNIQ 
Brig Gcn McCuthy, AF/XOO 
Maj G n  McGinty, AFIDPP 
Mr. On. AFffiM 
Dr. Wdff,  AFKE 

wV Mr. Dclrmat. SAFtAQX 
Mr. Kuhn, SAF- 
Brig G n  Wervtr. NG- 

Cd Mayfukt AFIRTR 
Cd W a l m .  AFIPE 
Cd Mclaughl~n. AF/REX 
Lt Cd Rockfa. AF/XWC 
Mr. M m  A F m  
Mr. Gnlb. AFtCEVP 

Thc mating was dled to adrr by MI Bmuight. Mr. Mycr!;, AF/CEP, presented a 
review of the Facility ud Haurng subckmcnrr d Qlrcrion n grades fcr Undugraduate Flying 
Tnining (UFT) bases, using the canpurr &ubuc &splay. Several qluestions were r a i d  on 

- 

the Lsughlin AFB buibng nwdtuon p & r .  unhry capacity. housing capacity, and infrastructure. 
The Laughlin AFB grades wll k r t v w d .  In ackbbon, the BCEG questioned the use of a 
standard deviation method on gmhng the Util~ty Clpaciry subclement, md directed the BCWG 
to study this issue. 
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Lt Col Rodefer, AF/XOFC, then reviewed the Encroachment subelement of Criterion II. 
After noting that the Bomb Ranges/Drop Zones subelement held no relevance to the U l T  
subcategory, the BCEG directed it be removed from the UFT grading. Mr. Carillo, AF/CEVP, 
briefed the Air Quality subelement of Criterion II. 

The BCEG then discussed the need to establish a process far incorporating the UPT JCSG 
product into the Air Force analysis process. The BCEG directed the BCWG to establish a group 
to consider this question. 

There being no further matters to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 1215. The next 
BCEG meeting will be at the call of the Co-Chairmen. 

OPEN ITEMS: Laughlin building condition report 
Laughlin utility and housing capacity 
Utility capacity m n g  scheme 
Including UPT JCSG product in AF analysis 
Hurlburt Special Operations COBM movement 
Luke MOA scores 
McGuirt ANG assumptions 
S q u a d .  size and number of units 
Conaact Personnel numbers for Criterion VI 
L a  Angela AFB closure assumptions 
H.IIJcom AFB Unique Facilities 
Jkland AFB Facility Condition 
Rome Lab Housing grades 
bbaratory Air Q U ~ &  grader 

F. BOATRIGHT 
an an 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

i 

wP 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: SAF/Mn 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air F k u  Base Closure Executive Group (AF/ BCEG) Meeting 

The AFBCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright, SAFfiIII, at 1030 hours on 
28 September 1994, in Room 5Dl027, the Pentagon. The folloving personnel were in 
attendance: 

a AFfBCEG members: 

Mr. Boatright, SAFNII, Co-Chairman 
Maj G n  Blume, AF/RT, &Chairman 
Mr. k h ,  SAF/FM 
Mr. McCIII, SAFNIQ 
Brig G n  McCuthy. A F / X O  
Maj Gcn McGinty, AF/DPP 
Mr. On. A F U M  

J 
Dr. Wdfl. AFm 
Mr. Kuhn, SAFXiCS 
Brig G n  Wcrm.  N G W  
Brig G n  B d k y .  AF/RE 
Brig G n  ~(ckbowltr. AFIPE 

b. Other key utcrdccr 

Col Mayfubd. AF/RTR 
Cd Rae. AF/Xa ) 
Mr. Mym. AFKTP 
Lt Cd R t & f ~ .  AF./X(.H C 
Maj klhnuorr. AF/X( I f  \! 

Iht meeting w u  crlU m ordtr by hbj G n  Blumc. Mr. Orr suigesced that the need to 
retain Wuporc Storage heas (WSAs) when conldtnng military conjmrtion for level playing 
field COBRA required funher study fhr RCEG nquesud the BCWG to examine this matter 
and make mommendations on rn~ntmum WSA requirements. 

Maj Johnston, AF/XOFM. ud Lt Cd Robcftr. AF/XOFC, briered assumed moves to 
support level playing field C'OBRA d y s u  for the I g e  Aircraft subca egory, using the slides 
at Atch 1. In addition to ~ h c  bncfd moves. the following additions and :hanges wen made by 

111 the BCEG: 
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a. The Blood Bank at McGuire AFB would move to 'Charl.eston AFB. 

b. The Aerial Port and Mortuary at Dover AFB would move to Charleston AFB. 

c. The C4I unit at Scott AFB would move to Kirtland. w 
d HQ AMC and TRANSCOM would move to Offutt AFE3. 

e. The Fairchild Survival School would move to the Air Eorce Academy. 

f. The Whiteman B-2s would move to Grand Forks AFB cr Minot AFB, depending on 
which is low cost and whether the move complies with the START maty. 

In addition to the above, the BCWG was dincted to verify our level playing field 
COBRA assumption that closure of a missile base would not q u i r e  any BRAC funding for 
missile fonx structure relocation. Finally, the BCEG directed the use of the programmed force 
structure for the B-52 fonx despite legislative language that may cause this number to be 
increased later, since it is speculative and may not last throughout the FYDP. 

There being no further matters to discuss, the muting was adjourned at 1135. The next 
BCEG meeting will be at the call of the &Chairmen. 

OPEN ITEMS: Laughlin building condition report . 
Laughlin utility and housing capacity 

- Utility capacity grading scheme 
including UPT JCSG product in AF analysis 
Hurlbun Spccul Operations COBRA movement 
Luke MOA mxcs  
McGuk ANG assumptions 
Squadmn sizt md n u m b  of units 
Cocluact Pemnel numben f a  Criterion VI 
h Angeks AFB closure usumptions 
h s c o m  AFB Unique Facilities 
Ktnlud AFB Facility Gmdition 
Romc Lab tlouslng gtldts 
hbumtory Atr @ d ~ t y  @em 

6 

'JAMES F. B~ATRIGKT 
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I 

Attachment 
COBRA Large A M  Moves 

/ 

DISTRIBUTION: 
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COBRA ASSUMPTIONS 

LARGE AIRCRAFT BASE 
FORCE STRUCTURE 

REALIGNMENT ASSUMPTIONS 
FOR BCEG COBRA ANALYSIS 

LTCOL KARL RODEFER 
MAJOR RICHARD JOHNSTON 

MOBILITY FORCES DIVISION 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

FORCE STRUCT REALIGNMENTS 
12 PAA KC-13s RCE STRUCTU 

60 PAA KC-135 

72 PAA C-130 E/H 

3 PAA E-4 
35 PAA XC-135 



I 'I ikRCk AIRCRAFT - ACTIVE COMPONENT 
FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 

.FORCE STRUCTURE SHOWN IN SUCCEEDING 
I SLIDES IS FY 9714 

FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS FACTORED 
= PROJECTED FORCE STRUCTURE MOVES 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS I 

DOVER AFB 
12 PAA KC-10 
21 AF HQ 



DOVER AFB, MD 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 



BCEG CLOSE- HOLD 

AIRCRAFT - ACTIVE COMPONENT \ 
I FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS I 

CHARLESTON AFB, SC 

McCI-{ORD AFB 
12 PAA C-17 

McGUIRE AFB 
12 PAA C-17 
16 PAA C-141 

h 

! 

I 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
6 9/29/94 
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AIRCRAF'T - ACTIVE COMPONENT \ 
I FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS I 

LITTLE ROCK AFB, AR 

42 CNTF C- 130 

72 TF/PAA C- 1 3 OEM 
CAD 
SCHOOLHOUSE 

1 

I 

I 
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AIRCRAFT - ACTIVE COMPONENT 
ORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 

ALTUS AFB, OK 



FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 1 
FAIRCI1ILD AFI3 
1 2 PAA KC- 10 

BEALE AFB 
32 PAA C-5 
16 P M  C-141 
I5 AF H Q  

TRAVIS AFB 
32 PAA C-5 
24 PAA KC-1 O 1 ;: iyHk-141 

TRAVIS AFB, CA 

CHARLESTON AFB 
12 PAA KC-10 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 





[E A I R C W T  - ACTIVE COMPONENT 
( FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 

MALMSTROM AFB, MT 4 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 



FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 

FAIRCHILD AFR 
12 PAA KC-1 35 

GRAND FORKS AFB, ND 
t 

GRAND FORKS AFB 
48 PAA KC-135 

I I .  I 12 PAA KC-135 I 

12 PAA KC-135 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
I 12 9/29/94 
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AIRCRAFT - ACTIVE COMPONENT \ 
1 ~ O R C E  STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 

SCOTT AFB, IL 

ANDREWS AFB 

1 1 PAA C-9 

BCEGCLOSEHOLD 

# 



McCOMYELL AFB, KS 

I FAIRCf lIIaI) AFB I 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD I 



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

ORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 
DYESS AFB, TX 

f 

FAIRCHILD AFB 
24 PAA C-130H 

DYESS AFB 
24 PAA C-130H 
24 PAA B-1 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

C -qm 



CORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS I 
WHITEMAN AFB, MO 

WHITEMAN AFB 
12 PAA B-2 1 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
16 9/29/94 



~ O R C E  STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS I 
BARKSDALE AFB, LA (POM) 

ELLSWORTH AFB 
20 PAA B-52 

8 PAA B-52 UE RES 

8 PAA B-52 UE RES 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 



I BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

IAIRCWT - ACTIVE COMPONENT \ 
-0RCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS I 

BARKSDALE AFB, LA (BUY BACK) 

I ELLSWORTH AF,B I 
I 40 PAA B-52 I 

\ \ BARKSDALE AFB 

u, ' 

\ 8 PAA B-52 UE RES 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 18 9/29/94 
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 AIRCRAFT - ACTIVE COMPONENT \ 

BEALE AFB, CA 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 



BCEO CLOSE HOLD 

AIRCWT - ACTIVE COMPONENT\ 
FIXINGFORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 

ELLSWORTH AFB, SD I 



OFFUTT AFB, NE 
0FI:U'IT AFB 
I1Q US STRAT COM 

3 PAA E-4 
33 PAA XC-135 
AI-' GLOBAL WX CENTRAL 

HQ US STRAT COM 

, 

BEALE AFB 
15 P M  RC-135 
2 P M  TC-135 
3 PAA OC-135 
7 PAA EC-135 

C 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 



1 F'EYDGPORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 
MINOT AFB, ND (POM) 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
22 9/29/94 
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AIRCRAFT - ACTIVE COMPONENT \ 
JNCFORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 

MINOT AFB, ND (BUY BACK) 
MINOT AFB 
26 P M  B-52 ELLSWORTH AFB 

-12 PAAB-1 . 

! 

BCEG CLOSE .HOLD 
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\ 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

IRCRAFT -- ACTIVE COMPONENT 
FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 'I: 

RECOMMENDATION 

BCEG ADOPT BRIEFED REALIGNMENTS 
FOR USE IN COBRA ANALYSIS 












