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BRAC 93 Joint Cross-Service Group for Depot Maintenance 

Functional Analysis Process Summary 

Section 1. Introduction/Background 

In previous Base Realigr-~ent and Closures (Z?..l.C) 
cycles, the analyses and development of recommendations for 
closures and realignments were conducted solely within the 
DoD Compocents. As a result, elternatives that involved 
"cross-service" actions were zot developed. 

To enhance opportunities for consideretion of cross- 
service tradeoff and multi-service use of the remaining 
infrastructure, on January 7, 1554, the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense (DEPSECDZF) isszed a z.enoraadum creating six Joint 
Cross-Service Groups, includi~g the Joint Cross-Service 
Group for Depot Maintencnce (JCSG-DM). These joint groups 
were to work with the Milir~r-1 Deaertments and the Defens'e 
Agezcies in areas with siczlficcnt potential for cross- 
sen-ice ir~pacts in SRAC 95.  

In his memorzndum, the DE?SZCDZT pointed out chat 
si~nifican: reductions in icircstncture could only be 
achievsii ci:er careful s:r?Ei~s cE6ressed not only structural 
changes to the base structure, but also operational and 
organize~iocal changes, with e strong enphasis on cross- 
service utilization of corrmcz s z ~ p o ~ t  assets. Throughout 
the 5X.K 95 analysis process, che DoD Components were 
directed to look for cro~s-~ez-~-ice or intra-service 
opportunities to share assets ~ z d  for opportunities to rely 
on a single Military Se,vice fsr support. 

One of the s i x  cross-service groups established by the 
DETSkCDEF was for depot maincezcnce. It was chaired by the 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defcse (Logistics). Mwbership 
of the group consisted of: 

The Deputy Assistant Secrererqt of the Army for Logistics 
The Assistant Secreta,~ of the Navy (RD&A) 
The Deputy Chief of Naval Oaerations (Logistics) 
The Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff Logistics 
The Marine Corps Deputy Chief of Scaff for Installations 

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



To support the JCSG-DM a Technical and.Support Group 
component was established. Its membership was initially 
comprised of the DASD (ER&BUC); the DASD (Production 
Resources); the ADUSD for Maintenance Policy; and w representatives from the Military Departments, Joint Staff, 
Defense Logistics Agency, Defense Nuclear Agency, Program 
L~alysis and Evaluation, DoD Comptroll_er, and the DoD 
Icspector General. 

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

DoD Components must reduce their base 
structure capacity commensurate with 
zpproved roles and missions, plamed 
force draw downs and programmed workload 
reductions over tke FYDP. For BRAC 95, 
the goal is to further reduce the 
overall DoD domestic bese structure by a 
minimum of 15 percai of DoD-wide plant 
replaceme3t value. ?reserving readiness . , tkrough the ellnlzrtion of unnecessary 
i-n-frzstructure is critical to our 
national securiiy. 

I: is DoD policy to make maximum use of 
comnon support assEts. DoD Components 
should throughout h e  S74C 95 analysis 
grocess, look for cross-se-nice or 
intra-service opporcunicies to skare 
assets and look f c r  osportunities to 
rely on a single Xilitary Department for 
support. 

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

The JCSG-DM further estajlished a goal that the 
Milita-ry Departments should size to core, i. e., retain only 
the  minim^^ depot infrastruc:ure nee2ed to preserve the 
capabilities wirhin organic depots to meet readiness and 
sustainability requirenenEs cf the weapcn systens that 
support the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) contingency 
scenarios. 



Section 2. Joint Cross-Service Functional Analysis Process Summary 

Analysis A s s u m p t i o n s  

- The JCSG-DM accepted only one basic assumption. It was 
assumed that the'"peop1e will follow the workload"; i.e., if 
a depot maintenance workload is trznsferred to acother 
location, the JCSG-DM assumed that the number and types of 
qualified skilled labor needed to perform the workload will 
be either availeble in the new location or will relocate to 
the new location. This assqznption was based upon the 
considerable eqerience in past 3R4C efforts. 

G e n e r a l  Analytic C o n c e p t  

For SXAC 95 analysis pur2oses the Military Desarcments 
will size to core, i.e., rezain only the minimm depot 
infrastructure needed to preserve the capabilities within 
the DoD organic depots to meet the readiness and 
sustainability requirements of the weapon systems that 
support the JCS co~tingency scez+rios. Xost of each 
Milita,ry Desartnent's core czsability reqdirernents would be 
retained 3y Service-coctrolied Ce?ots while the balance 
would be cjcained from other Str-<ice depots throlq5 
intersezvicing. 

Y The ZCSG-DM recognized tks= there might be s2ecial 
requirements that should be inciuded in the core sizing 
considerations, such as lzsc source of repair and efficiency 
and ec0nor.y factors. However, final sizing decisiocs migkt 
be revise2 based on future policy decisions, and those 
issues shoxld be handled on a czse-by-case basis. Military 
Departments seeking an exce2iion to the size-to-core concepz 
should justify that exceptio2 to the JCSG-DM. 

Analytical Baseline 

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

The initial focus would be on the depot maintenance 
activities at 24 remaining DoD organic depot 
maintenance facilities. 
The analysis would be structured and performed on a 
conrnodi ty basis. 
Standard working 2efinitiozs would be developed and 
provided to the Military gepartsents. 
The quantification of core capabilities and 
ca?acities would b e  based upon the FYD?. 



Production shop capacities and utilization would be 
based upon the current year f~nded'and oucyear FYDP 
programmed workload mix. 
Cepzcity and utilization would be measured in 
accordance with the principles establishe2 by the 
Defense Depot Mainte~ance Council study on capacity 
measurement. 
All measures would be based on a one-shifi, 40-hour 
workweek. 

Data Call 

3ased upon the analytic ess~nptions, concepts, and 
baselines, the Technical 2nd S7dpport Group develo3ed for 
apgroval by the JCSG-DM a sc~ndbrdized report and data call 
for use by the Military Deparrments. The report tihich was 
approved and forwarded to the Secretaries of the Nilitary 
Departments on April 4, 1994, included the follosing: 

cection 1. Analvtical Foundation. This section 
contained the uc2erlying JCSG-DM analytical 
foczdntions including the objective, analysis 
bzseline, z s s m ~ t i o ~ s ,  azd general analytic concept. 
SEC-; - - on 2 ,  Ca zeccries. The JCSG-DM identified 14 
nzjor categories o r  ccxodity groupings for 
~o~sieeration in 33-2-C 9 5 .  These caregories were 
ckosen because they r~~resented the currec: major 
azi projected commodity lines serviced by DoD'depot 
nzizt~~aace acclvities. These 14 major grozsings 
were furtker divided =-to 5 0  subqrougings. 
,C?c:icn 3 .  Txcess Ca3ecltv. This section grovided 
tke defiaition of excess capacity and the framework 
for the Xilitary D~?~r=zents to calculate total 
casacity and excess cz~acity. The concept of 
riaxirnit~ potential c~2acity was identified end 
2ef ined. 

4 ,  Measures of Xerit /Con.non DaZa zleaents. 
The JCSG-DM provided suggested measures of merit for 
the Xilitary Gepartm~nts use in evaluating 
alternatives developed by the JCSG-DM. The measures 
were cross-walked back to the applicable agproved 
Military Value Criteria. 
An~endix A. Don M-da. 1997 Base Realiments 
ar? Closures fFI3.X 95L. This appendix provided 
policy guidance issued 3y the Deputy Secretary of 
3efense and the Under Szcretary of Defense 
(.Acq-disition and Tecknolom) . 
& . .  --a- . Workiza Defir.itio=. The JCSG-DM 
develoysd a set of corrmon working definitions in 
or2sr to establish a corraon focndstion for 
deliberations on B i U C  95. It was stated thaz while 
these definitions had a basis in DoD policy, 



procedures, and operations, they were not considered 
"official' definitions but rather working 
definitions tailored to this specific task. 

i . . Fgoendix C ,  DoD Memoranda: Policv for Ma-ntalnlnq 
Core Deoot Maintenance. This document defined core 
depot maintenance and provided the DoD-approved 
methodology-to compute core depot maintenaxe 
requirements. 
E ~ ~ e r ? d l x  D. Staz2ard Data C a E .  The JCSG-DM 
designed a standard daza call to facilitate the 
req~ired cross-service ~nalysis. The data call 
consisted of two sections, one for capacity 
measurement and the second for measuring measures of 
merit. Instructions and standard tables were 
provided to ease both preparation and evaluation. 
Pre2arers were instructed to contact their Military 
Department's BRAC 95 office for any required 
clarifications. 

Section 3. ~ e s c r i ~ t i o n  of Functional Analysis Summary 

Joint Cross-Service aalysis Tool 

Durizg the first week in Zune, me-nbers of the ZCSG-DM 
were advissd of a licear progr=, called the Joint Cross- 
Senice Jzalysis Tool (ZCSAT), developed by the Cencer for 
Navzl P~alysis for use in BU-C  95. It was suggested .that 
this progrev, with some modifications, could be used as a 
szandard tool by all Joint Cross-Service Groups. The 
Tee?--7ical 2nd Supgort Groxp wzs tasked to evalcate the model 
to deternine how it could be ~ ~ 3 l o y e d  and what 
specifications 2;~d assunptions would be needed for its 
operation. 

The stated goals of the JCSAT were to elirninzte excess 
Do3 infrastructure, maintain a k-igh quality infrzscructure, 
23d generate a product that could survive in the BXAC 
environmect. The data elements required for operztion of 
the JCSAT were as follows: 

mctiocal v a l w .  The merit of performing a cross- 
service function at a given site or activity. . . e. The capacity of each site or 
activity to perform a given cross-serrvice function. 
OD c, - ross service -ernent~. The 
furure DoD requirement to perform each cross-service 
function. 
*lirarv Values. The Military Departmezt assessment 
of the Military Value of each site or activi~y. 

Throy.ich these data eleme3:s the JCSAT would attempt to 
find the best allocation of the future DoD cross-service 
funcrional requirements to the activities for uss as a 



baseline for further analysis. The best allocation was 
defined as consolidation of cross-service iunctional 
allocations into a small set of high value sites or 
activities that have the capacities required to ptrform the 

w work. Given this set of sites or activities, allocations of 
core workload requirements would be based on functional 
value. 

A sizgle Tri-Department 3?,?iC Group consisting of 
representatives from each Military Department was formed to 
assist all of the JCSGs. This group was established to 
Execute runs of the JCSXT usicg certified datz, objective 
functions, and policy imperatives established by the JCSGs. 

The Technical and Support Group received briefings and 
documentation relating to the JCSXT. Notional data was 
developed end forwarded to the Tri-Department BRAC Group for 
a trial r m .  Additionzlly, ~c2el documentatio3 wzs provided 
to Logistics Management Institute (MI) for their analysis. 
The trial run was successfully eccomplished in 2 timely 
fashion. LMI advised that tke JCSXT was sensitive to 
Military Values and recommended that Military Values be 
provided on a broad ranse scale. LMI further suggested that 
the JCSAT bz modified co reflect workload shifts from 
activity to activity. The fixSi2gs of the Teckiiical and 
Support Groxp were briefed to tke GCSG-DM, znd use of the 
JCSAT was asproved on July 29, 1994. 

Use of the JCSXT r e ~ i r e e  :he developnect cf fl~?'ctional 
values. I- order to develop 5-~zcticnal vzlues, rezsures of 
nerit applicaSle to perfomazct of workloa2s at spscific 
locatiocs xere identified =t z.ruir:;a points were assigned 
to each cazegory: 

Core workloads/core cz2~5ilities - 30 points 
Unique/peculiar core workload, capcbilities, and 
capzcity - 15 points 
Uniq~e/peculiar core workload test facilities - 15 
points 
Other workloads - 25 points 
Environmental issues - 10 points 

From those brozd cztegories specific quest: OF-s were 
developed :o assist in the asslication of each vzlue to a 
commodity. It was envisioned that these weighis would be 
applied to each conmodicy at ezch activity and an overall 
rating would be developed for each commodity at each 
activity. Decisiori Pad Analysis Softxar2 ( D P J a S ) ,  a siiqle 
sgreadsheec software, was approvei for use in assisting in 
the calculation of these funcricnal values. 



Costs 

w The JCSG-DM investigated if costs could be considered 
as part of the joint analysis process. The Defense Depot 
Maintenance Council had developed, apart from.BRP.C, a 
methodology designed to estimate the costs and savings 
associated with potential i~terservicing of depot 
maintenance workloads. There was a proposal to use this 
methodology as a tool to screen alternatives for feasibility 
prior to forwarding che alterzatives to the Milizary 
Departments for complete evaluation. It was recocxized that 
the Military Departments would use CO3a in their 
evaluations. 

It was subsequently determined that the cost accounting 
practices of the Military DegcrZments were too diverse to 
make meaningful comparisons 2: the coiiunodity level without 
further leveling. It was believed by the JCSG-DK that there 
was not sufficient time to i r r - ~ e  a revised data call end 8 

conduct the cost normalizatio~ that would be required to 
co~duct eqditable comparisozs. 

It was proposed and acce7:ed that the JCSG-DM would 
ntilize a modified or func~ic~al COB?A as a cost feasibility 
test for the JCSG-DM develope5 alternatives. This course of 
action would be consistent wF=h the expressed plazs of the 
other JCSGs. The JCSG-DM wes e5vised that such z functional 
C03?-A wzs ~nder developn~z: 3:~ a segaraze joint group 
coxsosed of representatives cf each of the Services. 

On July 29, 1994, the CCSZ-DM formally approved: 
DT-LJS 
Opiimization Model 
General functional vel-~e methodolow 
Alternative &evelopin€~= process 
Requested site Militcry Values be provided 
simultaneously with functional values in a standard 
broed range scale 

On August 24, 1994, the ZCSG-DM csproved: 
Specific functional value weights 
Use of functional COSXA 
Site Military Values on a range from 0-100 
The over-all analyzic mt:hodolow 

On August 25, 1994, the E-XAC Steering Group Eas briefed 
on the JCSG-DM planned analytic methodology. 

The JCSG-DM was subsequently approved to receive data 
and to begin the analysis process on August 29, 1994. 



Data Review 

Military responses to the data call were requested to 
be delivered on Septenber 6, 1995. At that time :he Data 
Analysis Tea7 began meeting full-time in spaces located in 
the Hoffrnan Building. 

iniiial submissions were incomplete. However, database 
input was prioritized and tke LMI representative began 
construction of the database with the data availajle. 

The development of the eatabase enabled the Data 
Analysis Tern to identify mazy data discrepancies. Those 
discrepancies were then provided to the representative from 
the owzing Se,?rice for resolution. Purification of the 
database continued throughout September and October with the 
last revision being made on Xgvember 2, 1994. All changes 
to th2 data were certified i- zccordance with ineividual 
XiiFtary Department certificzzion procedures. A11 entries 
in the datzbzse were provided co the representativ~s of the 
Filitary Departments for valiertion. In additioa to 
a~c2iting izeivi2ual inputs to ~ h e  database, the 3cDIG 
completed a comprehensive dzz~5ase audit on NoverLer 2, 
1944. No significant discres~~cies were found. 

Excess CapacitylReductioa Targets 

The decision by the JCSG-3X to "size to coreR made the 
es~ablis'r~ient of excess capzcicy aiid reduction tzrqets a 
sirai~htforward procedure. A carget range for excess 
capacicy was established. T k t  tog of the range wes defined 
as ca2aci:y minus core worklc+Z. The bottom was capacity 
minus toizl progrmmed workloz5. Excess czpzcity targets 
were then established from terrified detz DoD-wide, by 
Service, by commodity group, exd by activity. 

The establishment of excess capacity targets resulted 
i n  a large amount of the Do3 excess capacity being 
classified in the "Other" comodity group. It was 
deternined by the JCSG-DM thac there were not sufficient 
categories of commodities to 2roperly identify this 
workload. The Services were esked for any new recommended 
commodity groupings. Additiozzl commodity groupings were 
approved at the October 11, 1994, meeting of the JCSG-DM. 
Revised excess capacity targeEs were updated based upon 
certified data to include the new commodity groupings. 

Functional Values 

it was required that funczional value be estzblished 
for every commodi~y at eve-ry location. This would result in 
a ranking by activity, by ccix~~odity, across Service lines. 



There were three elements necessary for calculating 
functional value: 

Data required for numeric calculations (this 
comprised the largest portion of the functional 
value) 
Izciependent Service evaluation 
Dara Analysis evaluation 

In order to level the playing field, members of the 
Datz P3alysis Tern reviewed each of the scores. Tour 
scoring conventions were developed: 

Relative im~ortance of workload is not de~endent 
upon size. 
For purposes of calculating functional valaes, 
wcrkloads less than, oze work year (1615 DLXs) were 
considered zero. 
If no unique and/or ptculiar workload was reported 
iz response to the dera call, then no crekit was 
given for unique and/or peculiar capacity or test 
facilities. 
K.;"r,sn scorizg for envirazmeztal issues, a coinpliance 
weiver constituted a ~roblen by definitiox. The . . . c~rtinction between e "significant" axd "zinor" 
problem was a Service judgnent. 

Tke ZCSG-DM approved works5eet was replicatee for each 
commodity at ezch depot in tts database. The 6c=&ase 
applied scores to be czlculetsd from the data. The Data 
mclysis T e r n  then reviewed t3e  Service scoring cnd agplied . . their scores in ~ c c o r e ~ c e  x:zn the conventions e~zailed 
above. 

Site Military Values 

The-JCSG-DM had asked for the site Military Values'on a 
standard broad range scale. Ir was decided by hisher 
authority that site values wozld be provided on a one-to- 
three scale. These values were received by the JCSG-DM on 
November 15, 1994. 

Optimization Runs 

Durizg the months of Octsber and Novc~ber, 1,094, 
several requests were processed to the Tri-Department 33AC 
Grou? zo obtain optimization rzns. T& results of each ruz 
presence6 the tsp three solutions for each of the optimized 
criteria. 

The first request, dated October 14, 1994, c~ntained 
certified data from the JCSG-DM database for ca?acity, core, 
and maxirnylm potential cors. 



Request Number 2, dated October 17, requested runs that 
would (1) minimize the number of sites and (2) minimize 
excess capacity based on data provided by Request Number 1. 
The JCSG-3M decided that workloads in commodity Groups 14, 
15, and 15 should be excluded from optimization run 
calculations because they represented workloads tkat were 
peculiar to individual Services and/or individual depots. 
Core requixsa-iencs were not to exceed current capacity. 

Zscpest Number 3, dated October 25, contained 
functional values and chanses received in certified data and 
requested new runs as requested in Request Number 2 as well 
as additional runs to maximize functional value. 3ecause 
runs from Xeq-uest Number 2 did not sufficiently E~crease 
excess cz?ecity, this request asked that core co~ld be 
allocated up to maximum potential capacity. 

Reqcest Nu,.nber 4, dated October 28, containee some 
changes ezd corrections in certified data used in previous 
runs. Tke analysis of previo~s runs indicated tkzt there 8 

were neny de3ots thzt the optimization model coclE not 
select as potential closures because of core req~irements 
for ope or t ~ o  comodity groups (termed "show sto2gersU). 
In order co  ~naSle the optimization model to selecz any 
Zepot es E ?otextial closure czneidate, a notional depot was 
created tkat had sufficient maxinun potential to create 
enough sl+ck to absorb core for these "show stoppers." This 
request Established tke notiozal depot with selsc~ed'maximuii 
pocenciel casacity ~~o.~z?ts a d  esked for rws cozristent 
w i ~ h  Z Z ~ L E S ~  XLZ*~~ 3. 

F.equesz Number 5, dated Xovenber 1, containee some 
ckzzges ix czrtifisd &:a and to the maximu,- pot~z=ial 
capacity ettributed to the notioczl depot. This requesz 
specified she: core should fill L? capacity at re21 depots 
before shifting any core to the notional depot. 

Remest Nwiber 6, dated November 2, containez some 
recalcule=ions of fmctional values based on new infomtion 
from depots and some minor corrections. This req~est asked 
that previously requested optimization calculatioz~ be 
accorn2lisk?d using updated information. 

Xequtst Number 7, dated November 4, corrected maximum 
potentizl capacity for Oklahoma City U C  to zero axd 
ineicaced other minor corrections. In a su5sequezz meeting 
wich represen~a~ives from the Tri-Department B U C  Group, the 
Da=z szalysis T~&T was advised tkat the optimization model 
had difficulty in processing data when the input ranged from 
hundreds co millions. To overcome this, the Cata was 
rounded, thus giving the impression that there were data 
input errors. Dr. Nickel also eqressed reservaricns on the 



reliability of runs and the potential for pentiurn chip 
problems. 

Request Number 8, dated November 16, contai~ed Military 
Value information and asked for only a set of runs to 
maximize~ilitar~ Value combined with other cons~raints. 

Request Number 9, dated November 17, contained minor 
adjustments in data for the notional depot and asked for a 
full set of runs. 

Runs received from the Tri-Department BRAC G- youp were 
verified via an Optimization Model created and operated by 
LElI representatives to the Data Analysis Tern utilizing a 
' 4 8 6 *  computer, thus avoiding any questions concerning 
potential errors introduced by faulty pentiurn cowuter 
chips. 

Development of ~lternatives 

The Data Pnalysis Team met on numerous occ~sions to 
review optimization izformatioz. The first coxern of the 
Data Analysis Tern was to ensure that the optimiz~:ion model 
contaixed the correct certified numbers. In this context, 
mazy discre)encies were deten.ined af:er certified Zzta were 
i~pui inco the JCSG-DM database. The correction c5  these 
8iscropcr.cies resulted in additional optimization requests 
being processed. 

The rexi concern of the 0;-a Analysis T e r ~  xas whether 
tke ogcimizztion could elininate sufficiazt excess 
cagacity. This was solved through use of the m a x i m m  
potential cagacity ax2 use of a notio~al depot as areviously 
describes. 

Finally, the Data Analysis Te~rn was to meke 
recommendations for closures and realignments. To 
accomplish this task, the Data Aqalysis Teem revisved each 
optimization run line-by-line. The Data Analysis Team was 
directed to challenge the Mildeps to consolidate workloads 
including increased intersemicing. 

The Data Analysis Team concentrated their efforts on 
optimization runs that produced significant numbers of 
potential closures. The comguter spread of core was then 
analyzed to dete,mine what further consolidatio~s of 
workloads were feasible. The end results were 
recoinmendations to the full JCSG-DM of alterza?ives that 
included significant numbers of poteniial closures aiong 
with major reductions in the zu~ber of locatisrs performixg 
work in the same coriunodity. 



Four of the six best model runs had identical closure 
recommendations. The best of the fifth run also presented a 
viable alternative. The best of the sixth provided only 
limited reductions in capacity and was not considered 
further. 

Usins the procedures outlined above, the Data Analysis 
Team analyzed the five best rucs and developed two 
altorxatives for consideration by the JCSG-DM. 

On Nave-mber 21, 1994, the JCSG-DM approved the two 
alternatives. On November 22, 1994, the alternatives were 
fornrarded to the Military Departments. 



ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON OC 20301 -3- 

December 13, 1 9 9 4  

MEMORANDUM FOR BRAC-95 JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP CliAIRPZRSONS 

SL3JECT: Joint Cross-Service fc~ctional Xnalysis Process Summary 

At our December 2nd meeting, we discussed the need for a 
s m a r y  describing each Joint Cross-Service Group's (JCSG) 
functional analysis process to help document the Department's 
B M C  95 effort. Your summary will be valuable in supporting our 
process during the Commission's independent azalyses and in 
preparation for Cor;lunission hearings. 

Your suxnary should follow the general fornat shown at 
Attach-rtezt 1. Please forward a copy to the Office of the Deputy 
~ssistmt Secretary of Defe~se for ~nstallatioxs by january 27, , 

1995, :o he12 us in drafcing t k t  Do9 regort to the Commission. . 
Additionally, your sub-group/scudy tezm should be 

rnai~tai~ixg records and files Cocu~.e-;ia5 your process as 
indicated at Atiachen: 2. W e  will g i v e  you more  informatiox on 
doc~nen: reproduction and aistribu=ion repiremects later. 

If you kz-"-e gestions, ~ 0 2 ~ 2 ~ :  KT. 90b Xeyer at 614i5356. 



FORMAT ?OR JCSG SUMXUY . 

B-C 95 Joint Cross-Service Group on 

Functional Analysis Process Summary 

Executive Sununary 

Section 1. Introduction/Background 

- JCSG1s text is not limited to, but should include discussion 
of its vision for balancing functional requirements with capacity 
and readicess. 

Section 2. Joiat Cross-Senice Functional Analysim Process Sunmazy 

- Concise/succinct, orocess-oriented descriotion of the JCSG1s 
overarching functional analysis process (e.g., should include 
orgenization and relationships of the JCSG and its scbgroup(s); 

t 

developmezt of overall analyticcl framework, internal controls, * 

and data gathering; functional capacity analysis; consideration 
oE non-5XL.C policy for develccizg functional clos- re or 
r e a l i m ~ z t  alterna:io~es; a d  the fellow-on intercctive process 
with the Xilitcry Degcrtrnen=s). 

Section 3. Description of P'unctioaal Analyses Sunmaary - 
1 - C o n c l c ~ ' s ~ ~ c c i z c t ,  zzelvsis-criented descriotioc of the JCSG's 

r-ielyses cxd methodologies for developing f~~ctioncl closure or - 

r e e l i ~ ~ e z t  zltenctives (e.g.. should include criteria/measures/ 
factcrs, r-zlyticzl methods ~ 7 d  tools; analysis of capacity; 
fu,?ctioncl value azalyses; interaction with follow-on Milita-ry 
Depaztme-?=s' analyses, etc.). 

Section 4. Joint Cross-Service Functional Altamativas 

- The alternatives fo-warded to the Military ~e~ar'aents 

Appeadicas (if required) 

Attachment 1 



JCSC RECORD XJCEPINC AND DOCtR3ENTATION REQUIREMENTS 

w 1. *Joint Cross-Service Functional Analysis Process Summary 

- A short summary with concise, succinct descriptions of (1) the 
JCSG's process, ( 2 )  its analyses/methods, and (3)-its 
alternatives 

2 ,  *Internal Control Plan 

3, *JCSG Analytical f rainework 

- Criteria/Measures/Factors' 
- Data Calls/Questionnaires 

4. *Functional excess capacity analyses (plan and results) 

5 .  *$nalytical tool outputs/runs with supporting data/screens/ 
=clyses produced to develop alterz~tives forwarded to the MILDEPs 

6. 'Alternatives transmitted to the Xilitazy Gepartments 

7. 'Meeticg Eimtes 

* Consiscent with the requirements of law and DoD policy, JCSGs will 
reproGuce and provide copies to the Commission, the Congress, and GAO. 
J C S G s  will maintain sad make avail&le uTon request all othe~ policy, 
dcta, information, =d malyses cozsidered by the JCSG in developing 
fu~ctionol closure &qd reclipnent alternatives. 

NOTE: See clso B?AC 95 'Kickoff' Ksormdlun, Jaouary 7, 1994, &zd 
Joint Internal Control Pla~q, April 13, 1994, for documentation 
requirements. 

Attachment 2 
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SECRETARY O F  THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON : 

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

MAY 9 I995 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Following our appearance before the 95 Defense Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
Commission a month ago, we asked our staff for additional analysis of depot closure and 
consolidation data from all four commissions for the three Military Departments so that we could 
better understand various views raised about depot closure costs and savings. Discussions with 
the Army, Navy, and Joint Depot Maintenance Activity Group suggested the most appropriate 
means to gather this information was to use Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) data 
submitted to OSD and to the commissions. We have done that. Our analysis of the data sustains 
our original determination that realigning and downsizing is the most cost effective means to 
achieve depot savings and efficiencies rather than attempting a complete depot base closure. 
This approach may be unique to the Air Force because our depots and the associated base 
populations are significantly larger than those in the other Services. 

The question from Commission staff and others is: Why do Air Force depot closure costs 
seem so much higher? To answer this we have compared 10 Army and Navy closure and 
realignment actions with Air Force depot alternatives to include McClellan and Kelly 
(recognizing that these two were not actually on our list to the Commission, but are considered 
here for comparative purposes). We have found frofn the data that base population is a very 
strong indicator of the one-time cost to close. Not necessarily a surprising result, but when all 
DoD depot actions are plotted together (Chart 1) it tells an instructive story. Air Force costs are 
in line with other DoD COBRA estimates, when allowing for the significantly larger base 
populations we are dealing with. For example, excluding Air Force depots, other Military 
Departments report average one-time closure costs per depot of $145M, based on an average 
population per depot of 4,290 people. If a decision were made to close either Kelly or 
McClellan, or both, the average costs would be $578M or almost four times higher than the 
average experience elsewhere. This is not suprising when you consider that the average 
population at these Air Force depots is nearly three and a half times greater than that found at 
Army and Navy depots. In the case of McClellan, costs also appear higher than the overall DoD 
trend line because of the additional costs associated with moving certain unique facilities such 
as the Air Force Technology Application Center, the Coast Guard, and classified activities, and 
the shutdown of a neutron radiation facility. 



We also looked at the other side of the equation, i.e., savings, and found that Air Force 
savings are well in line with all other DoD activities as shown in Chart 2 (enclosed). What the 
data show is the level of steady state annual savings is principally explained by how many 

. positions are actually eliminated from employment rolls. The more people that are actually taken 
out of end strength the larger the steady state savings. The Air Force did not recommend to the 
Secretary of Defense a complete depot installation closure, in large part because of the relatively 
high one-time costs to close an Air Force depot compared to what could be saved. Chart 3 
compares the ratio of annual steady state savings to one-time costs. All three military 
departments show relatively similar annual steady state savings per depot, but the Air Force 
installations reflect a significantly higher one-time cost to close. 

For the Air Force it is more cost effective to realign and downsize; allowing each of our 
five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) to develop their own areas of comparative advantage. Our 
review of the Air Force data compared to the larger DoD experience over all four closure 
commissions, M e r  supports the view that for the Air Force a one or two depot base closure 
recommendation does not make good economic sense. 

Another consideration for us is total budgetary cost. We currently have $1,047M 
budgeted for the next six years to cover the total cost of FY95 commission closures and 
realignment. Should a depot be added it is very likely that our currently budgeted costs would 
nearly double. Within the context of our future funding needs, and the high priority the Secretary 
of Defense and the President have placed on future modernization needs, it would be a serious 
funding problem for the Air Force. We took great care in building our closure package to ensure 
that what we were planning was fiscally prudent, and we believe our depot recommendations 
meet that objective. 

We welcome the opportunity for our base closure experts to meet with your staff to cover 
this analysis in whatever level of detail would be helpful. 

Sincerely, 



CHART 1 

BASE POPULATION VS 1-TIME COST SM 

I 
. . . - . - . - . . . - . Charleston -/ 

Pensacola . . Norfolk /' 
I Alaneda / Philadelphia 

0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 12000 14000 16000 18000 20000 

Base Population 

Base Population Means: AF  15,846, Army 3004, Navy 4841 





CHART 3 

COMPARISON OF MILITARY DEPARTMENT 
COBRA DEPOT ESTIMATES 

ALL FOUR BRAC COMMISSIONS , 

AVERAGE PER BASE 
RATIO OF 

BASE 1-TIME COST POSITIONS ANNUAL STEADY STEADY STATE 
, 

POPULATION FY95 $M ELIMINATED STATE SAVINGS SAVINGS TO 
ONE TIME COST 

3 .  AIR FORCE - 15,846 578 2,526 82 .I 4 

1 - Includes Red River, Letterkenny, Toelle 
2 - Includes Shipyards-~Philadephia, Mare Island, Charleston, Long Beach; Aviation Depots--Alameda, Pensacola, Norfolk 
3 - Includes Kelly, McClellan (Kelly and McClellan were not recommendations to the Commission but are included 

here for purpose of comparison only) 



Activity 
Letterkenny Army Depot 
Toelle Army Depot 
Naval Aviation Depot Alameda 
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk 
Naval Shipyard, Long Beach 
Red River Army Depot 
Charleston Naval Shipyard 
Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard 
McClellan AFB 
Kelly AFB 
Total 
Average 

Total Air Force 
Air Force Average 
Total Army & Navy 
Army & Navy Average 

CHART 4 
BASE POPULATION VS 1-TIME COST SM 

Base 
Population 

3,O 17 
3,024 
3,076 
3,110 
3,606 
3,891 
2,97 1 
5,430 
7,236 
7,541 
12,588 
19.104 
74,594 
6,216 

SOURCE: Data from COBRA reports submitted to OSD commission except McClellan & Kelly, which were not submitted 

NOTE: 1-time costs from previous commissions were adjusted to FY95 
constant year dollars in order to produce comparable data for all four commissions 

NOTE: Newark AFS was not included since positions eliminated were replaced with contractor personnel 



CHART 5 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED VS STEADY STATE SAVINGS SM ! 

Act iv i ty  

Navy Shipyard Philadelphia 
Naval Aviation Depot Alameda 
,Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 
Charleston Naval Shipyard 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard 
Kelly AFB 
Toelle Army Depot 
Letterkenny Army Depot 
McClellan AFB 
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk 
Naval Shipyard, Long Beach 
Red River Army Depot 
Total 
Average 

Total Air Force 
Air Force Average 
Total Army & Navy 
Average Army & Navy 

I 

Posit ions 
Eliminated . 

70 1 
7 64 
1000 
1088 
1223 
1245 
1268 
1287 
1438 
1464 
1707 
1861 

15,046 
1,254 

Steady State 
Savings $M 

40 
82 

SOURCE: Data from COBRA reports submitted to OSD commission except McClellan and Kelly, which were not submitted 

NOTE: Steady state savings from previous commissions were adjusted t o  FY95 
constant year dollars in order t o  produce comparable data for all four commissions 

NOTE: Newark AFS was not included since positions eliminated were replaced with contractor personnel 



I I .  I 
CHART 6 I I ' 

DOD DEPOT ACTIVITIES RECOMMENDED FOR BRAC ACTION i 
! 

YR COM ACTIVITY 
91 Navy Shipyard Philadelphia 
93 Mare Island Naval Shipyard 
93 Naval Aviation Depot Alameda 
93 Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 
93 Charleston Naval Shipyard 
93 Naval Aviation Depot  orf folk 
95 Naval Shipyard, Long Beach 
95 Red River Army Depot 
95 Letterkenny Army Depot 
95 Kelly AFB 
95 McClellan AFB 
93 Toelle Army Depot 
93 Newark AFS 
88 Lexington Army Depot 
88 Navajo Depot Activity 
93 Savanna Army Depot Activity 
95 Seneca Army Depot 
95 Sierra Army Depot 
91, Sacramento Army Depot 
95 Ship Repair Facility, Guam 

I 

STATUS i 
Complete Closure I: 

Complete Closure I i 

Complete Closure li 
I ' 

Close Depot Only I 

I 
Complete Closure 

t l  

Close Depot Only , 

Complete Closure I <  

Close Depot 
Realign 
Focused Analysis - Not recommended for BRAC action 
Focused Analysis - Not recommended for BRAC action 
Close Depot I 

Privatization in Place - Cost 8 Savings not comparable 
Close Depot COBRA data not available 
Close Ammo Storage - Not included . I 

Close Ammo Storage - Not included 
Close Ammo Storage - Not included 
Close Ammo Storage - Not included 
Close Supply Depot - Not included 
Closure of Floating Drydock - Not included 



CHART 7 
MAJOR TENANTS ON KELLY & McCLELLAN AFB 

- KELLY AFB 
Tenant I (Location) Positions MilCon SM Other SM Total $ . I - 

AFRES (Lackland) 
ANG (Lackland) 
AIA (Lackland) 
SlGlNT (Lackland) 8 13 0.0 0.0 0.0 
1849 EIS (Lackland) 31 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
DLA (Base X) 973 0.0 20.6 20.6 
DECA (Base X) 24 1 0.0 5.1 5.1 
DFAS (Base X) 179 0.0 3.8 3.8 
Others (Base X) - 925 - 0.0 - 19.6 19.6 - 
Total 7,564 0.0 49.1 49.1 

McCLELLAN AFB I 

Tenant 1 (Location1 Positions MilCon SM Other SM 

AFRES (March) 
USCG (Moffett) 
Det 42 (Travis) 
AFTAC (Offutt) 
1827 EIS (Travis) 
DLA (Base X) 
DFAS (Base X) 
Others (Base X) 
Total 

Note: Kelly to Lackland moves are on paper only, people and equipment remain intact, real estate transfers to Lackland 
Other cost based on $22,000 per position plus addition f 5M  for Det 4 2  and AFTAC for equipment movement 

Total $ 
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I I A c nant Units 

IKellv AFB Non AF Tenant 93 IS 8 327 32 367 1 

IKellv AFB Non AF Tenant DECA Medwest Reaion 3 1 1  94 1081 

1 Kellv AFB Non AF Tenant Defense Accountina Office 13 0 166 1791 

1 ~ e l l v  AFB Non AF Tenant Defense Cornmissarv Aaencv West Svc Ctr 1 0 302 303 1 

1 ~ e l l v  AFB Non AF Tenant Defense Criminal lnvestiaative Svc 0 0 6 6 1 

Non AF Tenant 
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Page No. 21 
12/05/94 

CMD 

MANPOWER AUTHORIZATIONS BY UNIT 
FY97/4 

as of Aug 94 manpower file 

ORGANIZATION 

* *  BASE: tinker 
u aag Det 440 af audit agency fo 
u acc 3 combat comm gp 
u acc 3 combat comm spt sq 
u acc 31 combat comm sq 
u acc 32 combat comm sq 
u acc 33 combat comm sq 
u acc 34 combat comm sq 
u acc 552 air control wg 
u acc 552 computer systems gp 
u acc 552 computer systems sq 
u acc 552 logistics gp 
u acc 552 logistics support sq 
u acc 552 maintenance sq 
u acc 552 operations gp . 
u acc 552 operations spt sq 
acc 552 training sq 
acc 552 training sq 

5 acc 752 computer systems sq 
acc 8 abn cmd control sq 

u acc 963 air warn ctrl sq 
u acc 964 air warn ctrl sq 
u acc 965 air warn ctrl sq 
u acc 966 air warn ctrl tr sq 
u acc Det 6 ACC Training Spt sq 
u acc 01 ad ACC Log Support  gp 
u acc 01 af 29 training systems sq 
u acc 01 bc 4525 combat appl sq 
u aet 349 Recruiting sq 
u aet 349 Recruiting sq 
u aet Det 413 373 training sq 
u aet 01 ac Det 6 cap usaf ap 
u afr 2400 res readiness mob sq 
u afr 403 combat log support sq 
u afr 465 air refueling sq 
u afr 507 Civil Engineer sq 
u afr 507 air refueling gp 
u afr 507 communications ft 
u afr 507 logistics gp 
u afr 507 logistics support sq 
u afr 507 maintenance sq 
u air 507 medical sq 
u afr 507 mission support sq 
afr 507 operations gp 
afr 507 operations spt it 
afr 507 security police sq 

u afr 507 support gp 
u afr 72 aerial port sq 

FY 97 
OFF AMN CIV DRILL TOTAL 







Page No. 22  
1 2 / 0 5 / 9 4  

MANPOWER AUTHORIZATIONS BY U N I T  
FY97/4 

V as of Aug 9 4  manpower f i l e  

CMD ORGANIZATION 

u a i a  01 tt 67 operations sp t  sq 
u amc 01 a 22  l o g i s t i c s  gp 
u amc 01 k 615 a i r  mobility ops gp 
u aws Det 7 af global wea ce 
u elm 01 a l c  afelm d i sa  jc 
u elm 01 t k  afelm def f i n  acct  ce 
u elm afelm deca ag 
u elm afelm dla-d depot d l  
u l c t  af l e g a l  s e r  ag fo  
u rntc 1 0  t e s t  sq 
u rntc 1818 reserve advisor sq 
u rntc 1845 engineering i n s t l  gp 
u rntc 654 C iv i l  Engineer sq 
u rntc 654 a i r  base gp 
u rntc 654 combat log support sq 
u rntc 654 comm comp sys gp 

rntc 654 medical gp 
rntc 654 operations s p t  sq 
rntc 654 secur i ty  police sq 

WR!! rntc 01 ac hq materiel  system ce 
rntc 01 ad Det 2 645 materiel  sq 

u rntc 01 af 412 l o g i s t i c s  support s q  
u rntc 01 de 615  specialized Msn sq 
u rntc comm sys  ce 
u rntc comm sys  ce 
u rntc oklahoma c i t y  a l c  ce 
u rntc oklahoma c i t y  a l c  ce 
u rntc oklahoma c i t y  a l c  ce 
u rntc oklahoma c i t y  a l c  ce 
u rntc oklahoma c i t y  a l c  ce 
u rntc oklahoma c i t y  a l c  ce 
u rntc oklahoma c i t y  a l c  ce 
u o s i  Det 1 1 4  1 f i e l d  investigatns a t  
u paf 01 a 3 wing wg 

* *  Subtotal  * *  

FY 97 
OFF AMN C I V  DRILL TOTAL 



t  lor^ Air For lant Units 

1 inker AFB Non AF Tenant Armv Coros of Enaineers 1 n 

Tinker AFB Non AF Tenant Defense Finance & Accountina Service 

1 inker AFB Non AF Tenant Defense Loaistics Aaencv 1 n 

Tinker AFB Non AF Tenant Defense Reutilization & Marketina Office 

ITinker AFB Non AF Tenant NAF n n 5x1 

ITinker AFB Non AF Tenant Post Office n n A 

ITinker AFB Non AF Tenant SAT0 n n I I 

Tinker Credit Union . 0 0 61 61 
232 961 2606 3799 

1 lllrnl,c?rs are authorized personn~l for FY 0114. cnncir.frr:t \nrilll l 'rlAC' Olrwlionnaire data 



A I R  I.OGI.WIC.9 .. mANWWER HISTORY 

EYSS EY_114 E Y . B  EX91 
7 INKER AFB (Oklnhoms Clty ALC) 

Foreign Military Sales (FMS)  
OFF 8 4 4 4 
ENL 1 
CIV 493 3 412 -_-423 
TOT 501 506 44 1 428  

Ilcpol Mninlcnsnce (Maint) 
OFF 4 5 45 45 4 6 
ENL 109 108 109 109 
CIV 1 8 4 4  Z B U  ULX1 6 9 1 0  
TOT 7.998 8.m 7.954 6,225 

Malcricl Mnllagement (MM) 
OFF 9 1 91 8 2 8 2 
ENL 18 18 I8 57 
CIV U 2 . l  - U2.2 --2.922 ._..- 2.Zfi6 
TOT 3,430 3,186 3.022 2,905 

Cerltrnl Conrrncling (PK) 
OFF 17 17 17 I S  
ENL 
CIV 561 538 473 --._42n 
TOT 578 555 490 43.5 

hlanagcrnenl Overhead (MGMT) 
OFF 7 7 8 R 
ENL I I I I I l 12 
CIV 83 2 9 1  ----a3 
TOT 101 I04 110 103 

Comtnunicallons & Cornpulers (COhfhUCOhtP) 
OFF 2 2 2 6 
ENL IS0 
CIV 2 2 4 g l  __JOZ 
TOT 540 519 489 663 

Medical (MED) 
OFF 106 111 118 123 
ENL 253 25 8 277 272 
CIV 2 123 1 3 9  _--AS! 
TOT 476 492 5 34 547 

I3n.w Opcrallng Support (BOS) 
OFF 69 70  7 1 76 
ENL 973 1,015 1,039 1,133 
CIV l.964 3 . m  3 . 5 5 4  U ! I l  
TOT 5,006 4,910 4,664 4,510 

TOTAI, ALC MANPOWER 
OFF 345 347 ' 347 360 370 363 362 357 356 356 356 356 356 356 
ENL 1.364 1,410 1,454 1,734 1,669 1,551 1,497 1,490 1,466 1,466 1,466 1.466 1,466 1.466 
CIV -16921 -16UP -l.L%i 1 1 . l 2 2  -__J2.278 . .JLZMI -112421 ,UL(US e P L n  W W -w -w -m 
TOT 18.630 18.276 17,704 15,816 11.117 13,614 12.336 11,876 11,732 11,732 11.732 11,732 11.732 11.732 



Navy 
NAS Atlanta, GA 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, NH 
Fleet Industrial Supply Center, Oakland, CA 
NWAD, Corona, CA 
Engineer. Field Activity, West. Div., San Fran., CA 
Supervisor of Shipbuilding, San Fran., CA 
Public Works Center, Guam 
Point Mugu Pacific Missile Test Center 

TOTAL NAVY 

Air Force 

I I I I I I 
I GRAND TOTAL 1 111,195 1 103,522 / 214,238 1 I 

Defense Logistics Agency 
Defense Distribution Depot Tobyhana, PA 
Defense Distribution Depot McClellan, CA 
Defense Distribution Depot San Antonio, TX 
Defense Distribution Depot Hill, UT 
Defense Distribution Depot Oklahoma City, OK 
Defense Distribution Depot Warner Robins, GA 

TOTAL DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

Atlanta, GA MSA 
Rockingham County, NH, and York County, ME 
Oakland, CA PMSA 
Riverside-San Bernardino, CA PMSA 
San Francisco,CA PMSA 
San Francisco, CA PMSA 
Agana, Guam 
Ventura, CA PMSA 

Scranton-Wllkes-Barre-Hazleton MSA 
Sacramento, CA PMSA 
San Antonio, TX MSA 
Salt Lake City-Ogden UT MSA 
Oklahoma City, OK MSA 
Macon, GA MSA 

1,923,937 
202,394 

1,160,197 
1,032,616 
1,214,604 
1,214,604 

66,773 
332,643 

319,940 
763,605 
730,857 
659,460 
582,865 
157,770 

931 
4,107 
1,359 
810 
267 
37 
676 

4,349 - -  

12,536 

289 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

289 

489 
2,610 
2,214 
1,848 
1 64 
61 
289 

2,642 
10,316 

485 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

485 

1,420 
7,395 
3,825 
2,827 
431 

1,040 
556 

2,679 
20,172 

0.1% 
3.7% 
0.3% 
0.3% 
0.0% 
O.i% 
0.8% 
0.8% 

485 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

485 

0.2% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 







UNCLASSIFIED 
{AIR FORCE CAP- 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
EXCESS CAPACITY 

AIRCRAFT 

FIGHTER 
F- 1 5  

F -16  
A-10 

KC- 135 
C-5 
C- 1 3 0  

SQUADRON 

6 
1 

1 
0 

0 

0 
1 

ROBUST 

+32 
+22  

+60  
+6 

+2 

+5 
+11  

UNCLASSIFIED 33 2/27/95 

CONSIDERATIONS 

LABS 
-- 3 required: Air. Space, and C41 

TEST CENTERS 
-- 3 required for AF requirements 

AIR LOGISTICS CENTERS 

-- 3 required for AF requirements 
-- At least one must be an engine depot 

I 
EXCESS CAPACITY 

Labs 3 
T&E 0 

Air Logistics Centers 2 

UNCLASSIFIED 34 7 .  . 95 

Page 17 



7 T W N I N G  
0 1 / 4  PROJECTED MAXIMUM EXCESS 

RASE PRODLJCTION CAPABILITY CAPACITY 

RANDOLPH (NA\q 4 5 3  

RANDOLPI-I [PIT) 3 9 4  
COLUMBUS 29 1 

LAUGHLIN 316 
REESE 29 1 

SHEPPAP?  220 
I'ANC E 3 16 

I EXCESS CAPACITY 

1 Base' 
Preliminary AT Force esllmare 

UNCLASSIFIED 35 2'27195 

JOINT GROUP 
TYPE - 
hLC (Depots) 

BASES 
2' 

UNCLASSIFIED >i 2T1.5 

Page 18 





DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

f=/b" '1 8 WAY g5 

SUBJECT: Response to Request for Air Force's Position on Preferred Alternate Receiver Sites 

Attached is the Air Force response to your 15 May request for Air Force preferred alternate 
receiver sites based on the 10 May Commission add list. 

. BLUME JR, Major General, USAF 
Assistant to Chief of Staff 

for Realignment and Transition 

Attachment: 
Alternate Receivers 



McClellan Air Force Base Air Force Revised Location 

129th Rescue Group/assigned aircraft (ANG) Remain at Moffett Fed Airfield AGS 
162nd Combat Communications Group (ANG) Remain at North Highlands AGS 
149th Combat communications Squadron (ANG) Remain at North Highlands AGS 
Electronic Installation Functions Move to Travis AFB, Ca 

Field Command, Defense Nuclear Agency Remain at Kirtland AFB 
68th Intelligence Squadron Medina/Lackland 
Air Force Inspection Agency Move to Tinker AFB, OK 
Air Force Safety Agency Move to Tinker AFB, OK 
Some Electronic Installation functions Move to Lackland AFB, TX 

Tinker Air Force Base 

Electronic Engineering Functions Move to Peterson AFB, Co and 
Keesler AFB, MS 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  U N I T E D  STATES A IR  FORCE 

MEMORANDUM FOR DBCRC (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) /w . . .  
FROM: HQ USAFIRT 

SUBJECI': Mission Impacts for ALC Closures -. 

In response to your May 17, 1995 request for mission impacts to each ALC in the event of 
closure, the attached depot impact statements are forwarded. You also asked for closure level 
playing field COBRAS and backup worksheets which were previously transmitted. Please note 
that comments are provided for activeduty, AFRES, and ANG operational units at each ALC 
installation. If you need additional information, feel free to contact Lt Col Mary Tripp at 38678. n 

. BLUME, Jr., ~ d ~ e n ,  USAF 
Assistant to CSAF for 

Realignment and Transition 

Atchs: ALC Mission Impacts ( R  J 5 1 7 ) 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMlSSlON 
4700 NORTH MOORE STREFT SUITE 1425  

ARLINGTON, VA WZOB 
7084SsO?K)4 . . A U N  J. MXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONCRS: 
AL CORHEUA 
R U E C W  COX 
O€N J. 6. OAVI.. U U V  (Rm) 
9. U C :  K U W  
RUJM 8 W A M I N  F. UOW'rA. USH (REI)  
MC JQ8U6 R O W S ,  JR- USA < R m  
=NO4 WUIWS 8TCm 

- -- PIms8fefor~W 

Maim G c u d  Jay Bhrme (ATTN: Lt. Cd Mary Tripp) 
Special Assbum to the Wefof  StaE 

fir Base Realignmem and Traasition 
EFeadquatera USAF 
1670 Air F m  Ptmagoa 
Waslingbq D.C. 20330-1670 

Appmxbmtely me year wo. the Ah- Fom prcpvcd level plying field" COBRA, for dl 
fkALCfmt.llrtiW. NowthatthCO~onbnsdaamine4that1116vcrh0uldk 
considetad fw doawe, we q u i d  updated COBRAs far these instalfatiom. 

p b u ~  update thc w lnling fidd ~oratn COBRAt for o f t k  five d 
mi fo-d &g with all ~xt.ckup worksheets, to tbe Commission by 24 May 
.Iso pnparr and submit a ststemem whish articulates the impact of d o w e  on the 

missions trt each installation. 

F sw 's A. Cirillo Jr., 
Air Force Team Lead= 



KELLY AIR FORCE BASE, TEXAS 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS (Major Tenants): 

- Air Intelligence Agency remains in cantonment and is attached to Lackland AFB 
- AFRES C-5As and ANG F-16s remain in cantonment at Lackland AFB 
- SA-ALC workload transfers to OC-ALC (89%), 00-ALC (lo%), and 
WR-ALC (1 %) 

- 1827th EIG remains at Lackland AFB 
- Regional SIGINT Operations Center remains at Lackland AFB 
- Remaining Base Population to Base X 

IMPACTS: 

Each option the Air Force considered at Kelly remained constant in that AFRES and 
ANG operations should remain in cantonment 

- Minimum Impact to AFRES and ANG operations 
-- If ANG Fighter Unit is not allowed to stay in cantonment 

--- Limited possible alternate locations (i.e. Biggs AAF, reduced 
population for recruiting) 

--- Lowers personnel participation in unit training events--reduces 
operational capability 

--- Reduces access to flight training areas and support 
infrastructure 

--- Some personnel will elect not to transfer with unit--reduces 
operational capability, increases replacement training time and 
cost 

-- If AFRES C-5 Unit is not allowed to remain in cantonment 
--- Loss of excellent recruiting location 
--- Loss of central location to support operations in any theater of 

operations 
--- Extremely high MlLCON cost 

- 485th EIG redirect would require review 

STATEMENT: The closure of Kelly Air Force Base must include the cantonment of 
both the AFRES C-5A and ANG F-16 units currently located there. Any alternate 
location for the C-5A unit will require extensive MILCON, not to mention the loss of a 
valuable recruiting area. Few other attractive locations exist within the State of Texas 
suitable for the relocation of the ANG F-16 squadron. Those areas where a suitable 
runway does exists either infringes on other AFRES or ANG recruiting areas, or lies 
outside of a metropolitan area required to sustain operations. 



HILL AIR FORCE BASE, UTAH 

w COBRA ASSUMPTIONS (Major Tenants): 

- Move 729th ACS to Cannon AFE3 
- Move 84th RADS to Cannon AFE3 
- Move 36 F- 1 6CIDs to Cannon AFB 
- Move 18 F- 16 CYDs to Shaw AFT3 
- Retain AFRES unit in range cantonment area 
- 00-ALC workload transfers to SM-ALC (39%)' OC-ALC (37%)' 
WR-ALC (1 4%), SA-ALC (1 0%) 

- -- - Remaining Base Population to Base X 

IMPACTS: 

- Rebasing of 388 FW Wing will result in a sub-optimal location for operational 
LANTIRN training 

-- Will result in dense packing of remaining F-16 locations 
- Removal of Active and Reserve fighter units would preclude or greatly reduce 

accessibility to UTTR 
- No location in the State of Utah suitable for AFRES unit location 
- U?TR ground and air training ranges must be protected--it is a major training 

resource for the Composite Wing at Mountain Home 
-- UTTR instrumented range is only US cruise missile capable test range 
-- One of only three Air Force Major Range and Test Facility Bases; one 

of the few overland supersonic ACBT training areas 
- Prohibitively expensive to replicate Hill's missile maintenance capability and 

weapons storage facility elsewhere 

STATEMENT: The closure of Hill Air Force Base would require the relocation of the 
388 FW, and a collocated AFRES F-16 squadron. The movement of Hill's active duty 
aircraft would densepack remaining F-16 locations, in addition reducing the effectiveness 
of LANTIRN training currently conducted at Hill. There are no other suitable F-16 
locations in Utah to house the AFRES unit. The Utah Test and Training Range (UTTR) 
must be protected. It serves as a major training area for the Composite Wing at Mountain 
Home, in addition to providing some of the best overland supersonic airspace available in 
the CONUS. Also, the UTTR instrumented range is the only US cruise missile capable 
test range. Finally, any move to replicate Hill's missile maintenance capability and 
weapon's storage facility would be prohibitively expensive. 



MCCLELLAN AIR FORCE BASE, CALIFORNIA 

w COBRA ASSUMPTIONS (Major Tenants): 

- AFRES Headquarters (4 AF) moves to March AFB 
- USCG moves to NASA Moffett 
- Det 42 (Classified) to Travis AFB 
- AFTAC moves to Offutt AFB 
- 1849th EIS moves to ~ra-vis AFB 
- SM-ALC workload transfers to 00-ALC (70%), OC-ALC (25%), 
WR-ALC (5%) 

- Remaining Base Population to Base X 

IMPACTS: 

- Precludes DoD recommended move of North Highlands ANG station to 
McClellan 

- BRAC 95 485th EIG redirect would require review 
- Precludes DoD recommended move of the 129 RQS (ANG) from NASA 
Moffett to McClellan 

- No operational impact to AFRES operations currently at McClellan 
-- AFRES KC- 135 unit programmed to move to Beale 

STATEMENT: The closure of McClellan Air Force Base would have an impact on 
current DoD recommended BRAC actions to move the North Highlands AGS and the 
129 RQS to McClellan. In addition, the BRAC 95 redirect involving the relocation of 
the 485th EIG would also require review. 



ROBINS AIR FORCE BASE, GEORGIA 

w COBRA ASSUMPTIONS (Major Tenants): 

- Headquarters AFRES to Dobbins ARB 
- 19th Air Refueling Wing to Charleston AFB 
- 5th Combat Comm Group to Shaw AFB 
- Joint STARS to Beale AFB 
- WR-ALC workload transfers to SM-ALC (58%), SA-ALC (30%), 

00-ALC (12%) 
- Remaining Base Population to Base X 

IMPACTS: 

- Robins already designated as ALC for Joint STARS 
-- Collocation with ALC reduces JSTARS unique support requirements 

- Closure would delay IOC of JSTARS program, currently scheduled for FY 9712 
-- Will increase response time as well as sustainment capability 

- Closure would severely impact JSTARS crewmember initial qualification, 
mission ready rates, and continuation training due to required MILCON at new 
location 

- No alternate location in the State of Georgia to relocate ANG B-1s currently 
programmed to move to Robins 

-- Virtually any other beddown would involve significant MILCON 
-- McConnell AFB is not available, no excess capacity 

- Relocation of Active Duty Air Refueling Wing will be necessary 
-- Should remain in the Southeast due to a documented tanker shortage 

STATEMENT: The closure of Robins Air Force Base would have a lasting impact on 
the lnitial Operational Capability (10C) date of the JSTARS program. MILCON is 
already well underway to facilitate the projected IOC date of FY 9712. Any closure 
would severely impact JSTARS initial crewmember qualification, mission ready rates, 
and continuation training. In addition, Robins has already been designated as the ALC 
for JSTARS. This collocation significantly reduces JSTARS unique support 
requirements. The 19th Air Refueling Wing would also require relocation, preferably in 
the Southeast, due to the documented tanker shortage which exists within the region. 
Finally, any closure of Robins would require an alternate location for the inbound B-1 
ANG operation. There are no other locations within the State of Georgia available to 
support this mission, and the only other ANG B-1 unit at McConnell would be unable to 
accept the additional aircraft. 



TINKER AIR FORCE BASE, OKLAHOMA 

mlV COBRA ASSUMPTIONS (Major Tenants): 

- AFRES KC- 135s to March AFB 
- AWACS to Beale AFB 
- TACAMO to Base X 
- 3rd Combat Comm Group to Davis Monthan AFB 
- 38th E N  to Peterson 
- OC-ALC workload transfers to SA-ALC (72%), WR-ALC (1 4%), 
SM-ALC (1 3%), 00-ALC (1 %) 

- Remaining Base Population to Base X 

IMPACTS: 
- Would require relocation of AFRES KC-135 unit, AWACS, and Navy 
TACAMO 

- Reduces AWACS training opportunities and disrupts entire training program 
- Increases depot costs -- AWACS and TACAMO depot support is at Tinker 
- Costs to locate either AWACS or TACAMO would be prohibitively expensive 
- Loss of joint economy of scale with Navy E-6 TACAMO program 
- Movement of contracted flight training and blue suit mission training, including 

simulators, would effectively stand down initial training program and parts of 
continuation training program 

-- Results in reduced manning and reduced operational capability 
- Extended length sorties will be required to reach training orbits 
- Loss of depot cannibalization opportunities, loss of support in back shops, and 
no early preparation for phase inspections 

- BRAC 93 485th EIG redirect would require review 

STATEMENT: The closure of Tinker Air Force Base would have a significant impact 
on the capability of both the Air Force's AWACS and the Navy's E-6 TACAMO 
operations. Both rely on extensive support from their collocated ALC, in addition to their 
specialized maintenance facilities. Any required move of either unit would involve the 
relocation of contracted flight training and blue suit simulator training, effectively 
standing down initial training and important parts of their continuation training. Since 
training areas for both aircraft are in the south central US, any movement out of the 
region will drive increased O&M costs due to the extended length of training sorties 
required. In addition, it is operationally necessary for the AWACS to be based in the 
Central US to allow the unit to deploy either east or west in an equally rapid fashion. 
Finally, the AFRES KC-135 unit at Tinker would also require relocation, again to a 
metropolitan area suitable for recruiting. 
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30 May 1995 

Mr. David Lyles 
Staff Directcr, The Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear David: 

It was a pleasure to chat with you and other members of your staff during last week's 
visit to Hil! Air Force Base and again a; the hearing in San Francisco. As you 
requested, I am sending a copy of the .'AFMC 2: Study." This is a draft, but I am told 
the final product did not cnange much. This study was AFMC's first step in getting 
ready for BRAC '95. 

The McClelian/Hill option was directed by General Ron Yates. McCiellan had been the 
BRAC '93 recommendation and Yates felt he could take credit for closing the ALC at 
Hill without losing the infrastructure since ACC could take over the base. This would 
give him the best of both worlds. However, ACC's General Mike Loh stated he would 
not rake over the base and the closins of the Ogden ALC proved to noi be practicz!. 
'3thei clcsure options were ?tanned !nvol\.ling other pairs of ALC.s, but were not 
com?!ei~d jMcCiellan/Keliy was on5 zf t h ~ z  ~?.ri,sns). IT w2.s shaniy afrec this siudy 
that the TRC consoiidation study beg?n. 

Aiso included is a Raper compieted o n  Ogden  ALC. It a d d r e s s e s  the closing issues 
for the "AFMC 21 Study." I hope this data is useful. If I can answer any questions, 
please call me at (801) 629-2073. 

Sincerely, -3 

~ i & a e !  D. Pavich - 
Fcesident, HilliDDG '55 

1. AFMC 21 Study 
2. Feasibility of Closing Hill AFB paper u ,.,,-000 95.  , N C .  

P.O. a o x  1 5 5 7  

O G D E N .  U T  84401 

( 8 0 1  ) 629-2074  

F A X :  ( 8 0 1 )  6 2 9 - 2 2 5 1  



A M C  27 STUDY 

Option 1 Wrnload transfer from 0 0 - A U ,  SM-ALC (red center$) to WR-ALC, /'- OC-ALC and SA-ALC (green centers) 
i 

Option 2A Aimaft Pmgramd from 00-ALC and SM-ALC to OC-ALC, SA-ALC 
and WR-ALC 

, 

Space Missile Commend (SMC) Pqrarn to SM-ALC 
Electronic Systems Command (ESC) Programs as follows: 

C41 to SMdLC 
JSTARS to Aerospace Systems Commend (ASC) 

Human Services Center (HSC) Programs to ASC 
Rome Lab to WPAFB 

Option 20 Aircmf? Programs from 00-ALC and SM-ALC to OC-ALC, SA-ALC - - and WR-ALC 
8MC Programa to 00-ALC 
SM-ALC Spam Proprams and Worlkoad to 00-ALC 
ESC and HSC Progmm8 to ASC 
Rome Lab lo W F B  

Downsize in place 
-----, 

\. 
\ 

8ezom% Execuf ive Agency for \\, 

Fixed Wing Aircraft 

Option 4 Close e- AFMC Base individually 
7 - Y 

Option 5A Close OO-ALC and WR-ALC - L 

Option 58 Close OC-AtC end WK-ALC 

Option 5C Close SA-ALC and SM-ALC 

Option 6 Close ASC an l  HSC 



~E?AF;TMENT OF -9E AIR =CRCE 
M ~ A R T E R S  AR FORCE MI- ~ M " N J  

W R G W - P A ~ O N  NU FJ?RCL W E .  

MEMORLIbi3rl FOR D Q C T W C C  

SWJZCT: R&ew of Dnff Fd Rqmz for AFMC 21 Study (SUSPaSE: 10 Jun 94) 

1. Yfis t n c b s d  hait Fad RT- o x  s ~ ~ l z t s  h e  d t s  of b e  AEMC 21 study. This ;nor& 
cvcn in a &2. s u ~ ,  inchdm sa&c L s h d m  u~hich sns t  be cioseiy son~Ded .  Access to 
& d ~ ~ ; z m c n ~  mnn be iirnid m the ccsrrr cammind &on and your scxior .kWC 21 Working 
Gma? mmiw- 

ZL PIUX r d c w  'd+ scloScd dFftrcpmi md provide your cormncntr TIC AWC 21 
D i ~ d o n  1 ~ x 1  Papm d d  tu in l i ~ c  rcpn wcr= p m i d d  to yuu undo ST- covci. 

Oncc we h a t  received you: c o x e n s  on iht r ~ o n  will ~ o Q C ~ Z ~ C  in h e  xp;: 
and provide 5~ updated hp;l ?o G c d  Y z i  for review yc! x ~ o w ~ ~ ~ ~ T ~ L  Aik 
G m . e ~ i  Yaxes' =view of h e  -or, %e -;r-x ~ v i d =  3 hd v d o n  of the T n r .  a 

3. h.zi gocr cornmmxs 3 EQ P.FMCTC?X by ?@ Sua 94. 3 s  W X  asjon OALP IUI 4& 

rz?oz is %. Tom :%xmick, 5'SN 7s;-2622 

S z = % a  ?. C a Z D N  < 
hk$r Gennml, USAF 
D-;:zzv of >Inns a c  F r c ~ m  



FOR O F F I C I a  USE OhZY 
r n A S T X U C r n  SEXSIrn'E - D R r n  

AFiuIC 31 FIX& REPORT -- DRAFT 
T A R E  OF CONTEh'TS 

PAGE 
1 

Oaprer iI - Background 3 
.. 

Chapter III - Generai Principles, Planning Guidelines, Prodzres 
A, feeral Prinapies 6 
B. Planning Guidelines 

1. B a d i n d a t a  Sourm G 
2. PrograMorkioad T d e n  7 
3. Tenant Units 8 

C Procedures 8 

Chapter IV - -4FMC 21 Options - Deswiptim and Assessments 
As Option 1 - Minimum AF'MC lnfnstrurture 

L Description 10 
2.-t ll 

3. Option 2s - ,AjrcraNSpacgcnft Orienbtion (McCldien .4FB) 
1. Description 13 
2. hsesment 1 d 

C. Option 35 - ..iircrait/Spaczdt Orientation (H2l AF3) 
1. Desmption 16 
2. -4ssessrnent 17 

D. Option 3 - Downsize in ?fatx Exemtire ,4gent for .4ermpace 
1. Description 19 
2. i i s s ~ l - t  19 
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AFMC 21 FTNAL REPORT (DRAFT -- 25 MAY 94) 

The . W C  21 smdy is jm of JIZ corpmx ?l-g 7rcc;ss a d ; * a t  the best ccmmi~-d . - mzm-u- w support M Fort: ra-uisemnrs. The rmdy moitahd on sendad dua king gathred 
£01 B U C  95 ma used vaiid a a r  5om d o u s  mivines 10 h d ~  n ; u c m  rhe smav's o~dons. Tnc srudy 
wm p d o d  in the conrr t  of Air Force force S~U- p p r + d  i; S e c c v g  Aspin's N 9 5  Defmse 
Guidanct PC)  d&vd konl ei 3c;romCp Revhw ZIQ cors is~ni  airh rhc FY95-99 Pmgram Buigcr 
S1.i. Ibc smdy cc- spcEc &ua.iims of the feasibility and con of a set of opdons. 

,> 
whici~ pwide fair md squal cmia=adon to ac.i ZEdC i n d a r i o n  wirhin rhc oontExt of mojGed 
work2oads. The oprions m t i u s  a m -  or a .zm.unErn &FC ( O ~ U G ~  1). 

8 

nubiishmenr of 3n i n e p t &  acuukirioo 2nd s u ~ ~ r  spare sysrrrnq management and CAT -ter 
(opions 21 and Zb), dowosk5ng in pi== (option 31, and the individual c?osurc of each AFMC inmilarim 
(oprion 4). 

Thc d y  kick4 off u AAlCs B l s  Opaating Suppon HORIZOSS mrt ing  on 22 Scp 93 at 
Rnmns A m .  At m i s  meeting zn integrated proem: *m of HQ .W Dimon w;.s c h m d  to 
-. L.?C sady cTors of 2 Wori=ns Gmrri, which kclucid both HQ r lF4C and Cmiw repesexa~vts. 

At L+C cuze: of the sac?, a ~~um'm of g c a d  princi?i,ics were 'sublisn-d The study cqidjzed 
on stzr,drrd data &g g a t h c d  for 3RAC 95 and rsed valid d30 bcm ~ ~ Y I O U S  a c m a e ~  U) 1%~ 

mmm the study's options. The X S M  3hiiosopny wa s c c o m ~ d a t d  m ik nmimm c7mf possibic 
in rhc s k y .  h a t i o n  a a a a p n  system ofisnmtion. the sntciy considccd mpid iwestrx~~t  
VCF.-&YC us~.olo$cs, ;qs:izy ~ M o n .  c X d  s l d s  ma cssm~er  sads52rioa in = d g  
proposed wcxkioad and p m ~ a  ~ ioa t i oo r s  C ~ s r  csL~sics for 'he vzriow c l c s t ~ ~  aiia x G ~ - t x ~  
Wder s U y  w n  3 ~ C O r c p l i S ~ ~  Sy i h ~  CZKCS %lKh O S D & C ~  C35; of 3iCX Resllvp.ca~ .%C233r. 
{COBR4> r.odc1. As rccom;nmcid by SAF,MIL the mciy instirnrs a c&mon procss b& on kr 
usxi in he BRAC ?rocss, to vzEd2te +he xcmc). md complc~qess c;' daci nsoi in tke 2: &-a% 

The Wouing Cxovp tmniisned piiuuing gui&5ii~s LO wcr, c,;NiSmq~ in *-e s~~ciy.  The 
guidtllnes wcr: f o c ' s d  Zn hks~%c dx,-tytyrj+u ~uurcu,  mlsfca ui yluga~w'w u s  ~ Q T S  

losirip m gzinhg sics. an@ ticam-ex of ~zmr.: uairs. 

To nanic  zhr. smdy ;k~dpantx ID hiphiign: of c a ~ m  or specs ~ ? C X S L  the =dl' 
csubiis;id 3 'Diwussion It=+ ~rorss Discssio;! i ~ m s  were zexrattd by the W c r h g  mq  he^ 
topics wcm idcnri5d which wcm.zd xxim ~ld Cxh.rcbc & i u i o a  az M c h c  i d s  of n-:m.cr',L 

Tnc wey iiilda~,s 3 ; l c .  ~i; -b"MC 21 sacy can k -mqd in rhe foliowing four s e a :  

B - Yonc of d ~ t  ~ i o ~ c ' r c s i i g n m m ~  ecdons rsscssd ii the srudy proved to bc CoS-  
cife~he. with a reZS0nlblc ;nyjact period. Ti;. primary &ivcrs for it.= cost emmates were 

@ 
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pmonntl d o c x i o n  cosrs ma MTLCON ~ W S -  Given the h g c  wori3crct igrimazly 
civilian) at m s t  nf our bses. sr,d tbt f & ~ - h s i ~ c  nature 3f om fnncrions. ~iomtiorr costs 
alone C ~ S I  doubts on the fai'ciiity ar '~q !mm&g the optir ;~~. d & i d  by ;ite AFMC 2 may. 
Sisd=r savings from clo~arc/rcaiigncncnr ahons ctn only bc ;wiittd whm fanctions nn: 
dis~ar ,~ued ,  ; 3 t k x  than Iciocarcd. 

b. Additional c i o m  casn in many cases qcitz signbiczut muid residt from tenant UTLls' 
rwpimnmts, *odd thc mans have tc, bt rdccatcd fiom a ciosiq . m 4 C  k s m n  

n- ccsa wcre sot iitciuded in h e  L ~ X C  21 e&ates. If the BRAC 95  ptocess considas 
sc&os involving cfosurc or ,-caligm~~~: of our bases. tenant IWLCO~ costs wodc hme ro be 
esziimred es pYt of BRAC '95. 

c. The AFMC Down&g in f ~ r e  srr3ttgy offcrs a more cost effeC=i'c*e dtexnafive to the 
considp~ably more expensive dos~ikedignmmt 3~prcach. D o e 3  m mace axtoes A.F.Mc 
to draw down its ~ ; ~ S C J C N I C .  wirhouf t5~1 high cost assoCiatcd with d o c & g  our A5mcrion~. 

d. Af;MC is acpnaor  on highly W e d  psonnc1 co accomplish its mission. Faiim to 
re1mzu.e a ~ o p c r  T J ~ I F ~ ~ S  of thesc pomcl  with thdr mission dming a ~ z ~ p n e n t  m closurz 
would have an i.&ial negative b p a c r  m miwinn acczlmplisbmcnt 
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TI. BACKGROm-D 

Th= +LL:XC 21 mc,y 4 ~w of om c o r p m ~  ?i&.g ~ o c e s s  to a s - e e  b e  besf inhmm-e 
VLJ ~ u y ~ y v ~  L & Fvics rcquiruncau. AFMC 2 I pmridcs a r a l ~ b l s  b u c k  of i n s ~ o n - s p c c i c  darn 
which will he.? the Cornnand r q o n d  to M StaiT and OSD dtning the BIUC '95 proccrs 

'Ik= Air Force Base C o m e  Execurive Group made it clear in irs 1993 pcdixp that b e  
Aqis idon  md Logistics ~ 1 5 f r ~ m e  is 3 mnrin- ccmcem and wid be revisited with incwsd 
miph3si3 in 1995. Tbc 1995 m i c w  shouid =onsidcr the New World Order in conrerr with the Bomrn- 
Up Rcvim wd Dcf~se-Pbnnh~ GuiJanc= (DPG) to detexmine fum hihsmm nuds as ncx 
xaisdons zze reduced, thc fleer sue n rdm md 3vo levels of rnaintmct  dz~~cically changes the 
rmrmcz in wtncb hr?vfC o?cru .  We must size ourselves to m= ow c u t o n n '  needs at the bcs  pnciicc. 

As n result, AFMC initiated t w d y  ( ''AIXC 21") to m l n u e  options for A M C  to 

nc, .A& Forco DOD supm n& The smay m s  p e z f d  in the c o n m  of .4ir M e  force 
.cpTlacra m o x d  in S c c r c z q  .4spin1s FYOS O M I  derivd fmm &e Bonom-Up and ndnsisnnt 

Ibt rmdy jdcked aFi at AFhlC's Raw Oprsatine SIVR FiORnONS m=zing nn 22 S q  93 ST 
Robins .4=. .At this rnccj ig  m integiated jrodun tcyn @?T) of HQ .4FMC D i i i  a;= ch-d to 
&CGL il~e s r d *  &ULU oT a Working G r o q  which inciuaal bcih IIQ ARdC u d  CsJr rtp~t=tiyes. 
7-c i Z M C  21 XPT w s  c 5 i d  by IiQ Q.4MC'XP, w i ~  dirtcforart-imi i r r r n k s  2om CE. DO. CP, 
ZX, FM. :A LG. P.% PX, ST. ma .XI. The Wmbp Group was c:himi by EIQ .A3MCrXPX wirh - .,-str.-&vri a1 ;;l; 0-5 ma GM-!S imei born h m  HQ h W C  and thc Ck- 

Ths snrty conaucd 3prEc wcl~z5rns of h e  f e z ~ S ~ i l i ~  md c o x  of s a of + o m  which 
p m s t  fair and maul considcntion m s h  mlC in&don w i t h  the context of ?rojmjcc* 
w r A ~ a a s .  She ypacns mc!ndxi a-ai.i.irn;lr oi a ~&imurn m f C  - ~ r z .  -sbkhm=at ~f an 
h ; c p - E j  aquiuiddon and s ~ s * h n e n ;  sprcz sysrccs m 3 g s m 3 t  a d  C41 c t n z ,  d13wnsi~hg ir ?lac;. 
tnd r;lt ;lai-iirid closure of ezch &XC hs-dlarion F lguc  1). Lipdzr=s on 4= p r o w s  of -&c smdy - 

w e  ?rzscntea ro the Comnuui's senior le3derzz a the RORIZONS mrein3s i X o v c n k  93 m d  
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AFMC 21 OPTIONS 

LOCATION OPTION 1 

WP.m 
EiANSCOM CLOSE 
BROOKS RF,AT,'IGN 
LA Ai?B CLOSE 
TINKER 
TITLL. CLOSE 
KELLY 
MCCLELLAIY aosE 
KUBWS 
HIRTLAMD 
EGLW 
EDWARDS 
ROME LA3 CLOSE 

OPTIOK ZA OPTION 2B 

CLOSE CLOSE 
RKAT,TGX RRAT,TGN 
CLOSE, CLOSE 

CLOSE REALIGN 

REALIGN CLOSE 

CLOSE 

FIGL.E 1 

CLOSE 
CLOSE 
CTI,C)SE 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 
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A &urn kF%fC i n k u m c r n t ~ .  ( w o n  1) m x  actes..ed by the s r d y  fL-3~ ar szxd YE=' 
dii5an.fmm ;hc Sepzcrnbtr 93 HC-XZUNS. O p h n  1 dcsc;i'otd t i e  minimum &~;~nctart which 
B C  wouid n d  Lu r r i a L  AL Fuce rquircmcntr. 

To p s m  the conmad ~ W C  && md nd?iXeC?.?.t ~ C ~ U C : ,  QC~RS 23 'b w C  
defined by the W o x k k i  Group io as;- ihe e5obhhmz.e of an k t~gnud  mace and 5 3  caner ar 
M c C l e k  (Option 2Aj or (@don 25). 

?he WorSng G m q  rccogzlizd rhar if . W C  w e  to become the DOD cscndve kg.! for 
a c i c s p a .  oui asiii$ infivo~cJlrc would ntcd to be retz5neC while ~ : o n & ~ h g  L ~ C  do\vnsmg in plgcc 
p r o m  to * f t  any rcsidrai excess f d & y  q3ciry. Thnr Qe0.13 was &smM to docnmcnf 
cur bascs' dowilsizing p h s  and the assorhred costs, md w provide 3 ornp%m wirh &ie d t s  and 
costs ~~socbred Y++& ciosureheGgranr:~: ODUO~S. 

The worhg ycup cscbUhcx! Quon 4 ro look as be ciosun uf wch kslai?ariouiu-(u Ullder 
tE3 opeon ( x a d l y  m s i s i n g  sf 13 suboprims). indlvianal c l o m a  were costed nndu the asmquon 
that ail other AFMC bases remained 

Tilt smdy co+td its zssssncnt of the above o$ons drrdn; the W o k k ~ g  G m p  mc~ting, 
on 26-2.5 94 at &suuill A=. Tbc Working Gmuo also ZcnEsd. bat dici not -s. addi5onal 
&ons. involving &d cia- d ALCs atxi n d u n  thtcrs. which might he eqiorrd by the FCI~ES 
& DOD 6-g the B E 4 2  '95 p;mcss. S&on dmis  ~ q o r t  plovilizs addiioml dcczCs oc the 
v;ions studied in k%C 21. 

w 
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At the outset of *=i~ smdy, a nu.mUIIl0o of g m d  piincipIes were tstabii&cd. -4s directed in ~e 
dlartcr, thc study cam- on dam bcing gnthcrcd for 3 R I C  '?5 md d vaiid dam horn 
gre-rioas e v i t i m  10 help smmm the smay's F-ons. Ihc IWSM philoso~hy was act-dard ro the 
rna.<n.m czmt possibk in the mdy. In addi~i03 t~ a w q o n  syshm Orientaion h c  smdy ccnsidmd 
ca@A hvcsmknr pmadvc n5nolopics. cipaciry a&rion, cridcd ski& and cusmmc sztkfacrion in 
d&*g p p o s e d  workload and progiar~ rciocsdons. Con esirrates for the v d o u s  ciosvls and 
;cdi-enrs u-ndor smdy aw 3 s s ~ r n 3 ~ d  by -S.e Ccln wi& the O S D - j l r d  Cost of Base 
Refipmcnt ~ c r i ~ n  (COBRA) model COBRA k a w q a ~ v c  mol ti+r pvkies a cm.&cm mc5od 
for estimadng &c rost cf *be  d 0 - m ~  acdons. COBRA is no1 a pmdicti~ e uui, ia 

q ~ d P d f n g  moL or a hxigmry tcol AdditiunaUy, as i aIL d y s e s  the ; t s s ~ u o n s  and constraints of 
the aulysis ddvc both CDSS d savings. 'ihexc='orc. COBRA i d d o n  shooid not be fhe only bads 
f ~ z  altcnadve uqaison EQ AFMC,'FMC pvidcd COBRA minine maraids and a~.is~anrr to all 
ccaiczs. The con rnahcdology was vaiidacd as common across the b w s  dojng an iten by itm review 
ZL Hmsclrn APB 26-23 -4s; 94. As r ; u m u ~ ~ ~ l u . i  by S A F I ~ ,  h e  rmdy institrrtcd a ccrtificadon 
~rocess, bstd  on tOas I?sm ia d c  BA5.4C prucess, LO d i d =  thz acmracc and cqleteness  of dam us& 
LT ,?c A W C  21 e f f m  

9q y.? i.v ',,4 : h- 
- Tl?e miv used the curenr ~~C Bops ,Mast trsr to  i a e n ~ y  prc-s at a cmer .  

Lk'Z 
- Tic sr~t33- idmdicd s a m s  n: 5 c  iob d i rcc tnnu  level (excqt wnerc n division was 
_reo~-3hicaily smlrrsreci $om its "home" ijiicczormz. t.;. W r i p  Lab's Mucido~ 
D.vsion m Eglin). 
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2'- ' ,  - The study ~ s c d  c~.?ttr L-nisim smemcnts a idenzify T&E programs 2nd uvrkloads. 

&I A W O Q 3  
- ,wac~owe- authmz3icns wcrc bzscd or. the E 0 0 1  posiuon in the 30 Sep 93 V z i ~  
Manning Doc- dpmns as s p a i i d  by HQ -~F?YICXEW. The 
adjusxncm wnc rtqui-ecj tc xmmodac programmed rcduciions in the acquisition a d  
13b w o r E ~ ~ s ,  civilian woxk'ycar r&c&uns & DMRD 918 rtdumions. A mndarrt 
assumption was that a 6% m q o w e z  c o n s W o n  savings would d t  a- . . 
consoiidalg simih myamzams un unc basc v i s  upaath~ y u IWO OL n m  locations. 

- For facility and a p e e  i n f ~ u o n .  the SNdy used the R d k o p e , ~  RcCrnds 
mainuined by the bast Red ,%pcrcy Officc (RPO) the Bzsc Civil Enginezing office 
at cack i~smilnttion. 

-.4CTORS 
- For consistenq in c s t  rncdelhg. thc srudy used srandard factors to account fir 
msvcment of perso~ad and 

P - L ne process fsr =sing md corkg the p o g n m  and worklod rnova $ ihc mdy 
invoived b o ~ i  the i o s iq  b s  a d  the gainkg ("pc") bzsc. The red base 
pzwided its p r o ~ ~ h  zm~ypwc. ,kiXty md, tquiymeat re3-uirzrnents to the green base to 
dc-;f,*.zc &t es&.lc.i rcioc&ox a d  beddown rquiremezs. %t e t n  bzsc z s s d  is 
ciTnr i i i J f ~ - x r c ' s  zipadq- to ? a d l e  the red bzse's rfl-uirezza~ and providt5 ihe ner 
m-uirtrnm3 back a the red b a e  fm f ~ i ~ r y  d y s i s  and cos?ing. h e  to h c  
corqiexiry or'moving a ~ :  kc- workloads. site s~rvcys were c~nducieri Sy HQ 
AFMC/LG? ztni r C D ,  wirh pa,?ici~rion by all ALCs io vaiidaw. worirload i ~ a c r s ,  
faciry l z y o u ~  cqui~mA: xmcs, md rnsqpowcz s m i ~ g s .  

- - ror ~msfer  of ~rcp-~z-5 fxrn closir.g/re&gring Rodact Ce~tzm.. k c  d y  USA the 
IWSM road ma;, for rmsirion of acquis:tion pro~-ams to P L C j .  r 7 J C  md S C ~ ~ A  
~ n n n e 1  were ~~Lrnou-ier i~~xi  n< irrirical tr, ESC's and SMC's prn,Tms. 3nd werr include=! 
in rire f~cilirr mc mapower r z ~ k ; ~ & i e r n c n t s  -7 ILW- 

- For .ALC roikioad r?,?.sks. c d l m t i o n  of x q z k  and pro pzn mafiaggtnt wzs 
naxir;rize= kA xitiinon, ~dx ,%Cs cd.bca& aWgatc woidoads (it. D.Cs) tC &t 
m h g  ccntcrs doin-, the s m c  class of work or ciostss d a t e d  dass oi w o k  w e  
r q a i r  workloxi was mdnucd at Dori~ OC-ALC and SA-ALC c x q t  w h  one ~5 bosc 
two U C s  wgs Sek~ cio6e-d & e o n  4. Fcr -ihosc options ( I ,%  and 3) h o h r i ? ~  a 
r c t ~ t i o n  of only *h & i i - d ; z c t d  de'30ts. the worldoad was rsaiigncd dung ihe 
Fighter (--GO, SornbcrCan6rr (&-ALc). &go (SA-ALQ dcpor m n c r  as mu& 
as possible. 
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- Tenant uni: a m n e l  wcm c o d  tc rtiocate to broc "x", assumed to bt 1000 1trilcS 
h n  the ciasiitg base. 

- Tenant -'vlILCOh' n q u k n m t s  wcrc not costcd in tht S M C  21 study. HQ P m C ' J A  
exprcsscd a nun:= of c c c s m  &our kvolving o t h c  Air Force c ~ m r r a d s  in the snrdy. 
A primxry cnnr:m was thc inabiiity to g1;L-Yltee cerri5ed d m  would be ?roviatd by non- 
AFMC or@-:arims. In zadition, the PR4C 21 study wx, an i i i f ~ ~ a i  co rpme p-g 
cxcsdse, rarhcx than an -4ir Fmc-wide ~mdy. The COBRA cost es-tzs pduced in the 
.4FMC 21 study ciTort couid bc signiEat!y i m p a d  by incbsion of MILCON 
. moc;;artd wi3 doc3tion of hrgc ?c?ant units, such as rfit DLA warchousc opca~cms . 

h e  UCs.  and cpemional tc~ant~.  such as the AWACS and Navy E-6A (TACXMC) units 
at Tinker ,4r", the 388 at AEB, the Joinr STARS unit at R o b  AF3, and the 33 
FW a Eglin A ? .  

The Wor- G m p  recognized dming the arly stages of the mdy rhe need -to deddm 
procedures to -C shat data vvuid be u s 6 c d .  ard i h r  arus cf concm m ihe vanu i i  q&rn would 

Tne c d c a t i o n  prcctdue req&-cb th3r AFMC 21 study p*zzc&nts at bodi r& znd green 
c e n m  certify that bfcmaeon, 2s of 3 cc-j in dzrc. wa "accurate and complete m the 'ks af ;;ly 
howledge m d  baud" CYI+cd can inciu6td r4 tsfzrs. LVLILCON, kziliry, .mmc_owe:, morro2d daw, 
AIso zssuqtians. canmA& h c * m  aad maies  (Including COB= r~ns) wcrt ~ ~ 5 t d .  A 
c~zzcificauon she=& usng a e  fomiac Zorn -5x '95 B U C  cerrifica5on AxocP~. ws wed Xi& jO& 5 z e -  
lwei anti MXJCOM-icvel 

To enobje the s x d y  .~~cci+anis TO higiigix arc= of canccsl or sapcchl hu.cu4 "he s i  

estzbK?ed 2 'Discussion It& ?.zxcs. Dismssizn i ters we,- gsnerxei by h e  PxFC 2i W&g 
G r o q  wnez ropics wtre iaalcfied '*v;ich ~;̂ zizi*a rcvrew 2nd M e r  ciiscxision a; higher b e i s  cf 
managemex. The OPR far fnc Dixl*ssion hen -pmci~ctci a papr  and b i c C i g  cham on the rn~ic, the3 
cic;iatsd it to ht othtr w ~ b g  Group m e n b c s  far rwiw and co.n.necrs. M,s z~oriimociarhg At 
cammmts and concerns of -&L Wori- i  G m q ,  *e DislSSion ftcm wu b a r d d  fox IfT lcvicw and 
approvzi. A list of tke Disc2ssiiic;l Item is shown in Egm 3. The corn pi^,^ ma of ~e Discassion . 

1tc.z ilavr: Lctn pro\- m :he C a m  Cor;35naers ma the AYMC 21 ET as z sc;=:e pa-c. 
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OISCUSSlON ITEM INDEX 

1 ,' T J T E  OPB 
I I 

I 
1. 1 FFRDC's 1 H Q m  I 

I 

2- 1 Militsrp Value of HSC I HSC/CGII: I 
7 -. 1 Alienmenr of Brooks I HSC'CCX 
S, 1 ICBM OL Hiil AFB 

I 
00. ALcuiil 

5, I Munitions OL at Hill AFT! I 00-&C/EM 
6, I -M?.othball of Hill AFB h ~ o t  . ! 09-ALCLW I 
7. ) R ~ e n t i o n  of &CM ?t Hi11 AFB I 0 0 - A L l f l P M  

8. I Retention of Photonics G ~ a b i l i t p  ar Hill . .GI3  I OO-*LCdm 1 
9. 1 Rcrentton?kansfmm of K~rtlmd ,LD I HQiXPX ! 

10- 1 Mnvement of + EIG from Hin ,-iI;'S I E Q D X  1 
11. I Imad of C!osing/Realienin~ Commvld on HQ ,AF!HC I HQEPM 
1 2  ( %me Lab ~ ~ P i R o l o u r i o n  1 HQISIFSG'CS 
l3. 
14. (A) 

Retention of N e m n  h d i m m ~ h y  for AF 
Engtne Depot Consolidauon (If Botb UC-&C and Sh-XLC Reman 1 OC-aLC, S.&--ALC 
Open) I 

14. IS) 1 Risk o f  En=iqe D e ~ o t  Consoiidation End= Option 4 
"""A 

1 OC-ALC. SA-.+LC 1 
It'. I Rwention af iitparaulicsilnstrumtnts ar McCldlan AFB I SM-.ALC,TTvf ) 
16. 1 A~pmach to Handling C41 I SM-ALC.ESC 

' 15. 1 -don or SMC Acqmsluon Cncer t)pnon 2A 1 OGALc9 SMC: SMvcC 
18. I Rete?tion o!lmajnz Gear at Hifl AFa Enatrr 'Sation 23 

I .mTC,n 

I 
I OO-.ac,m I 

19. I Retenrinn nf Climnr~c Lab a f ciin h"j3 I 
20- I Retention sf Gnldea Wezmons Svainahn Faciiie at Ey'in I xFDTC,XB ! 
31. 1 L?.G Sulrce Con C m ~ ~ a e 9 c ?  I nfc I 
22, I Retention of T e s ~  Stanas at 5awards AFB if Edwsrds Closes I SMC I 

4 -3. 1 Reention of L~EE Brecrecl 3 n e r ~  C P m n s  R&D ar Ertlana 1 W C  I 

24. I . m C  ilemnncibiiiri~s to  Ma~or Teculrs if KirrlYld AFB CIoses I SMC 
25. I Rdocmon of -SIX LO Another Sire I A W C  ! 

I XSC 2 6- I m n x t  of Moring the LTSLr M w m  from W?i3fi'B I -- 
d l -  I Arm=!.? I)irec.orate's h:anruo~s Divsxon EncisvcReio~ron I ASC I 

3- I New Mma,  Gross aecgluu Tax E x a h o n  1 377- W IXP 1 
1 -9. 1 Resentinn n f  G+neuor Worsioxi 31 McQdlnn kr5 I SM-.~LCI'FM 1 
30, ' I ~ D ~ C Z  of Smaraon~ ,Xanasmenr and Source of Re~arr 1 m-&C 

111lpac-t ut SeparYlng , % m n l c  Source of Suup&, Sourw of Repair. m c  
S o h a r e  SUDDO~:  WR-*LC 
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Option 1 was rhe inirial uqt wirich the study and does aot 51Ecxe - h z  this 
OF tion is &e .-1C ?~cferred idiz~nucturt for *& fnnac. Thc opdoa a rcprcsar h e  conrnzaz's 
a~jcsarncnt of cosrs and issut;s iuvuivai in aar,siiioni?g ro rhc m l n i m u m i n f n s r u c r a e r q  to support 
Air Fcrtt rcqairtolarrs. 

Under rhis option. b e  four prducz ct?nm m i d  be rcAuced to a ,ir,gie prcdcct centez at 

W@x-Pattason .Am, a c q i r h g  bob air and space systems. To 3cwmplish this. the . ~ U O R S  of ESC 
WSC and SMC wouid bc transiarcd to Might-Patt~~sol~  

l k  l a b m r T  s n w t u c  would be fmhc consolidauxi by mwhg tht Rome Lab fancrkm at 
Grigiss and Wanscorn ,4r"Bs to W r i g i i t - P m n  A S .  Tize PhiiE~s Lab fnnctians ;;t Hnnscam AE8 
would move to W a n d  AF3. As a result, the lzbcmtory smcrurt wouid consist of the labs: 
Anrszong Lab, PfiEps Lab, and a cornbineci Wdgbt-Romc Lab. 

To  wide 2 fiat!.?.? scsrzinmmz in52smr=. Option 1 involved be-cIosure of the at 
7 -- ml =d ,MtGeh.i >~?+?3s. Tfic W O T ~ ~ O & S  and p i o m  corn t i m e  mo A W S  were icicnrtd to h e  
*h r,,aairring .AL'Cs. 

- One ?oauc: Cez-2~ 3r E"34F3 

- Three ktboracris: -a, FuZ (inundino, RL i n c s t i o ~ ~ )  

- Ti= Test Csrer:: AZTCf.L,F3TC!ADC 

%con 1 wouid resui: i: h: d3-curt of t i ~ c  following .LWC ~WUUS: M ~ Q c i h  -4F3 . ~~ 
.LT, 3anscorr. .4FB. Los Pmgelcs .XB, X m t :  L ~ D  at Griifiss AE3. The oprion woui2 also mwii a 
realipmc7: of Brooks AFB, m c c  ESC wodd inuvc ;Q Wnght-Pa-on .G3. 
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After the pmgnm/wnr~oad transfers dkcnrsed above were md j - d  for menpowc; a d  f s r~v  
b.-mcs. on the gaining sites, cast d y s n  ar the dosinghediging h m l h i o n s  us& +k C O E U  mode! 
to cornputt the wsts  fw irlqicrxlmting Oprion 1. -4s shcwn in figure 3, the rota! m n i a w i  one-tint cost 
for im?iernc.~g this.qricz wzs $4.39 man, 5 rTS4 d0Ga.s. Ncirh-~ rhe opriDn as a whoic. rDr , r a r , \  

a< -& mdividilal d o s n r t k G p ~ e n r  m~qcamZ showed 3 payback perid of less hm 100 ]l- Tc 
pet this douz  amount in puvective, the tnnl e-+mated onetime ccst to impiancn; u e  DOD ac*jcz 
jn,BRAC '93 was 51.7 biilion. 

During rhc .wim of the ?xgryr?/workIoad tansf'ers which would Se rcquired undc @tion 1, 
majcr fwsibdq concerns WG raised by BC, 00-,4LC SM-ALC and R ~ m t  Lab. Tne concczs w e n  
docamentcd in fivc &csioc items: ~ C s .  Retention nf Silo-Rased IC.Ms, Relocicing Convenriorai - 
Munitions, Rorce 'Lab enclzve, md R e ~ n u a n  of Xenzon Radiography. Thc basic cbncems dmama*L=6 
in these discussion irsms YO as snown Mow: 

FPRDCs - The crincai &.!is base for C51, satellite systems, p d  sysmns, launch and 
inte@on wouid bt s e v d y  i m p a d  l x d y  if 40 perc=nt or more of the FFRDC w o k  
fcrce did not x i o m  with ESC and SMC. 'ihm are aiso signikm cam z s s ~ h d  wih 
d & g  EZDC -pcrmnnei or t e d g  the conmms. 

Silo-Based ICBMs - Movmenr ~f ths 1CB:d mission from kF3 is not cost 
effCccrive, c ~ t  ro 1w.c acquisition, fi?cX5cs c;)sts. smizgt, equi7mccc md envirnmnrma! i . q a c -  

L a s P a - ~ \ ~  G tcaLu,? 

Munitions -- Al&oagk zii5='er;c ZgEn .&3 is fcsibic, major iswts in tit aca ui 
t d n g ,  rmage, s . d  disposal of ;=llsnkicns n e d  to be resoivd beion swn sush z nave muid 'De 
atxmp- E ~ V ,  ;bu - s ~- ~AL, Y , 

/ 

2 Rome Lab Enciave - Rtioczior. of &t X o n t  Lab kom GrifE'.,s J-I 5vo~id jmxflcb 
the Air  F s c e ' s  cmriz-~ed lesdenhip ki CAI, since i: is nnticipad that most of &c civiiia~ 
workfxe would cot r d c a ~ .  R e h i i d k g  the CAI skills nzse could rake as Icng zs 20 !:em. 

~ u d ~ ' r  ~k- ~1hPw-7: 

Neutron Raaiogmphp - C-mney the AF is the l a d  in ?sing -5s ~cfnc iogy .  F=rri;er. 
h s  *&oiog. nzs the potcndrri :s be in orher a p X d o n s  5ereSy re5ncing ilE cosrs. 
T z z n a t i n n  ni this cxpabikry is a l ~ i y  prw;css which would rcquirc conrinuing cul;*& 
cart. 

h s u m q ,  based on co= Opum 1 dots nor am= to be a ieasi~le appioack to ';ii;e for - -  
nmmg . G M C  ro m a  i ~ c  ~ 5 z i i - g ~  of th: 5ls1 CCZFLY. h asiZnon, the Eve m-r of : o n c n  
d i ~ c z s s d  above rqrsent  lssuts wnich would need to he considered if some porcions of Upkan i wcrc to 
be plcwed. 
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The rorkin:, p r r p  r t o p z e d  a mtS to ~ ~ m a e  an assm-ent of postrihg thc ~ ~ 0 ' s  
infmstr~c.re  ammd z i r d  and s p m .  rode& Tho approach dcen was to mrrctnrr an aimaft- 
related i r l imcsun,  iirr;J31. to mucn of oyicn 1. whiit -ting an intcprcd space md rpxe CII 
ccnuzr at either McCleilan (Option 2) or AFB ( w o n  2b). 

In Option 2& the funcriox of IISC zid a c  aimaft-~elatcd Wl mcaons of ESC transfa rn a 
single pmci~iclc: cent= fm 3ir=ai. ssyncrrs at Wnghr-P-3 kFB. ?he fnnc5ai3cr of SMC and th: 
r~aced-relased C4I frmcnons of ESC would rrylsftr m McCleM AF3. 

As in Option 1, rhe lakumq- S I I - E C ; ~ ~  in Opdon 2a would be condkbted by mon'ng 
the Romc Lab fwAons at G r i s  a d  Haus~arnsorll h F 3 s  1u W r i g h - F d m  Al3. 'Ik Phmtp~ Lzb 
hncdons at Elmscorn AFB would move to &-hd Am. As a Milk the labmatory s 7 m ~  would 
consia of itir=e his: .rlrms;ong Lao. FEIips Lrb, and a combbtd Wright-Rome lah 

Tqe ain;3ir slsni3men: i n h s t i u ~ ~ ~ ~  in Opnon 2s. candstd of OC-ALC, SA-ALC znd WR- 
-iC The aird voii;ioud would ;c thcx .GCr 00-.ALC &id SM--%C. Tsiavcr 

(''COD ret&.& =mcl? fc1r!C3Ms ad Muiitons world jc n 2 closed Ifill AF3. Space and 
~~i-rslazz! susoi?crezt v c r ~ o z ~  voaici LZXJZEI at Mcctuan A F ~  io became pm of ~ U T E ~ U A  

Spate and S-pc t  C:I a=+=. 
Option 2 &id not invoive  be rza l ipnmt  or d ~ s m  of the Test and Evrlsdon &UCJ 

Arnold, or 2iwzrdr .kTs. 

Opzion 3n =mid  rsdt in tho d o n - e  oi the following A M C  insdlzaons: EGU AFa g(3h.I~ 
u d  Muidom cnciwcs) . Bsnscom -, 2s Anphs P-F3. Romc Lab n GniSs AF3. i hc  opnon 
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wonIc! d,zc c u d  r dgnmmn-  of Brooks AFf3. sin= F ? C  would move to Wright-?==son A=, and cf 
McClcUvl .&El, since SIM-ALC wouid close and an in?cgmd cmta would be establisntd. 

2. ASSESSMENT OF O ~ O N  2A 

After t ie  p r o ~ w o r k i o a d  msfcrs i istzsed b t  -i+ crt anaiyzcd for .zwqmwer and facility 
impecrr ox the gaining sires, cost d y s u  a th: ~~~n@ez&gx&g rnstallaricns used the COBRA nodei 
to coapute the costs for implm.enting Oprion 2a A; shown in figmt d. the total &-mid one-dme cost 
for hlemtnting this option wzs $2589 billion. in -94 dollars Stirha tfie oprion 3s e whole, nor any 
oi the individual c l o s ~ , a n m c a t  cornponcau hwai a p y L i u k  p a i d  of less than100 y m  As 
A-eady no&, the to*& estimated one-be  cost to inplcrnent DOD a- in BRAC '93 was 51.7 
biilion. 

D h g  the review oi rhe pro,pmt'workioad~m which w d d  be required unda O p r m  Za. 
some of the same major feasibility conccms wcc as undm Oprio~z I; ~~ruuciy docadon of 
FFRD.Cs and the Rome Lab. Two 3ddirionz.I issues cmtfged for @don Za sad wcn docmncntd in 
discassion items, as shown below: 

Retention of H p d r a u l i ~ m t s  at SM--4LC - li may not k i n  ~e k t  intststs 
of AFMC a WCT &is sporkl03d =tier w o n  2a mmly b u s c  it is a\iarion o r i d  auJ 
because it is assamexi * b t  it will rcsuit in rcuczd c3~acity. It nay  be rncre m n t  to l u v z  h e  
wurirload in place and uke advanagc of the mod== lzmhnes, sac-of-the-art eqepmm~ and 
highly piEd tecimi&-s. 

R m t j m  of b e r a t o r  Workload at SM-ALC -- The same conccns s h a m  kr th= 
hydraulicshsmu~lsrrts morkioads q l y  in cis z r r  as weL 

su-, cost, @ioc 23 d w  no: appear to be a i c ~ ~ l c  approzcii to t .  5~ 
- 4 M C  dong aiT&Jspacec~zit Lacs In addition, the a - a  of c o n a n  ~~ above 

repxpznt issuss which would nee5 m he consider& if all or psc~ of *don Z w n  to be parsnd. 
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In light of Ell , W ' s  xcspoasi'~iiitie; fir sup pot^ of sizrcgic .misdes. the working group 
d ~ o . r ~ + d  rhar a possibiliry for pasruing the Cornand's infxasuucm m u d  air& a qacaxait 
prod~cfs could enrail czcaring an int~pztted sp2c; ,nissiic and space CZI cenm 3t Ell .%F3. As a milt. 
Option 2b was cicveioped and a s s e r s d  

. - . In Opdon 2b, the functions of RSC and the aimaft-niated C 8  funcions of ESC u i d ~  m a 
si&c ?soduct cenw lux &cs-dl syskms at Wright-Pmerson .413. 73e f c n c r i ~  of SMC and the 
spsacrait-rsiacd CiI f u . ~ 5 0 ~  of ESC wwid id* to E W  AFa. 

The l a b m y  suucrurc 5 Option 2b waq the .same a. in Options 1 and 73. R o w  Lab hcdons 
at Griffiss AF3 and Hanscom AF3 would move m Wright- Patterson AFB. The P' fdEp I.& k c d o n s  E 
Hmsom -AF3 wodd movc to Kirtlzmc A i i .  As a resuit, tfic labumtory spucon would WJIS~~L  d h c =  
lnbs: kxmsuong Lab. PUips  Lab, and 3 combined Wrignr-Romc l a b .  

The aid sns&?ri: i x ~ ~ f i z c ; u r e  in Opdon 2b consisted of 9C-XLC, SA--ALC and WR- 
/LC Tine aimaft workioad would umsk to ;L.se .&Cs fiom OO-.kLC and SM-,AIL. Spact z d  C1I- 
xbci  s=stabme.t  wei-loads wadi move fnn McCollm hF3 to b m c  p m  of the i n t c p r d  Sprcc. 
M d e  ma Solcc C41 Cmtn u 5 1  -. Munitions sostYnmmt ;cm&;d ar Yjil m. 

Opdon Zb did not hvolve -ie rwiiZm:z: or dosuii of the Tesr and Evalnatim ~ i k  at 
Ainold. Em ar Edwards KF~S. 

9 y  way of mmmry, Qpdan 33 wodd remlt in zn tLFMC idk.~~rcln;rc as outlined below: 

- One Airciai.2 , W a c  b t t ~  zt %T.4.F3 

Op5on 25 would r+sult in ihe ciosure ai 21c following M C  insrallauons: M c C l d h  m, 
Wnnscos. XR. Los Acgchs m, Rome -5 3: Gdi;?ss hFa. Tke option wcuid also c r d  .za i i~mn 
of 2 m o h  AF3, s h a  I-;SC would move t3 %rigin-Pattcmn -433, md of Hiil .&I. &CC C ) O - - w  
would ciusc: tmd an inregrared c s z c  wodd be esnhlished 



Cost ylalysa r the ~ ~ o s i n g ' ~ p ~ n i r . g  insallarians o s d  the CVBK4 model to compm I!IC c~s r s  
for inplzmcnting Opsion 2b. As shown in f i v e  5. *& mtal estimated one-rime cost for impiens&g 
th i s  was S3.63 billion. in FY94 dollus. i'ieirhs t ! c  opdon as ? wncie. nor any of ~hc hcLvidu31 
c i o ~ 4 t r l i p m s n t  coFonenG showed 3 payback ?exid of less rhy, 100 y e s  As alee noted, ;he 

mtd ~stimated me-ljmc CCS? to implement t k  enOD aftionsin BR4C '93 w s  Si.7 bi.iXoL 

During thc rcvicw of the ?ro&work!sad tsm~fas which would bc qnind under Option 23. 
s3me of lbc same mjor feasibility wnc=ns were niscd u under option 1: nlmeon of FFRDCs and 
the Rome Lab, x m t i o n  of b-eumn R 2 d i ~ p p h y .  Xn additional issv emerged far Option 2b on 
landing gatr remix a d  was aonncntd  B a discussion im u sboaa below. 

Retention o f  Landing Gear Repair st Hin AEB - Sic Hin .4F3 m a i n s  open und-. 
this option, and bec3me~ an inrcgrad ur for spxc mi& and qac~-reiatd CQ. ~e 
k i x d n ~  g m r e p r t r  5 d i t y c o d  -in at Hill AFA as an opemrine I ~ ~ t i m .  R e l n c ~ r h ~  this 

clpabiliry wouid m a =  the poendal tc lose A M C s  nrhnolo@cd advantage ovcr orhex DOD 
;ma corn-d h i n g  gsnr f'r~iliriu, nd ~ u u l d  d k s t i v d y  rwwrt hFMC f r o i n  intussnicing 

In summary. b a s d  on s o n  Op5on 35 d m  not to be a fusible qproach to ~e for 
m-kg  AFMC aimp &zif~Isps=rdt L1=. Ir d&uon, the seas oi c ~ n ; l l l  discussed b v c  
;;~rcwnt issass rxiicii would need m L considex.' 3 rll or p ~ q  of @do9 2b wcx to 5~ ?US& 
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To provide an zr;sessrrienz of downsizing in place, as an dtcmativc to ciosmeireaij,onment 
acrions. the Wofkug Group m-abiisned Option Z This option would mablc the .4FMC to main the 
necssary hhsru- to scvc as DOD Execatbe Agent for -4crospact, while stil: rednc-g excess 
capacity. 

Unda this cpnz~n, each cater  reviewed and updscd its Rcsome M a n a g ~ m ~ t  Plm 
(It?@). Tke RW is tracked as part of t!c Caninand's ncaic r c ~ m h g  sysrem, recordiq r i i v c s ~ e s  
(dLsods plus banling) of fLx3iries. H 3 l C  has 3 Cummand-wide god of redukg fa* square 
footage by 10% by the end of FY97. &g -92 as the baseiine. By  ti^^ end of FY93, AFMC bci 
diytsted 3.8 ndJion saparc fee2 of f d r i s s ,  ox 5.8% of the FY92 bastbe. 

M t e r  the AFMC 21 =view and npdar,, the torai pmjefi~rt ri+v&nm.s h;, h e  md  of 
FY97 reacned 1 1.6% - exc-=*ing *-he 10% g o d  Thc ddinonal funding requirci cornpick b z  
pro-jeered divestirxcs wz?s cs&~zr=rl at S3S.7,4vn - a iiilr;tiuu uf l l ~ t  dosure cuss c s h a t d  ix orhtr 
*k%f~ 21 op~ions. Tie :mi s~321i ios-qc  to k dives-& by ad of I T S 7  (7.75 ; ? d i 3 ~  j q n u e  fee:) 
is -mttcr +hn t!e Cmi ?CES quxs footage as Elar,scorn a d  Los Ang&s k3~ co&htj  IH view of 

- 
r=aii,gmtnrs, aomsizin~ in plzc:: she-id m&  ti^ C3iri i id1s  d ~ z ! i ~ e  aC 
a ~ w c h  for "right *" our -In--+=-auc no mcu iu~un nccds. 

Opticin L wu cs&niish~ XI pomvidc a "lcuel plzying Eeid" assessment of & base i? tht 
C~lim:s:ld for cios;lrc and , - c ~ ~ u o n .  I: is k p m t  :o xm-bc; b r n  I.U-I& t i i s  -tion, bmc wjs 

c iosd  in isolarion. with a o&cr S2sts 5 h e  Csrnmard r c m e g  ?en. Tnerefore, if a l e ~ ~ ~ ~ t i v e ~  
expior& in h e  B U C  '95 p r x s s  icvoive closi ~f m a c  thac oat , W C  bace. i: wouid not be 
aczcp~~blt:  to simply combine h e  in<ivid.Jal 'cse inionbarion kom Option to -ss dripie-bzse 
ciosurc ot?tiocs. Such s d i i d d  opricns woGic havc ;D k zsscsscd s c p m c i y  k m  b c  ,XSL&J 3f 

Option A. 
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Under Option 4, AFMC's m a i ~ r  f iCaons w c e  nfocattd indiviiislly s follows: 

- For &e 'JC'rign~Tarzrson AFT3 closure  on I a ) ,  ASCs ~quisition iunciicxs w m  

-sf& to tbe c ~ s p o n d i n g  WShf p a m c  a the ALCs (i-c. C-17 m SA-ALC, F-22to Sbl- 
LC, m.). Wright kboratory and he  Armsmng L b ' s  C z w  Systems Dirtrunate verr movtd 
to Em The Annsmng Lab's Fiuman ksoscw ma 0:cuu~onsi and E n w o r n e n d  
Health D ~ c ~ s  T~ id- :O B T D O ~  AFB. EIQ AFh1C m ~ # i  to Tbkr  AF3. 

- FOX kt , t lmscm -m ciosun (Opaon rib), ~ C S  zlxpisition fnnc~ons wc=t 
tw~~fmcJ tu Lhc ~ " ~ n q u n & g  IWSM parma at h e  ALCs, ~vih rhc t x q r i o n  of MZLSTAR 
whicb'movcd to Los Angt!es m. The Phillips Lab Geophysics kezlonn: mwed to ICirhd 
A F 3 ,  a n i  tk Rome Laj's F m m g n e t i c s  Dkxorau motred to %Trighx-Patterson AFB. 

- For the Brooks A 3  closnrt (Option 4c), 5SC z ~ d  *b ,4smsmng Lib  rclcaaC to 
KclIy -m. 

- For the Los Angeles c ! o m  (Upticn a), SIMC movai ?a Kinland A l 3 .  

- For .he T i c  closcre (Option k), OC- ALC's depot mainmanu a d  
rrazgernent h a i o n s  ,-e!ocated t3 the rcntaining ALCs, with most of fie w;xl; goi?g to  SA 
ALC, d ~ t  :o e-*ie *~ok loaC.  

- For the FA zLF3 cloasx (@tian 4f), CGALCs depot ~ t , ~ c e  and rmgezimr 
hiz=ims reioczti m the rznzining .4Lz Ti dosun was pncd both as a turd base 
closure. a d  with munitions faMs reraining zs an enc1~ve. 

- Fur dlc Kcily Arr! uivsurc {Oytim 4 g ) ,  SA-ALCs dqmt mainux.~z m d  IIwr;igemzr 
hxictions zo the r-zn5~ir.g ?LG, with rzcsr of b e  work p ing  ;o O C - L C  &e to 
ngint wmkioxi. 

- For tk,:: McCleilul - X i 3  ciosme ie f ion  Kn), SM-ALCs depct mainrensncc a d  
masgc,~.: f-mtr iocs rciocz& td ti= remaking A I L i .  

- For t5e Robks .;t9 c i o s ~ i  (C@icn 3i), 53-.CCs d e p t  rnZm'~cmcc and 
izmgemenr functions reiocarci to the ,-ernzhing ALCs. 

-- Fo: t\e IrL-hd ,Ir" closure (Cpeor. Aj), h e  PXiXp; Lnb mus rtiscmcci :o McC!cllnr. 
.ma 

- For the Ezh -433 c!csurr (Optizn Sk), the XQTC k & c s  vcrc r c imtd  KC 
=wards &I.  The Wright Lab's Munirions Div5sion w a  moved to  Eiill AF3. Tnc Wright 
'LZ~'.F W~annns K i ~ r  ,Mc-szics aPd ~ d v r m c d  rJuida;e Divisions and the ASC SP& were 

rnovcd rn Wrigk-Pxrman .L3. 



FOR OFFICIAL USE Oh-~k' 
lDTFRGTRUC~TE SEXST'IVE--DRXFT 

- Fnr Edwds C ! O S ~ C  ( @ d ~ c  411, ihe > m C  ~ E E C ~ O T S  rat to E z h  
A=. Tjx m p s  - ~ b ' s  Rock P q m k i o n  Dirzarau v a s  m o v d  to G*d A A 9 .  but the 

k g c  sna+c =st s a c %  b e d  at ~ E d w r n d s  h an C ~ C ~ R Y C .  

- Fc: the Borne E c  tit GxiZss .Xi! ciosnrc [Upm 4m). the K c m t  Laj's fimcions 
w c c  moved to Elansmn -4-r . 

- Amold .L,? wns j&ed m b :-ixxnble md .ns not sadid for closure. 
Di-sion i ~ m  25 provides d e d s  on *his exclosion. 

. . C a s t  uldysts at the ciosi i~ i n d z 6 o n s  used the COBPA model to ceorn17~= h e  e s t h s e d  
CCS~S for imp1emtn1ing rhe individual closures in this option. With h e  excqtion oi i ' L d ~ ~ d  A33  
Qayback in 2 1 yeus), none of me individnal il~m in W opdon showed 3 payback Mod d lcs 
1M) years. 'k wdmatcd closure mxs for Opt i~n 4 shown in figmc 6, ma rangc fium 5.16 ' s o n  to 
52-543 W o n  To ~ U I  some of L!~C casts in p e q d v e ,  the reader is d d  that the toM! &.mated 
one-rime coa  to ~~~ mb- i" B U C  '95 was 51.7 Idlion 

m g  ~ f e  9 1 a I ~ i S  cf ihc Y ~ ~ O U S  c l o a i  in @don 4. Ihe W a m g  Group idczfiaf 
rzrzcmu issues, in addidon to those a l c d y  highE@ecd in a i i c  . - opdonr Key =as docym.x~c", io 
&cussion.itcs bcl&eci: risk af er@ac d ~ i  cmsolidalion 2 Firhe: Tinkc m K d y  src clgsd. 
lo+roach - - 10 handling CLL and tihe L m p c  of q . m r i n p  nmagcmrnr  2nd w n x r  of rqair. Theso issues. 
w n  S m t : n ~ &  in diulujsioc ims and tre jTcrly SUEXZL-;Z& below: 

Risk of Engine Depot C m i i ~ a t i o n  - Orgarjc dud so lor ig  ~i =?he rq&- 
snoaid !x smsidcsi 3 s-gic i:!a c o n ~ Q ~ z c y  n r a e  to 2~j.c~ W D  im&i=ss 
m?pK in in= m n i  thar e i h c  SPA- -4 .K  m OC-.4LC wex s d o d ,  a ss3r .d  DOL, 

organic x?ab scme for er.-&es ihouic Se sabiisj id.  

Appmach to Handlinz CAI - Oeccn .1b e n d e d  h e  h e - t u :  of ESC'S c ^ l l  
hc;ior,s 70 rtrct hSCi and SMC. ,Fio-ne~er. k e  Join: S-?s "ClI  fc~r -hc WXZC;" 

mcc;n and the Form's smtcgy for q p r i i n p  *is concept ?rwiie s mrn~;\eilinz 
ixionde f ~ ;  ~ x ~ g  a1 as i single prDduk he. BY C O I I S ~ ~ ~ ~ Z L & ~  Kh: JC?U~S~UOII. 

RDTSE, md snsuinrncnt rmnbcn=1; for CGI m d c  one c n ~ a r  ma IS one 
locadon :a h u e  resso~zbiy pxsibie), b e  IW-SM conc?r .rod.' k C ~ Z ~ C ~ .  

COiI0~3dwn of Sucipinment Mmaprnmt and Repair - There a? advmia.~es ir. 
cailocsdng sus-&en; n a n q m e m  w i k  'mck me acquisizion 2cdviri:s as we2 2s 
with iie orgwic d o o r  repoi- ;~+iciea Calloarion with acsquisi5on ncivities w o d a  
c n h ~ c o  i7c trmnsi5m %m 3quisid3n rm3gtmm: (O susm-eat inaqcma: of 
weapon s y m s  QUocador. wi*, organic dc?or ; e p k  0 5 ~ s  nmerons advanages: ir 

clerrs a link tcnvc=l sus.-t r n y i a g s  3rd depot repai. acJvities &- :O ti131 

H ~ I C ~  extsci b e m x  acqukicsidon mqrs a c  primc vendors: it ~ b b  syslen cn$nc,3 
tn ilmpmve p c i u c .  relability a d  to rniuce 5- rc7zk cosis: and it cream s)zcgy in *F 
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Y= of c x c ~ g u 6 1 c  components. Ovaall, imllcxanon of ~ ~ m = t  managcmrat w1h 
organic dcpot - ~ a i r  is ~f gmm value in the long mm support of w o n  sysurns. 

w To sum up Option I ,  sipifFic3nt anttime docum costs are wcciated with the ciosurt of 
m y  of AWr C's instsllanons, with no closue paying Sack within the ZO yes  pried that d ~ t  B M C  
Commission considers. The individual closures mdicd and= Option 4 do not appw Zo be 3 fn ib l e  
agroacn for rcsmcrclring .4F?K's idiastnrcnm. As was the case with Options I, 2s and 2b, closure of 
AFMC instailations pmcnts critical 3;ra for ccnsideraticm (Eng.int Dqot Consoiidarim. C4L erc. >. 
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ornopi 4 

Wright-Patterson 
Hamcorn 
Brooks 
Los hgeles  
T i a k  
Hill (Tow Closure) 
E l i  gCBMs & Munitions Encinve) 
Kdly 
McCieIIan 
Robtas 
Kidand 
Egf in 
Edwards 
Rome 

COST (FY94$ B) 
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V. CONCLUSION 

The ,4MC ̂ ;I srnay r~raiicd an exiia-e xevitv; d funczions, gmmrrs 2nd *warkloacis =ass 
the C o m m d  and whcrt thosc: amhiries couid k 3 ~ f r n d  in h e  iunxc, mdzz a giver, set C J ~  . - - m e  options The +mary h & ~ ~ s  from the study can be ~ p e d  in the fofiowkg feu qx~3s: 

z Nonc of b e  c i o m ' d g n m e n z  acrions assessed in the s a y  proved ro be cosr- 
ef£cctive, wi-h e. rwcnablc paybau wad. The drivers for the cost tsti.il;ines 
were ~ s o m c l  ft10~3~0n costs and MILCON r m ~ ~ m ~ ~ .  Givm the h g c  workforce 
(primarily &iinn) at most I+ nlrr hses. and the f~ciliry-inrtnsive nature of o m  funC;,ons. 
relocation corn done cast doubts 09 h e  fe!asiWty or'implerneating tfic w t i ~ n s ,  as 
d c h d  by tbc AFMC 21 srady. Signi5calt savings fi'onl closufe/fe~g1i~1~t;~11 actiulw 
un only Sc nalized wnm funaim are discon~ued, rather IIXSI reiocastd 

b. Additional closnrc ustx in m y  cases q u i ~  sipi5cmr could result from 
enant units' MILCON r q i x m ~ t s ,  should the tmms have to be relocwd ,Corn a dosing 
, W C  hsdation.  Thcsc msu wcrc not Sudcd in thc A F M C  21 &tca E the 
BkAC '95 process csnsiders s ~ ~ a s  involving ciosure or r e d k p n c ~ ~ t  of our bases. 
tenant MlLCEN costs woulc! have to be esSRlared as  an af BKAC 'YS. 

c. nt - 4 . r  C Downsizir..g in Pbct s=zgy o Z m  a mare c o s  e E e v e  drenariv e 
" I c m c =  to h e  conside~~bly more expensive c l o s ; ~ r k i ~ w e n t  a?proach. Dounsizin, 

enajies A W C  XI ctnw down is infrzmcc~-c, witilocr the hgc c3st 3 s k 3 e  wiA 
nlxaiing om ritncrio~ls. 

a. ArWC is i ~ d e n t  on highly skilled ?ersonriel ro a~c.si@ish irs rrdssior.. 
F ~ J u r t  to d x a r ~ .  a FF F . 3 t f t g e  a- these pascmd wiri .lrission a* a 

~ e d i g m e n r  or dosure would b v e  a inirii negadvt h g Z  w mission ~ c ~ ? . ~ l i s h m c n r  
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Ii d&rioc a s c s s i l 3  tht .AYIIC Z!  o~rions. tlk 9;orijig G r o ~  ick~tiiied bC issues witic;? 
wanm~ ,further smcy K we nerii ta mess the C.z.siEry of~'~nrpimen&g spcc5-z closnrc or rcaIig~lment 
p m d :  a 2  q d t y  -h?acrs from pmpr~wmirlo.xl mn.dm, an asw...srnrJlt of * c  aaiiability of 
criric2 SS!S at our bue; anC k 5eir ~=ccpo.! i~.z ares,, md the syrxr~y wiiicn ~ u r  b u t s  have wik 
LUranLS. 

Air qnsliv i q z c s  wouid acconpany t!!e ramfez of workloads a d  p r o m  in r d g r n m t  
and closrxc stnarios. A suggesrd ayproacb thr m i m i n g  &is i m c  is for die "losing" ccnm to iden*! 
thc typc and mount  of emissions cf air poUx~nts ass& with the woklaads and proprams b e s g  
ms-d .  Thc "g&in3* ~=;tr =odd u s e 3 3  i h c  iriomation, k light of the " g l i n i n ~ "  cen&s 

attainment satrrs, a d  provide a "goino-go" iz%siioi!iry assessmcnf of transicrkg the workloads and 
progms. In ttus rnanncr, s p ? i c  m h g m m ~  codd be ruid oak if they resulted in sgmicanr 
emironmend problems ar 'chc proposed " g a i h g  " sict. 

Reiocirions of F O ~ J N  md woIjCroads to s-c "s*gl' b3s- &~uld k prmed only if it 
can bc derncnszaced ';ria: the "*-A,g" base znd its ntsopolilan art3 czn pxGYide he critical ski& 
~ ~ s a i i  to.accm.$ish dl= picposcci new mission. The suggested 3p?rQach lo xidrtss -ibis issnc wonid. 
h fcr t k t  "losing" m r t r  iicxify ci5523i S ~ S  rquikmenls to the "gaizin%" cer,ttT fm m i e w .  The 
"~sinin~l' s c a m  w0ui5 s w c y  =~lcj  icrscmti o , 5 ~ t s .  con= local C ! ~ i k s  of C ~ r x m ~  ~c consult 
~-c=~qcii;-zn ~ i 3  c:=s &;a TO &:Pr;nir;e the  zvsiiahiiity ni :he wql~idrf! s'Kii!ffl persnnnc! on h a ~ e  and 
~ ; . . r ~ w s i c o r ~ u n i r ) . . ~ n e 1 ~ g ~ ~ s R C ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ d ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ s s m ~ ~ ~ i r h c d i i f i ~ ~ i . - ~ ~ m p  
G l c  i ; ~ i d ~ &  SZ& a ~ a ~ h &  'ir'i'L7 ti:= ' ':0G.g7 ; ~ ~ f t , f t , : ~  ? T D F L ~ .  T ~ c  21 ~ Q Y  *%tb ~IzicG - -  a_ hch&g ~ c r v e z . c c a r  L-G r,c-GC pzssnnd. x %sing" centers. An i n i d  rrsxssmm: Sy t k  
"c9;7;n5" ::~LC;S ~~CC-A :h?~ C;;,Zy- SS W= p p J y  zvaii&i=, afti..mgh b ~ e  wed a e 
~ i o d  cf p r o m  zisk s me *,-->'U-icai emst was rsbuii: 3t rhe g & ~ g  .ire - -4s h ihc csc 3f tht & 
c d ~  issuc, a rnm j e v d e 3  xses sxn t .  of eke kzid s H s  issue wouia s & i c  - k X C  rn a=*&= 
wn=tf . .~  mzc  D ~ O P O ~ ~ ~  - - YA-CZS &~e k ruid out  

A tam = w m h  shauld be lochd at is Lhe s)?I=r,ay wkc3 om izsm.Ilatio;~~s enjoy with L'lciz 
t c r i f  ~ L S .  It w o d d  5dz 141F31C d ~ ~ o n s ~  tiht &zq vaice o i  our insdarions if we haO a rrr*od 
af ~orz:y;?~ i l c  k.t=?s a i  !0~26r7g non-.43iC cris on OX bases Over ~ i e  yea.= mmv tuant 
o r r~ -h&ms  - have Iocr* on czz bases k z ~ s e  of yl interca in benef&g from our pkzzxy zcikities 
s ~ c k  zs RCSW~;? & 2we13'3m~~?-; A t ~ l l l s i ~ i ~ ~  Tes~  R Evziuarion and Lcgsecs S u z m  'I%= .h%C 
31 Wsrarir.~ Grow rcnew& i:-, :t,=t a~~\iiYzs ar OUI b s e s  ro dermibe syntr@;,sric rtf21ions?bs. 
Soxx ezm$es of s?ac,~y -. wc znjov . . \;it? I~S='S art ;?f 3 m 0 h  a d  %ktr . 4 . i i s .  ti: ~ m o h  .kE3, E X  
bezeEzs 'p ca f ioc~~on  mi di-ec: d G y  L ' ~ ~ = o n  si1? the .4k For= M e c k d  Sqopon .L-genc; mci tht 
Air Force Ccnrc fm Zn-~ironmtnmi Exct3czxc:t- 3 r . .  fczmnts RR :he on-sitc rqxcscntatives for w o  nf 
T I  nSC'; ;ng:s customers: -4F/SG m a  ,G/r". This co i i x s i~c  facJi'c3.ts ~ ! c  msm~.m' ~ ~ c i p z n , o n  Lrl 
 ling z?d cxcca3cn of mquisirion p p s n ~ .  mu fiC-+G; tn!mus a d  rCincortcs F S M  gods. Ln t!!t 
czse 3f TL?~=c~ ..El, b e  552 .& Canuol Wins a d  &t Navy TAC.4MO mission hme ' x n c 5 d  iium 
b e m ~  c o i l m c d  wit? fit d ~ c :  nsi?rczan.ct 3~fl~iq. hair casts for hese unizs have betn ~ c i x c ~ a  



In addition m asssssilg &c huFIC ?! o~dons. thc Vr'mhg moup idofid k f sua whicn 
-mt sudy if we nctd to assess thc f&ifiq of impirmen~g s p i i c  closm or rcliigrmmt 
p m d ~ :  air q&ty h ? a c n  ham prc~rrjwarW ad mndm arr; asw-wnrnl of the a~aiiabiiiry of 
&cai sE!s  at our btscs ant in 5eir x = t i q o E a  and ihe syrsrgy wM& 3~ b- b e  wii.5 
L w U  AU. 

Air quality im~x's wouid a c c a q u l y  t i le rxsfsr  of wokloads and p r o m  in ruLiprnst  
and closure sccniuios A supgcstd s??roach for miwring rhis imc  is for &c "iodnp" center m idendff 
thc type and amouni of emissions cf a .  p o l l u ~ ~ ~  yrociwd with ihc woklaads and p m w  bc* 
w d d .  Thc "&liningw utr =odd a s s o 3  &c ~ i o m ~ d o n ,  h light of the "g-~hhing" m a d s  
artainment starrs. n d  provide n "gnho-p"  f d o i l k y  assessment of transkzring the workbads and 
progmms- In t h s  manner? specie ;wClglmn could be beruled ollr. if they nsuiud in mmc 
exmironmmd problems at the p r o p o d  "gaining* d e  

P.sl-tions oi s o r a m  and woddoacs to s@c "gliaingn bases &:?old be p r e d  o n e  if it 
un bc demonmtd th3i the "9-imr..g" base and h ncmpolign arc l  c u l  prcviae he Critical 
necessary io.ac.mm?Jlirh the ?~o?os& n e r  mission. The suss& s?pach 10 xi- issue waciL 
be fa m=. "losins" cmtc ro i izrify &rid s d l s  r@zenents to the "=.airing!' c e ~ ~  fm review. The 
" g e s "  c ~ m  would smcy  ~ ~ r k  ~ C Z S C X , ~ ~ ~  O ~ G C S .  contixi hcd  C!~likS 01 C~EXI~C- C O R S U ~ ~  

m,&z -m ;ucs ems 23:. io de:&r;c ?he. ~vaiilNiiry nC :he ~ q n i s i - s  iriild pcrsnnnei on nise and 
U =- *= iocd corrmuniy. mi lvs&kz' c s z z  -xo.lid provide an assessmen1 oi the ciiiidv oi z e p i u i i q  

cliG~& ~j.JJ~ w a i a d  w i h  ' ' i&~~"  s ~ ~ * ~ : s  p-ugams. The m C  21 W C ~  3~-=5td & S C ~  - a. i nd .~&q  gorcmmni ~ rr.dC - m n n d .  s icsing" cenm. Ax i r i s  ysesm=: $ fie 
"eabi.ng" c c c a ~ s  i f i c - d  ~ $ 3  &L.z w e b  grnmdly evaiidoi, JtOovgn b z c  wodd be ?n ii31 
m o d  cf p r o m  risk zs the t=hnicai e x p s i s t  was rsbuiir at the g d g  c l c .  -4s in the c a c  of thc qk 
ctcliq: issue. a mcm hdd ysess=ni of ti= skills lsisscc vouid s a c  . L ? l C  m dcvmh= 
whzthci - 3 c  p r w o d  cddgunczs  sh~lri  tr au: 

-4 ~~sJ-IJ ,- w&; snow6 be jot-W at is me sync9 which om ~ ~ a i i ~ ~ s  mjoy W i l h  21% 

A-lC d ~ L o ~ ~ z a x z  L!I= .d i - tz V ~ Z C  of our instailations if we hai a A ~ h o n l  t s r ~ ~  UII%. It wodd 2-y  - 
of porz;ying ~ ! c  kc'i.~ p i  !nz&~g non-A.%C m i m  on our bases O v c  Lie yeus. m a y  1nui 

m~ziz l<3nr  have ioc3.e on ol2; b-s Lts;ns of 3n hrrrsst in Senefrjrrp 'm;n our JLF :&viics 
such Y RCSCST~.~ & Deveio~rne~.f - ~ c ? ~ ~ s ~ u o U ,  Tar L !  Euziuadon md L c ~ ~ ~ c s  S u ~ o c ~  'ihc . k T C  
21 W&..g Groq  rcnewd T A ~  rerat a ~ & i i s  21 ou; b3SS ro d ~ m e  F T ~ Z @ S ~ ~ C  - '~~oN?~Ds.  
Some cxmplcs of s p c g  wc -joy witi. tam arc 3: Brooks 2nd Tinkc: - 4 3 s .  At >rook ESC 
belee= by coE!ocaricm mci dirdir a d ?  inmx50n wid? the -4k For= M e d i ~ d  S q p o n  -4gc3q xc the 
Air Force Centc inr E ~ v k m ; n n m l  Ercc2lzzrr. T h c x  tmnnrs arc the on-sire r ~ s r n a + c r  for nvo of 
TT nSC's major cuaocm:  -4F.SG aia -Li!E. This csiioczrbn fx53tatts LZC C S D ~ . ~ '  p m c i ? ~ ~ o a  LI 

pIna,?ing xnd aczodun of acquisidon pqm,~. azd hz-!~ GR~Q~IICGS mC . 7 i Z m ~ s  WSM p&. In T.c 
c, of TL&EI AF3, ihe 552 .G Cancoi Wins md tho N a w  TAC4MO mission i w c  bcne&sd k m  
being c o l l ~ e d  wit% ch: cid;cct rnzkt~yank x ~ v i j .  Re. C ~ S S  for h t s c  un:~ have k n  rcaucuted 



FOR OFFICI.4L US@ ONLY 
IN?RSTRUCTbXE SEXSITIVE--DRAFT 

~ h c t  OC-ALC 1s rhc som of r q a i r  far tLht ezpes and for many o! 3 e  auc;3ft mrizmcdiry im. The 

w .G f orct and Kavy uniu 3: Tinkc -43 buefis  by iizriig the dm fkiliw m d  t joint ?mining con- 

The; BRAC 9 5  uroc:ss involves d a ~  coll&on and malysis both h r n  m insnibion 
1,erspccrive 2nd fmm a fimcrionai M v e .  Joint hss-SCNice Groups hzvc ?men sta*alisned by OSD 
to aa lyze  cptiom for.consoiidaticn oi "hbomury" (mcludcs c3gin&g dmiopmnr and susainmg 
t,m@&~),  Tcst & Evduatio~l, mu D=?u~Pr%m=.cc fnndons. W e  mdd?sir &st me C-oss-Savicz 
~'ironns v d I  dc~elou ourions for assessment whicn wcrc cot explored in m C  21 (e-g. rdipmcnts and 
do-s hvnl*g bo& Force and Navy fac;iiiiss). Sinu hrmC 21 did not t&c a Joint-Senrice 
;gpmacb. in assessing ihe fezsibiliry of c i o n n ~ ~ n .  the dam cnllmrd in B l C  21 should only 
te dirccdy &zed to BRAC '95 whm iht opdon king  c & d d  has the same paramem a d  hdines  
in -4FMC 21. For izcnqlc. if rnuiti~ic c!os~r, options (cg. paircd chsings of ALCs) iixc p a u d  in 

BRAC '95, c o s t . ~ s  m o t  be a c ~ o m ~ f i s h d  by simply adding togcther AFhfC 21 &35s from 
Option 4. Ccst esimates would need to bc accomplished in the &c context of. the s i o s  Options 
linGer review. 

Some other ares which w e  3nrici1)zm the h s s S a v i ~ ~  Group will cxpim in BRXC '95 
inc!&o E review p r w s  for achieving inceased e%Citncis and low= corn as arcsuit of po_~csed 
resEgnmtsic10sures. and x q p r c x h  m assure o p d m t l m  cf capacity utilization To the extent tha? 
&r 3R4C '95 c30.m use rhe pme1e:s md basclines used in -4FMC 31. Muxmau~n 02 capacry a d  
costs t ~ i l ~ i t d  iz the EhXC 2i effort c a  see as a *basis for a d y z h g  BRAC '95 p r o p o d .  
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FEASIBILITY OF CLOSING 
HILL AIR FORCE. BASE 

PURPOSE: The purpose o i  rhls peper is ro detarmine i h e  ieasibiiity c j i  transferring 
missions and workload to o t h ~ r  operzting locaiions and cicsing Hill AF3. 

INTRODUCTION: 
a. There are virtually no workloads or ,missions thar can not be transfsrred or reiocated 
to other faciliiies. The primary issues arc the zvaiiabiiity of required acreage, 
supporting infras:ructura, mission support, and costs. Transierring the misslon 
assignments ar Hill P.FB combine several o i  fhesa issues 2nd add the impaci oi 
i~tsmational treaties to complicate ihe transfer and closurz process. 

b. Thc feasibility sssessrnent considered relocating opewiing locations for major 
weapon systems as outlined in Option 1 of the AFMC 21 exercise. Additional 
considerarion was given !o the legal and risk potentiai issues of re!ocar~ng worklozd 
obtained through competitive ~vorklozd. 

c. Contracting officers n a y  cnoose not to exercise options and recompete work!o+d cr 
reassign the workload wiihin thcir Do0 enrity. Csmoetitive workloads were ;warded by -. 
offerors ooveioping a highly c3rnp~tirivo rats. I ne risk of ano:hor organization 
periorminp st the sid price !i very h@o 2nd will likely result in 2 loss io ISF;vIC. 

d .  The assessmenr is grcuped inta major arEas. Each arez 2nd relziec shovd stcppars 
to the relocztion are d!scussed in the subsequent parasraphs. 

. SILO-BASED fNTE3CONTINENTAL BALLISTIC rdISSILE (icah'i) 

Introduction: 
a. The major issues co~sidered ir, this efizlysis are 1)Chancing tne present operating 

-. - location of tne ICBfvl to i inks: Air .-o:ce Szse (AFB) or contrazror facrliiy, snd 2 )  
Chznging the presenr prlme mansgemen; rssgonsibiliiies irom organic 1s csnrracto:. 
?-I€ Ckliy operatron of the ballisric missile susiainmenr programs require direc: 
involvement of t h e  csmpiere integrated weapon systsm rnenagsmenr (IWSM) team to 
caorainare maintenance and [as; sgara t l~ns ,  t h e  required faciiities, equipment, 
na~~r ie i ,  e n d  personnel. Co!location cf weapon sys:&rn rnar;2cernent wiih rhe support 
inf:esrructure with rhe ciaiiy Gperarrons is er~riczi to n s i n t a ~ n  opsrzrionai control. 

5. Implementing C ~ Z ~ ~ E S  to  he c p e r ~ i i n g  location or management of bailisiic missiles 
has iar reschjng implicsrions rhar are out ~f the conrrol c i  Air force Marerial C o m m r n d  
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(AFivlCj personnel. Minutarcan and Peacekeeper wezpon  sterns and their re!ated . . 
maintenance, iesting, storage, and destruciion facilities are eiements of the Strstegic 
Arms Reouc:ion Trearies (START i and 11). Ass such, movement or replication of :be 
facilities can not begin unril agreed uaon by all signatories, and new treaties 
negotiated, including all possible rarnificztions of the !reziy process. 

show ~ t o b ~ e r s :  
a. More thzn 37,780 acres are required to support the IC8EA operarionai and storage 
mission. It is also needed to carnoiv . , with ihe quantity distancs explosive safety and 

- environmental toxic plume requirements. 

b. The present Strategic Arms Reduction Treaties (START I and I!) stipulates Hill AFB 
and associated ballistic missile support facilitiss zs the location for fuliilling the treaty 
raquiremenrs. Changes to those iricilities, incfuding iransfer, replication, modi:icaiion, 
etc. require prior approval by all signarories Seiore the work begins. Nagotiating new 
treaty criierii? opens the dosr for enlarging the scope of ;he treaty to in-!.& new 
elements not presently available for inspection (i.e. silo access, silo design, 61, 02) .  

c. Bsllistic missile capzbility can only be susrained for 30 days of interruptsd asset 
suppon. Therefore, new faciiities must be replicated, iested, and qualified prior to 
closing Hill operations. 

d. Fi Civii Engineering rzplicaticn zncf relccstion cost esiinare is 5'50 million. This 
coSi does nor include land pur.3hase or snvircnnental studies and licsnsing. Ir should 
be noted that a S?O esrirnate places a raoczrion znd rsplication ccst in excess oi S i  
biiiion. 

Summary: 
The analysis is ?roviced in the pzDer ~n the feesibiiity to transfer the operating location - 
of rhe ballistic missile IWSIV tc Tinker A F 3  cr E coniractor facility. I he anzlycis is ~ l s o  
provided determine the  feasiciiiiy o i  hsving z cantractor takeover "prime management" 
:zsponsibiliiies using the # i l l  AFB inir~struc:ure. The Minuteman and Peacs~eeper  
iniraszructure, in iis entlrory, is unrquE to Kill AFi3 and not available z: another single 
source. 

AIRMUNITIONS 

Introduction: 
a, Kelly AFB, TX; Eglin AFB, FL; or Kjnland AF8, NM developing a czpability to 
assume  the Oaden .4LC conventional munitions mission were cgnsrd~red in r h ~ s  
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QV 
analysis. @den ALC is rhe dssignarez' Air Forca ArmamenUh'lunirrons ?rogi~;n - 
Manager provicing an integra:ec, srriamilned and synzrgistic workforce t:, accomplish 
c:ad\s-to-~rava func:ions iii cs;risliznce wiih the  inregrated Wea?on Sys:ern 

u 

Msnaqemsnt (I\VSM) rniriative. The c3llocat:on has provided enhznced zbilify to - 
ensure mission support. The 2rocesses inc!ude nainrenance, repair, moaiiication, test, 
siorage, and destrt.c;ion ~i airrncn~fiocs. 

b. Adjaccnt srorage, tesb're~air iaciliiies 2nd -Isso access to Uiah Test and Training 
Range (UTTR) and Dugway ailoivs cognizant engineering to inspect, wilness the 
loading, the live drop and have test data for immediata analysis, all in tha same work 
day. This close proximiiy allcws us to perform emeraency testing to rssolve operational 
failures and periorm anomaly enaiysis (e.o., CanridgelPropellant Actueted Device 
(CADIPSD) iailures which will  round the fleer). Rapid deployment is provided from [he 
rnuniiions bunkers to the hot pads and runway. Throush dual usage oi axperiise and 
capabiliiies ( rnznpcv~ei ,  equipmenr, iaciiiiies, 2nd response-time), ihe available 
;esources have been mmimiz~cl. 

Show Stoppers: 
2. The required land acreage is not avaiisbie ar the other ALCs. Land must be 
expansive anough :o include Tasting, Ma~nrenance, Destruction and acsaciared 
Storage to accsmmoazte quantity Cistance ~ n d  clear zcnes. 

b. Suppaning tho \ j ~ r i 6 i ) /  2nd ~ ~ m i i t y  cf  air munitions at r'g!in RF3, m u i d  require 
addiiicnzl storzgs czpabiiity rs me21 c i ~ r  zone requirements icr sapsrare com~ziibiiity 
aroups. Eglin aiso hss no sxssnsicn czpsi i i ty end encroachment or, ihe surrauncxng - 

- .  cammuniiy is 23 ISSUE. tgli;; P,ES ~ ~ d a n g s r ~ d  s7ecies in the e r ~ a ,  whizn would im~ac :  
csnslruciion ai required feciiiiies ~ n a  testing r~quirenents.  E ~ l i n  does not provide 
depol ievel business and mzr;roerneni systems ,~.Sed to s t ip~or t  t h e  a ~ c ~ o t  
/vlaintanznce inaustrial Fund (SfvtlF). 

- c. 1 a suc;por; the  ;caris[y 2nd  quentliy 9: air rnunirions, Kirtfand AFB rssuires acciitionsl 
srorage za7abiiity ro meet clezr 2or-s requirements Tor seperaie sarnpsri5ility groups. 
Canstructlon o i  rsquirsd buzksrs rs approx~~mzt~ ly  S86 niilion (conse%~i ive estitnaie}. 
Kinland's preseni storage c~-,abiiiiy is nclt rnuniiions zomparibie. It  is inrzrconnrctsd 
with no saparaiion ior cornparibiiity grauqs. h'inlanc is cibligzrea ro S p a z ~  C~mnanb ,  is 
z test complex, 2nd does not ?:avije dspot leve! business znd rnanagemsnt systsrns 
used t3 sufigm~i the  Czpo: h4a1r:ten~nce ind~sir iai Fund (0b51F). 

Summary: 
Kelly AF6, TX: Egtin AFG, FL: or Kinland AF8, ?JM lack t h e  cap~bi l i ty to assume the 
Ogden ALC canvznrional mun~iiofis rnissior,. The main fac~or is rhs  non-aveiia~jlity of 
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-:he large amounl of land recured :s suppol; air the munitions mission Based on ihese 
factors. Ki!ly, Egiin and Kjrtlznd are unlikely candidates for the AFivlC c3nventionai 
nunitions mission, i i ~ c ~ n n e n c  operztioc locziion rzrnain zt Hill AFE. 

LANDING GEAR OVERHAUL 

Introduction: 
a. Ogden 4LC's fully automated Landing Czar Overhaul Facility is ihe  only s;eciiicslly 
designed depot level maintenance lsnaing gear rapair facility in the Air Force. Thc 
facility and processes are used lo overhaui, repair. and recondition the landing gaar, 
wheels, brakes, and zssocia!ad comoonents for the Air Force; approximately 70 
percsnt of all Go0 lancing gear :eouirernenis. 

b, The Hill A F 8  facility was designed for the purpose of overhsuling landing gear 
camponenis io provide rninimal hurzan intervention. This results in a higner ourput at a 
demonstrated SO psrcsnr lower casr than w~th  convsnrionai operations. 

c. A shortage o i  reparable assets necessiiates iac~lities, iested processes, 
environmental licenses, and associated inirzstructure must be in placa prior to closuie 
oi the Hill AFB iaciiitias. S?ecialized equipmeni that is pan or the Eill AFB iaciiiiy 
would need to be repiicsred rather than irznsierred (i.2. cleznina, stiipping, and plaring 
tanks; walk-it; ovens; filtering and sc:ubbzr systems; zutomated convsyors). 

Summary: - 
1 h e  lrnding gear izciiiiy oacign gives t he  lznciing oezr izciiity excess zapzsity zzc 
enhances the Alr Forcg's ::ision cf c~nsaliaat~ng DoCi Iznding gear through 
interservice. Trensier to Tinker AfE3 cmid be acccmplished. however, [he iiie C;'C~S 

cos: wilt incrsase uniass z n c  auiorr,arej prccess is insiailed. A1ihoucj-i the iaciliiy 
modiiicetion end p r e p a r ~ r i ~ n  cost zi Tinker A F 3  is unknown ar this tlme, the  e q u i p n ~ e n r  
re loczt i~n cost will exc.eed'~52.3 niflion. \Nherein the  inir2siructure required to suppon 
the landing sew proc~sses will remain c?en ro s u p ~ o i l  t h e  ballistic missiie and 
munrticns opa r~ r ions ,  racammend isnding 3 ~ 2 r  remain ai Kill AFB at a cost savings to 
DoD. 

AIRCRAt- AND RELATED COMPONENTS 

Introductjan: 
-. Transiar or the aircrzti ws:';ilozd is ieasiblz. r ne C-130 worklo~d  wzs zbsorbed tram 

Kelly AFB as excess and  would return upon closure of Hiti AFB. The FiA-16 workiosd 
is compatiiivzty assigned by c~ntrzcu 'work assignment joctlments (WAD). in tha event 
;! closure occurs prior to completion of  the conirac: the conr;zc;ting officers V J O U ~ ~  ba 
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expecred nor to exercise options and return rhe workload to the Navy. The F-!6 
wdrk lo~d  consists of organic and cornoeleo workload. Organic workload cocld ba 
trafisferred, while contracred workloed may 52 restricted. Aowever, if trsnsferred the . 

risk o i  another organization perforrninc at ;hi: bia price is very hich 2na will likely result 
in a loss to AFMC and jeopardiza AF:MC pricing sirategies. 

Summary: 
Wiih transfer of the aircrah workload, rhere are a number oi  procedures, precesses, 
and capabiiities that would have to be moved cr be elimtnated. They inciuds ths 
robotic canopy polishing, robottc/manually controlled media paint removal, acd robotic 
derevitor. Although thsse are nor zbsolurily necessary for the accomplishment o i  the 
workioad they havs enhanced the i h r c ~ g h  pui and quaiity of aircrafi deliversa from Hiil 
AFB. 

WESTERN REGIONAL PROCESSING CENTER 

Introduction: 
s. A tonant organizst~on, ;he Wsstsrn Reglonsl Processing Canter is one oi :ho top 
Ihree DoD Infoination Pracsssing MegaCentsrs. If leads the Air Force Meierial 
Command (AFMC) h the technology !o improve eniciency in cornpurer operations. 

b. It prcvider :he only oporz.!inns reroverv Hot Site in D o 0  Twics yeariy sur peopls 
+ - - A ,  * - i ; n n  Canl./ice :&st and evzluzre ths z ~ p a b i l ~ t y  to becklip if12 Defense Finsncr and .%LLWU, ly vr 

c a m ~ u t ~ r s  in Denver 

c. The MegaCenter providcs tcp sesrei securiiv c~rnmunicz?tions for 300, the  
opsrarion~l  rsgiof i~l  centar fsr stsnoard b2se level processing for thz vdesicrn S i ~ t e s .  
western regional center for Defense Infom,ri icn Sysrems iljrganization (DISC), 
supports 26 Air Corce Basss, ~ n d  serves es  zn independent softwere deveiopment 
platf~rrn .  

Summary:  
Relocating or repliczring i h e  :ecent!*,i c3nstructed Reg~onai ? r o c e s s i n g / l / l e ~ ~ C ~ n t ~ r  
wouid be  in excess of tho 515.2 nrliion criginal construction cost. This does not 
inciuce the c=lsts for computer heraware, ccfmmunications network, utilities equipment, 
or land purchase. Downsiz~ng znc zsnsolidarions have alreaay occorrec! l~ i i h i r ,  the  
900 comm;l;71c&tions.'' eompuls: sroeesrlnz industry. ,Additional dawnsizing is not 
anticipated. The Hill A F 3  fvlegaCsnter will caniinue to be a vizble tenznt .  
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OTHER TENANTS 

Introduction: 
The majoriiy o i  the ienant organizations at Hill AFB are military or in suppod of niiirary 
functions, and as such are nornally mobile. These ienani organizations would not be 
expected to relocate in support o i  their mission, unless  the base in its entirety clcs~d. 

Sum ma ry: 
Reiention oi the operating locations for ballistic missiles and munitions at Ail1 AFB will 
require the base, or portions thereof, to remain open. Due to the expense, agent 
commands would be expected to cont i~ue operations at Hill AFB, rarher than reloczte. 
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FEASIBILITY PAPER 
O N  

OPERATION OF THE SILO-BASED 
INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MlSSlLE ( ICBM) 

PURPOSE: The ourpose oi  this peper is to  estabiisn the ieisibiiity of: 

a. Changing the p resenr  operst ing location of <he ICBM ro Tinker Air Force 
Sase (AFB) or contracror facility 

- .  

b. Changing the presenr prime mzoagement  responsibilities f rom organic :o 
conrracror. 

INTRODUCTION: 

r .  The daily operation o f  ihe  ballistic mrssile susrainment progrgms require 
direc: ~nvo l vemen t  of The conp[ere inrecjrated management team To cooroinare 
maictenance and tesr operations, i h e  reouired faciiiries, equrpment, marerral, and 

a personnel. Collccatjon of wezpon sys:em management wi th  t h e  support 
infrastructure far ;he caiJy operations is crit ical TO mantain control .  w 

b. l n ~ l e n e n t ~ n q  changes io the opera t ing  location or managernent of  ba l l i s~ ic  - - 

missries has  fa r  reachino irnpiications i h ~ t  are out of  the control o f  Air iorce 
Marerial Cornmano !AFMC) personnel. Minuteman and Peacekeeper weepon 
sysrems and rhe~r  related maintenance, resrlng, storage, and des~ ruc t i on  iaciiii ies 
are elements o f  t h e  Strereg~c Aims Reducdon Trearies (START I and I ! ) .  As such. 
movement o r  replication of  the ieciii;ies can  not begin vnt i l  asreed on by a!! 
signarories and ne\v ~ r e e t i e s  negotiated. This process includes all possible 

ramif icat ions oi tae  t r ea ty  process. 

- 
c .  I h e  anai\/sis provided in Carr A is 13 derermine the fezsibiliiy to r ransier  i k ~  

o p e f e t i n g  l oca r~on  o f  t n e  bailisric missile Integrared Weapon Syszem h lanaoemsn t  -. 
(IWSful) to Tinker AFS or e coniractor izciiiry. r ne  analysis srovided in F E E  8 is TO 
determine t he  ieesibiiiiy ro have a contractor rakeover "prime management" 
responsibiljties using :he I-lill AFB in i ras t ruc ture .  

d .  T ~ E  Minureman a n d  P&.zceker?er infrzs;ructure, in i:z en:!ret\/, is unique  to  
Hill A F B  a n d  not: available a t  any orher single source, Uniess o ~ h e r w i s e  stipulatec, 
rhe data provided in Fsrr  A is eppliczole to both T inke r  AFS and an  unknown 
conrractor.  The conlracror da ta  is based on knowledge o f  the facilities available 
within t h e  ICSM s u p p o r ~  arena r 
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PART A 

Buildings [maintenance, tes t ,  and storage)  - not avaiiable - musx be roglicatrd 
Ecuipment - nor aveiiable - some to transfer - others must be replicared 
Ut~liries - availabie 

Air Field Pavement - Tinker ;\Fa has accsss. The proximity to  the Tinker AFS 
missile locarion or to z contracror's !ocarion is  unknown ( re f  real estate 
avaiiaSilit\;! . 

- - 

Specie1 Requirements - 
- Clean rooms with raised i loors  should 5 e  available a t  Tinker AFS. Most  

contractor facilities would be far initial production and may not be large 
enough to  support a sustained wcrkfoad. 

- Guantity distance and toxic plume restricrions - Nor available (ref. real 
estare avaiiabili~y) 

REAL ESTATE AVAILAB1LITY: 

Tinker AFE! - i 50 acres  availeble, t h e  remaining 37,530  acres mus? be - gurchased.  I he avaiiabiii~y 2nd , - rox imi~y t o  The AFE is unknown. 

Contraciors-  acreage would need ro  be purchased 

- Required acreage-37,780, of which 27,000 is to  support :he Thermal 
Trearment U n i ~ .  Rill A F 6  provides close proximity to the  o n i ~  known - 
Thermal Trearment Uni; evaiiabie in U.S. I he Navy is presenriy n e g o t i ~ t i n s  

ro use o u r  iacii ir ies for rocker moror desxruction. 

- : ne acreage is rsguirea ic ensure ;ne toxic plume r e s l ~ i t ~ n g  from aesrruciiorl 
~ r  explosiun coes no:  p r s s e n r  t p o ~ e n r i a l  danger ro t he  r e s ~ d e n t s ,  
environment, or wilaiiie. 

LEGAL/REGULATORY CONSTRAINTS: 

Tinker AF3 - START ~ r e a r i e s  n e g o ~ ~ a ~ i o n  requirements 2nd implicztions 
C o n r r a c ~ a r  - 
- STAi iT  trearies negotiat ion requirernenrs enc implicarions 
- Possible legai issue5 berween subconrraczor and the i r  interface with the 

c o n t r a c t  fsc i l i ty  
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TRANSPORTATION: (surface, rail, and  air)  

Tinker AFB - available 
Conrracrar - sur face available, ra i i  and air may be limited 

- Must comply wirh s:ate l a w s  for rransporting explosives 
- Limits- n o  known unworkable restrictions 

Hazardous materials: - 
- Transporr ing to and f r om Tinker AFB increases the oversil transporf rime and 

distance which in rurn provides a n  increased exposure potential to 
accidentsi incidents. 

- Disposzl of materials ei ter  dissec~ion is time sensirive. Close proximity t o  i he  
Thermal Treatment Unir is crit ical. 

ENVIRONMENT: 

- Environment impact  siudies must be completed. The impac: on alr quality 
srandaras during operarion of the  Therrnzl Treatment Unit will have  a major 
Impsc:. 

- Present facil i t ies must be properly deaczivatea and cleaned. 

CUSTOMER SUPPORT: The short supply of serviceable a s s e t s  necessirstes ths 
workload trensier period, from SuppOri ~er rn ina t ion  a t  Hill AFE To f i l l 1  supporr, De 
!ess Than 30 d a y s  to ensure continuous mission support. 

MANAGEMENT CONCEPT: (Collocarion critical) - Available e t  Tinker  AFB and 
contractor 

- 
- Col loczr ion of sys7em Progrsrn Of f i ce  (SPO) managemenr and Scrs~aining 

Engineer~ng Tecnnieai Ass is~ance  (SETA) w i th  the ballistic rnissrle operarrons will 
consinue a t  ~ h c  selecred operal ing locarion 

- Col locar ian includes accornmoda:inc 
- S u s ~ a i n i n g  eng~neer~ng/associared contractors (SEIASCON)  approximately 

1 7  30.3-COG personnel repressfiring , tsmpanies 
- Susraining Engineering Technical Assistance - (SETAI aop:aximiiis!y C Z  

personne l  will be r e foca ted  wirh worrtload. I he  ctviiian contractors are 

required to provide cantinuec engineering supporr. 
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COMMUNITY: lnfrtsrrucrure in place 
V 

COST: The transfer cost o f  the iCBM 7rograrns is in excess o f  $780 million 
excluding any land purchases and environmenral  srudies and l icenses. These 
costs ref lect  c iv~ l  angineering estimates for rhe  sIructures and do no1 account for 
unique facility infras:ructure. 

NOTE: The cost data provided was developed using civil engineering cast 
estimate information. A very thorough SPO study indicates the repiication cost, 
/ess en vironmenta/ srudies and /icenses, is significantly greatsr than the civil 
engineering estimares (approxima~ely S I .  5 billion). /n some cases the replication 
cost variance is almost double that of civil engineering. 

CONCLUSION: Daily interface of S P 3  management with the ballistic susrainment 
d 

process  is crirical and must  be collocsted. ~ransfer of  the operatrng locat~on of 
ICBM and the integrated i n i r a s t r u c ~ u r t  from Hiil AFB io Tinker AFB or c o n t r a c ~ i ~ g  
facility can  c e  cone but is not COST ef fect ive or in the best interest o f  national 

- 0  

defense.  i ne proposed transfer ~vill irnmediateiy drive negotiation issues t o  :he 
START I AND I l  r:eGLids r n a ~  mast  5a a_sieed C ~ I  before 2roc.eeding wirh the 
necessary land purchase or iac~i: ty repiicarlon. 

RECOMMEND: Transferring ;he operating location for IINSM o i  the  bailistic 
missiles is n o t  i e a s i ~ i e .  

PART B 

PURPOSE: Dernonsrrare ;;he iazsibii i~v c f  hav inc  a Contracror Looistic Supporr 
[CLS) conrractor provide prime mznaS;ernent responstbil iry for xhe ballisttc missile 
operations using r5e in-place iecilities anc processes z t  %ill AF3. 

INTRODUCTION: 

a. The mansgemenx phi loszphv ra be u s e d  throuahout r h e  l i i e  cycle of rhe  
Pillinuteman a n d  Pezczkeepe: ,missiies wzs developed and irnplernenred cu:;ng the 
rnitial phases of weaDon sysrern a z q ~ f i s r t i o n .  T h e  philosophy inclcded rhe use of 
a n  organic sysrcms program manager and associated Team to  work wirh a 
cont ract ing Team rha: provides Susrzinina Engineering Technical Assis~ance 

, - iSETA1. The SETA contracror i r %A') IS not zllowed to  compete agains: any 
supponing conr;ac:or. In excb,an3e, t h e y  have access ro subconr rac to i  
engineering; dara and other d a ~ a  nor procured wirh t he  weapon sysrems. The dara 
is used to provide liie cycle engineering suppon as requested by ;he sysrem 
program manzgemenr team. 
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b. Each o i  ;he feasibility issues are pressnted below. As rhis scenerio 
proposes use oi Idill A F 3  in-p ix .  processes and facilities, issues presen~bd reisrs 
to  contractor management o f  these operarjons. 

Facilities - In-plece - all special roauiremenrs ir: compiiance 
Real Estate Availability - In-place - wirn g:cwtn potenxiat 
Legal/Regulatory Constraints - 

- AFMCAC 93-002 - may nor allow contractinc: this  type o f  organic worklosd. 

- Contracting - Prime conxracting responsibilities raise legal implicntions for access 

to engineering supporr data,  authority and sccounrabiiity for subconrractoi  
performance, producrion slippage, and directing increased ourput in axcess of  
schedule  and warranty obiigations. 

Personnel - In - place 
Transportation (Surface/Raii/Air) - In-place 
Environmental - In-plscs - cornclianr with re~u la r i ons  and directives. 
Customer S u p p o r ~  - E x p e c ~  t o  eonrinue at  tt7e same acceptable level.  
Management Concepts: 

i. Coliocarion of  rhe SPO system engineering, logistics ,management,  
nssessrnenr 2nd inregration iun:tions, and ;he oc;risi:ion ?unctions in the dzy-70- 
day supporr acyivities r :  i i i l l  .:\Fa provioes an e x c ~ l l e n t  example o f  r h e  IWSM 
p n i i o s o p h y .  

0. All ICBM c c ~ n r r a c t s r s  and vendors Ere reliant upon the  crssnic S61CSTvl 
in f rzs t ruc tur i  t o  gerior,-n their s u s ~ a i n i n c  sngrneering, assessrne?t and Supporr 
tolas. No single assacia~ea c3ntrec:or nss ihrl d a r ~  o r  s y s t e m  expertise for more 
ihan its porrion of  rhe  wesgon system nor does the SET& csntractor possess The 

proprierary o a r s  of  i h ~  associated contrac:srs. 

c .  Baiancing and inregrzt~ng :he requirements and ec~ivir ies  of ri-.e ICSM 
associated conrrecrors t n d  vendors who use i h e  IC5M inirzs~ruc:ure et  Hill AFS is 
a SPO function. Contracring ou t  :he o?erzrion and maintenance oi t h e  lC3M 
industr ial operztion iesT a n d  sToraae faciiiries aoes no: decieese ;he need for  S?O 
to be caliocated with them in order TO perform ~ntegrared  kveapcjn sysTem 
nansgemen t .  3athzr, conrracring out  ~ n e s e  funczions woulb  igrrher complicate 
dey - to -day  operarions by zddina another ser of conrrector inrer iaces  ano level  o i  
rnanaycmenr  rn t h e  daiiy oper~ t i ons .  The  SPO responsibiliry for determlr.irtg 
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access requiremer?ts, resource prioritization and scheduie integrztion wiil noi 
change. The need for SF0 access to and aversighr of operations occurring wirhin 
;he ICSM complex would not be lessenea. 

Community Infrastructure: - In place 

cost: - 

a. To develop an IC3M prime contractor would require the  SPO and the  Air 
Force. to  acquire all prop r ie t~ ry  data ,  reverse engineer missing cara ,  and compile a 
competition package documenting over SO years o i  development and support 
actions affecting the  deployed systems' configuration and SUPPOTT processes. This 
efforr would be time consuming, expensive, and, a t  besr, incomplets. Furxher, :he 
strategy wiil require a conrrac;cr, withoui ii~il knowledge of :he sysrern, to accept 
rhe r isk o f  ensuring weapon system performance is main ta ined ar rhe cgrrenr high 
lec~el with no weapon system degrada~ion. 

b. Transi t ion ro CLS from the present organic management is esrirnared to take 
up t o  seven years; requiring the SPO t o  continue i ts current support  o i  ;he 
systems while conc~lrrentty preparing the acquisition ?ackage, swarding :he 

'conrract and effecting t he  hand-off of s y s t e m  support  act iv i t ies TO r h e  contractor. 
Costs associated wi th  rhis sctivirv are conservar ive~y estimared t o  be over $500M 
sbove current sysrern requiremanis and couid easiiy be cwice ihis  arnounr given 
i he  r i sk  being assumed by the conrracror. The life cycle costs, after irsnsition, 
wouid not be expecteci t o  chsnge as a direct result of having a prime conrrector, 
b u t ,  given a decision i o  begin thc process of ~ransit icning to  e pr ime cgniractor in 
1$96, implementation could not  be cornpiered before 2003 raising ;he question as 
t o  wnether t h e  r ransi~ ion costs could be recouped over the rernzi?.i?.; ! i f ?  n i  ?he 
c u r r e n r  s y s r e m s .  

Canclusion: Conrrac~ing for t h e  o ~ e r a t i o n  and ma in tenznce  of t h e  IC3M 
infrastructure aione will not encb~e  t h e  reiocation of rhe ICBM S P O .  Decr ias ing  

S?O involvement in the dzy-to-uay management o f  t h e  weapon sys tem activiries 
within the  S31C3M infresrructure a l  Hill .AFE iO the  point t h s t  tr could rclocare 
e lsewhere  would require the crezrion o f  a sysrem prime conrrecyor. Tire szheauie 
and casl of d e v e i ~ p i n g  a contrac:or ! C 3 M  prime approaches t ha t  of relocating t h e  
S?O in ITS enrirety. 

RECOMMEND: R e ~ ~ i n  IWSM o i  baliisric rnissiles a t  Hill AF6 wirh rne in-piace 
organic rnanagemenc strucmre. 
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FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT OF 
RELOCATING CONVENTIONAL MUNJTIONS OPERATIONS 

FROM 00 -ALC 

PURPOSE: The purpose of this paper is to establish the feasability of changing tha 
present munitions operating location from Hill AFB to Kelly AFB, TX; Eglin AFB, FL; or 
Kirtland AFB, F L. 

INTRODUCTION: 

a. Ogden Air Logistics Centsr (00-ALC) at Hill Air Firce Base is the designated Air 
Force Armament/Munitions Program Manager providing an integrated,streamfined 2nd 
synergistic workforce to accomplish cradle-to-grave functions in compliance with the 
Integrated Weapon System Management (IWSM) initiative. This organization is tha 
System Program Director for the AGM-65 Maverick Missile, Product Group Manager for 
all air-to-ground munitions and the USAF Central Tank Management Otfice. These 
prograrns'require the maintenance, repair, modificz!i3n, test and storage of weapon 
systems such as aircraft guns, ejectiodseat egress components, tactical missiles (AIM- 
7/9, ALCM/ACM (AGM-86/12S), SRAM (AGM-63)) GBU-10, 12, 15, 24, 28 and AGM- 
130), aircraft external fuel tanks, and associaied support equipment such as launchers, 
adapters, bomb racks, pylons and munitions containers. 

b. The collocation of many functions required to support these weapon systems, that 
is the repairiovernaullmodiiieation, test, and storage, provides numerous opportunities 
for synergism. Adjacent storage, testlrepzir faciiities and close access to Utah Test and 
Training Range ( U T T R )  and Dugwzy allows cognizsnt engineering to inspect, witness 
the ioading, ihe  iive drop and nave tesr data for immediate anslysis, all in the same 
work day. This c!ose prox~mity allows us io perform emergency testing to resoive 
operational fziiures and periorm anomaly analysis (e.g., Cartridge/Propellant Actuated 
Dev~ce (CADPAD) failures which will ground t h e  fleet). Through dual usage of 
expenise and capabilities (manpower, equipmen!, facilities, and response-time), the 
available resources have been m;;xirnized. 

c. There ere major limiiing iactors that prevent Kelly AFB, TX, Eglin AF6, FL and 
KiRland AFB, NM irom develop in^ a czpability tc assume the Hill AFB conventjonal 
munitions mission. The main iacror is the lack of real estate required to meet explosive 
safety and quantity distance limiiations for munitions storage, maintenance and test 
operztions. Associated with this is the non-availability of land required to support air 
munitions test and munitions disposal operations and the construction of facilities to 
meet maintenance, production, repair and tesring requirements. Based on these 
restrictions, Kelly, Eglin and Kirtland AFBs are unlikejy candidates for the AFMC 
conventional munitions mission. 

d. This assessment does not zadress relocation of the AGM-65 Maverick Missile tc, 
Robins AFB. 
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The following information is provided as a comparison between Kelly AFB and Hill 
AFB, UT. 

Facilities not available at Kelly AFB 

Maintenance/Production Buildings 

Maintenance facility for all-up-rounds (ALCM, ACM, SRAM - 38,060 sq f t  
facility on 9 acres, 30,000 Ib NEW of 1.3 explosive) 
65,000 Sq. f l  facility for Repair of various Products - 20mm/30mm guns, 
ACES It ejection seats, external tanks, launcher rails, munitions racks, pylons 
and other munitions related items. 
Other needed support facilities: Cable manufacturing, Investment casting, 
Optical support, Rubber shop, Battery maintenance, Bead BlasL1Sand Blast 
Facility, and Propellani Dissection. 
Special requirements exist for these facilities. . Quantity/Distance requirements; - Air Launch Cruise Missile (ALCM), 

Canventional-Air Laucch Cruise Missile (C-ALCM) and Aditanced Cruise 
Missile (ACM) - 190'. - Fuel/Defuel Facility required for the ALCM and ACM - Capacity for fueling 
and defueling JP-9 and JP-10, must be licensed for completing work on 
live missiles. 
Significant barrier walls required for component checkout. 
Monorail (1 0,000 Ib minimum) movement system indigenous to facilities 
for movement of repair articles. 
Overhead bridge crane with 10,000 lb capacity required for asset 
movement 
Buildings must be contained in 2 secureicontrolled area. 
Adjacent storage for NEW oi 13,000 Ibs. 
Facility must be abie to handle 1,000 Ib , non-removable, C-ALCLl 
wzrhezd. 
ACM Imaging Radar System (AIRS) facility is a one of 2 kind repair fscility 
and must be adjacent to the other ACM repair facilities. 

Test  Buildings 

45,C3G Sq. it in 5 buildings for various rest operations. One build in^ of 
36,000 Sq. f7 is required. 

Special Requirements exis: for test facilities. 
QuantitylDistance requ~rements for these facilities range from 265 to 
1,250 feet. 
Significant blast proof barrier walls. 
Rocket Motor test stand required. 
L~ng Vibration Facility with a requirement for 5,000 Ibs NEW. 
All test facilities are utilized for both ICBM and munitions testing. 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ON1 Y 
INFRAST3UCTURE SENSITIL'E 

7 
L 



Y Y  1 ~ K I J I I  5~ 1 ~ t l . l  5 ~ "  TO 56210197 P. 15 
FO8 OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

INFRASTRUCTURE SENSITIVE 

Capability for testing classified mun~tions items and handling classified 
test data. w Altitude chamber qualified for functioning of munitions. 
Collocated condiiioning chambers required for lesting. 

Close proximity of U i ~ h  Testrrra~ning Range, Dugway, and Hill AFB provides 
unique opportunity to test different types oi munitions. 

62,000 acres for 500,000 Ib NEW propagation testing. 
100 x 200 mile footprint (over land) required for ALCMfG-ALCM/ACM 
test~ng.(UTTR is only available location for Maximum Operational 
Realism using fully digitized TERCOM maps) 
Repair/refurbishmenl/testing accomplished at Hill AFB (Depot). 
Supersonic flight corndor available for flight testing. 

Equipment Requirements 

- Two 5,000 gallon nitrogen storage tanks. 
All repair and lest equipment for ALCM, C-ALCM, and ACM wocllc! hzvc !o bo 
replicated or moved. This inc!udes the AIRS facility. 
Computed Tomography (CT) Scanning equipment. 

Airfield Requirements 

Joint miiitary/civilian use of runway must be precluded during contingiency 
situations when staging munitions cargo operations. 

Storage Requirements 

Igloos required for addiiional munitions storage. Additional NEW of 7,853,440 
Ibs, adjacent to tesumaintenance iacilities, required for storage oi present 
munitions. 
Sufficient facilities are required to sspziate various compatibility groups. . 2,960 acres requirad to accommodaie ciear zones for munitions storage IAW 
AFR 127-100. 
Special Requirements Include: 

Some faciiiiies must provide environmental control and motion sensors for 
secure storage of ALCMIC-ALCMIACM. 
Standard Air Munitions Package/Siandard Tank Rack Adapter Pylon 
Package requires backup storage for munitions packages. Current 
utilization includes 25 igloos, 2 magazines and 3 maintensnce buildings. 

Tooele A m y  Depot (TAD), in close proximity to Hill AFB, provides 902 additional 
storege igloos on I 7,000 acres and 202,950,000 Ibs NEW stora y e capability. 

Precision Guided Iduniiions repaired/tesiad at Hill AFB are stored at TAD. 
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Real Estate Availability 

u No expansion capability at Keliy AF3, due i O  encroachment of surroundins 
communities. Limited growth at satelite factiity. 

Legal/Regulatc,ry Constraints 
Although IegaVregulatory constraints exist, they zre not insurmountable. . Hill P.Fi3, Ui is licensed by the E?A lo fire small rocket motors. . License for the application c i  Radar Absorption Mzterial for ALCMIC- 

ALCMIACM. 

Personnel Requirements 

Although constraints exist. personnei requirements are not !nsurmaountabio. 
Experienced repair and tosr personnel available in loczl zraa. Experience with 
explosive items is essential. 
Training for repaidtest personnel is extensive and unique. Eiecironic 
Tecnnicians, Optical Technbims, !nfra-red TcL.s.r.icbnr. High-speed Photo 
Technicians, ChemisrslChemical Fzgineers, Electrical Engineers. EOD, 
Corn?uterized Tomography Technicians, and X-ray Technicians. 

Transportation: Available 

Environmental Requirements 

Westher pizttens may wreciude munitions testing. R ~ i n  2nd lignrning may 
sreciude ies;ing 2nd w e ~ i h e r  inversions provid, atmospheric conditions for 
s o u n s  wave propagation. 

Ctrstorner Support 

- Avaiiaoiiity of ranges ;nay impose scheauiing cmstraints ~f:scrrng tesrin~ 
avzilabifity zi SSA-ALC ranges. - 8equirenent for immeaiaie tes:ing to sztis*, operarional failure analysis is limited by 

a: Ke!ty AF3. Immediate, 24-hou: ies~ing cspzoiiity for CADIPAD items required for 
emergency egress is recuired to iimk 2;ounding of combat aircraft fleet 

Management Concepts 

Due Ic iack of reqilired land, physics! c~llocation at Kelly AF3 may no1 be 
fezsibie. 

Community Infrastructure 

Must absorb 300-500 personnei (highiy technical skilis ,nix). 
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The following information is ~rovided as a comparison between Eglin AFB, FL; 
Kirtland AFB, NM; and Hil l  AFB, UT. 

Facilities not available 

Maintenance/r>roduction Buildings (Eglin/Kirtland AFSs) 

Three ivlainrenance Facilities Required for All-Up-Rounds (Maverick, ALCM, 
ACM) - 60,500 Sq. ft in facilities on 60 aces with combined license for 
45,009 lbs NEW. 
65,000 Sq. ft faciiity for Repair oi various Products - 20mm/30mm guns, 
ACES il ejection seats, externai tanks, launcher raiis. munitions racks, pylons 
and oher munitions reiated items. 
Other nseded suppon fzcilities: Cable manufacturing, Investment casiing, 
Optical suppori, R u ~ b e r  shoo. Lzrge X-ray supoon ,  Battery maintezance, 
Bead BlasdSand Bizst Faciiity, and Propellant Dissection. 
Special requirements exist for these facilities. 

GuantityiDistance requirements: Maverick Facility - 1 250'. ALCM'C- 
ALCMIACM - 190'. 
Fuel/Deiuei Facility required for the ALCM and ACM - Capzcity for fueling 
and defueiing JP-9 and JP-10, must be licensed for completing work on 
live missiles. 
Significant barrier walls requirsd for component checkour. 
Monorzil (1 0.000 15 minimum) movement sys:em indigenous to facilities 
for movement of :epair anicles. 
Overhead bridge crane with 10,000 Ib capaciry required for asset 
movemen: . Suiidincs rigs: k.e coniajned in a secure!controiied zrs2. 
~d jacent  aorzc~e ior NE'N of 13.000 ibs. 
Fadiity must be z ~ i e  tc handie 1,900 ib , non-removzble. C-ALSM 
warhead. 
Additionai s~orzge required ior Maverick repair assets (Apprzximateiy 
1.003 missiies). Faciiities exist et Tooele Army Depot (1 hour drive) for 
s;orage of these assets. 
ACM Imaging Radzr Sys;en (AIRS) faciiity is a one o i  a kind repair facility 
and must be adjacent to the other ACM repair facilities. 
Maintenance iacllity for ail-UD-rounds (AGM-65 missile - 22,750 sa ft 
faciiity on 112 acres, 15,000 Ib NEW oi 1.7 expiosive) 
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Test Buildings (EgliniKirtland AFBs)  

w - 45.0CC) Sq. ft in 5 buiidin~s for various test operaiions. Cne buiiding of 
36,000 Sq. ft is requirei. 

Special Requirements exist for tas: faciiities. 
@uar;tf?y:Dis:anco recuirements for ihsse fpciiiiies range from 265 13 

1,250 feet. 
Significant tiasi proof barrier walls. 
Rocket Mot,c!r test staric required. . Ling Vibrat,on Faciiity wiih a requirement for 5,000 lbs NE'vV. . All tesi fziciiiiies are  utilized for both !C3M and muniiions testing. . Capability for issting c!assified muniiions items and handling classified 
test data,. . Altitude ihambor qusiifioc for functioning o i  muniiicns. 
Collocated conaitionlng chambers recuired for tesiinp. . Ciose proximity of Uiah Tes6Ji:aining Flango, Dugway, and i i i l l  AF3 provides 

unique opportunity to test different types of munitions. 
62.000 acres for 530,000 15 NE'N propagation testing. 
300 x 200 mile footprini (eve: land) required for ALCMIC-ALCMIACM 
testing.(UTTR is oniy available location for M z x i n ~ m  Operational 
Realism using i d l y  digitized TERCOM maps) 
Repair/rei~rbishmendtestir,g accanplished at Hill AFB (Depot). 

w Equipment Requirements (EgiinlKirtland AFSs): 

Two 5,OGO gafion nitroaen stortse tznks. - All rsp~i: 2nd eauiorneni io: Maverick, ALCM. C-ALCM. md ACM would 
, - . .  . 

~ P V E  13 be r i g l i c a e s  or ncvec. : n:s inc!"es ;3e AIRS faaiiiv. 
CT Scanning equi~rnent. 

Kirtiznd AF3: - Large muniiions X-rzy equigrner;:. 

Airfieid Requirements (Eglin/Kirtland AF3s) 

Joint rnilitaryicivilian use 3i runway musl be preciuoed durinp cor;tinoiency 
situations when s~aging muni i ions  cargo operat ions .  
Aupmeniztion runway requireo tc suppor! 15,000 lb. BLLi-82 bomb tesiing by C- 
130 aircrzft. Canno:  use shared siviiian runway. 
Standard Air Munitions Packageisiantiard Tank Rack Adzutpier Pylon Package 
Program c m n o t  be irzplenentei ircrn a civilian runway. - 
i rtnspoflarion of Hazardous marerial requires miiiiary only runway. 
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Storage Requirements (Eglin/Kirtland AF9s) 

. Igloos required fcr additional munitions s;orage. Aaditionai NELL' of 1,253,440 
Ibs, adjacent !o tesrimaintsnance iacilit!as, required ior storage of present 
munitions. 
Sufficient facilities are required to separate varicus compatibiiity groups. 
2,960 acres required tc sccornrnocate clear zanes for muniiions storage. 
Special Requirements Incfude: 

Some faciiities nus: grovidc environmeniai control and notion sensors :'or 
secure storage of ALCtdIC -.4LCM/ACM. 
Standard Air Munitions PacitageiStandard Tank R ~ C K  Adapter Pylon 
Package requires backup storage for munitions packages. Current 
utilization inciudes 25 iglocs, 2 magazines and 3 msintenance buiidings. 

Tooele Army Depot (TAD) provides 902 additional storag? igloos on 17,000 
acres and 202,950,000 ibs NEW storage cz;l;ability. . Precision Guided Munitions repairedjtested at 00-ALC are stored at TAD. 

Real Estate Availability 
Eglin AFB: 

No expansion capability cue to encraachmenr of surroundin? communities. 

, Kirtland AFB: 
The Elearomagnetic Pulse testing iaciiity would proc!ude tssring of muniiions 

w near this area. Testing oi  stetic sensitive devices would be pres!uded. 

LegailReguiatory Constraints (EgfinlKinland AFBs) 
Althougn legaVreptarory consrra~nts sxist, they are not inscrmounrable. 

Hill AF3, UT is iicsnsaa by the E?.$ to fire sziall rccxet morors. 
Chemical Licenses a1 Hill AFS, UT, include: Pro-Seai 893, De-Sofv 292, 
Xyiene. 
License for the appiicz~ion of Radar Absorption Material for ALCM/C- 
ALCWACM. 

Personnel Requirements (EcjiidKirtland AFSs) 
Although personnel consrraints exist, they are not insurmountable. 
Expsrienced repair and test personnel availabie in local area. Experience with 
explosive iierns is essenrial, 
Trzining tor repairhest personnel is extensrva and unique. Eiectronic 
Technicians, Opiicai Technicians, Inira-red Technicians, High-Speed Photo 
Technicians, ChemisrsiChernical Engineers, E!ectrical Engineers, EOD, 
Computerized Tomography Technicians, and X-ray Technicians. 
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Transportation Requirements (Eglin/Kirtland AFBs) 

. Shar~d civilian/miii!ary runways limit munitions airiifi an2 prohibii certein mission 
types. 

Eglin AFi3 
No rail head currentfy exisis. 

Environmental Requirements 
Eglin AFB: 

Soveral Endangered species (Snaii Cansr, Re6 Caucated Woodpecker ,  While 
Breasteci Tiimousaj a r e  resident on ;he Egiin 8;senlation. Any new co~strucfion 
o r  tesring missions vvould require.extensive environmental review and planning. 
This woula  preclude any  large munitions tests. 
Weather patterns preclude munitions iesting. Daily rain and lightning przc!udes 
testing and weather  inversions provide atmospheric conditions for sound wave 
propagation. 
The high water tzbie causes many problems with weapons festinc. 

Kirtland AFB: 
Munitions tesring would be ziiecred by incidenze oi IigMnieg in the vicinity. 

Ctlstomer Support (EglinlKiriiand AFBs) 

.I . Scheduling cons;winrs aiiec! tsainc availabiiity at ranpes.  
Recuiremenr ior imned~ato tes~ing to satisfy operational faiiure anaivsis is 
limiiec by c~nf l ics  . Inmediare. 24-hour test ing capabiiity for CAD/'PAD 
items raquired i o i  emergency egrass is rsquired i3 limii grounding oi csmba 
aircrafi fleet 

Management Concepts (Ec~iin/Kirtiand AF3s) 

. Wouid have to estsblish depot levei Susiness/n;anagement s~ructures to handle 
r e ~ a i r  and resing. iieplicating this s;ructure woirid require extensive personnel 
and m a n a g e m e n i  computs r  sysiems to sup~ort muniiions storage, shipping, 
receiving, accounling, inspection, maintenance, and accoun~abiiity under 
Muniiions Accountabie Systems OfScer (MASO). - Cannot  collocate management, produc~ion,  modification, repzir, maintenance, 
testing, and s:orEge. 
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Community Infrastructure 
Egiin AFB. w . Small Techniczl labor pool. 

Research testing facilities are filled to czpac:ty. 

Kirtland AFB: . ~ j t h o u g h  the avajiabiitv of l r jo r  is hian, technically quaiiiied v+orkers 'lsv 
scarce. 

There are a large number 3f munitions iglacs not utilizsd at Kirtland AF3,  (Monszno 
Mountain munitions storage faciiiiy) at the ?resent time. However, Stratrgic Missile 
Command (SMCiC'JB) is doing a study !a deiermine the feaszbilinr 3 i  using the 
structures for lC8M storage. This would take priority over a conveitional munitions 
mission and wouid require ccnstruction of additicnal nun~i ions  storage facilitiss ior 
conventional use. 
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PRO'S AND CON'S OF 
RELOCATING CONVENTIONAL MUNITIONS 

FROM 00-ALC 

EGLIN A M ,  FL 

PROS - . Large engineering and scientific community available. 

CONS 
E?A concerns (Air, Water, Endangared Species, Etc.). 
Populztion encroachment limits large-scale rocket motor and propagxion 

- tes;ing. 
s Explosive and inert storage capabiiity does not mee! expanded need;. 

Weather may limii the number of test days due  to inversions, electriczi 
storms, etc. 
Range scheduiing conflicts probable. Fiight tsst and developmental testing 
k4:ould take priority. 
Must develoo an industrial funding system. 
Must develop a munition accounting system, far beyond Combat Ammunition 
System - Air Siaii (GAS-A) and Combat Ammunition Sys:em - Base (CAS-B), 
capzble of handling 11,000 munitions s:ock numbers. 
Runway is a joint c:viiian/rniiita;y facility and is not ca~able Of handling large 
munitions transfers. 

KIRTLAND AF3, NM 

PFiOs 
Large engineering and scientific c3mrnuni;y avaiiabie. 

CONS - Ex~losive and inert storage capabiiity does not meet expanded neeos. 
Weather may limti the number of tesz aays due to ~nversions, electrical " 

storms, etc. . 

Range scheduiing c~nfi icts probable. Fiight test and deveiopmental testinq 
would take prioriry. 
Must develop an indus~nal  funeing sys;em. 
Must de\jelop a munition am~unnng sysrem, far beyond Combat Ammunition 
Syslern - Air Staff (CAS-A) and Combar Ammunition System - Base (CAS-B), 
capable of handling 1 1,000 muniiions stock numbers. 
Runway is a joint civiiianlrniiitary fac~iity and is not capable of handling large 
munitions transfers. 
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FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT OF 
RELOCATING THE CONSOL1DATED LANDING GEAR O\JE3blAUL 

w FACILITY F3OM OGDEN ALC 

Introduc:ion: 
a. Ocjer; ALC's fully aurmaied Lanjinc *$ear Cverhaul Faciiity :s i.ie only d m o ~  ;eve! 
naintenanca !anding gerr  ispair faciiitv in rhe Air force, and !,'le iarcesr and nos: 
modern ;n 9 ~ 3 .  The hcijity consists $1 Sve nsjor 5uiidincs with a toul floor s?acs bi 
more than 503,00C) sqGzre feer, and was d~signecl tc s?ec!ncally m e 3  : h ~  Air Forts's -. 
klision of 2 fuily csnsolidated landing gear overnau! czgabiiiiy. I ce  landing gEar iaciliiy 
r;eriorms over;?aul. repair, and ieccnbitionir?g oi all !he landins gel;, wheeis, brakes. 
and asscciared comzonents for the Air "orce and apprcximate!y 73 percect oi sll DOC? 
landins gear reqcjr~menis.  

5. Sill's ctlstomers ; e m  the bsneiiis of bur u n i ~ u s  processes. wnic'? inciuCe t ~ s k s  
design& for t h s  purpose oi overhaulins iancins gear componenis i i l  provide nininai 
human intewenrion. Tkis resu!t,c in a nioher - outpci ai a lower cost than wiih 
convenu'cnal operauons. It is iliustratoa 5v tn ovewll cost reduction oi 50 penwt io 
the Navy in t3e overnaui oi their C-130 nain landing! gear. 

c. f zcitjties, :es:ed ?;ocesses, environmental Ilcensas? ~ n d  assac:z?e5 infrast;~~!L'rf? 
be in ~ ! a c e  prior cicszr~ of the Hiit A F 3  fzcliities. Soec:ziizca equior;l.enr ?ha: 

is p ~ f i  ai +ill  ,L,FS i2eiiii-y would nee6 :a be resiiczied (i.2. ciean~ng, s:npplnG, snd w ps:ir,g :anks; wdk-iz ovens; filtering and  scxbber systems; auromzlic c3nveyarsi. 

6.  +ill iandins ge=,r incj3s:nzi procssses GUS: meet ~3rrer;i CSEA, zs well at s:a!e 
-, 

saisrs, 2nd Fie=lih dires:ives. i ne engineering s;;E enstlies the: ihe  nos; C'JT531 

s:are-of-iho-zfl enviror!meniai esulpmon? ';uarades wiii p e n i r  u:cinzer;.jprec srsia:~o~s 
i r rclrn. ,  
t 3 c  4 1 i ~ ,  YZETS, 

, 
e. >nf 3rccasses z s e ~  in the overkzu! 2nd reprir o i  landing gear :equliE iETsE. 

voiumes 3i ~neriiczis and genor:zc hzzzr$ous iesidue. Org~n;z^ciion~ tnz! imetemenr 
new ?recesses zrs ~ecuire"Jo c o m i y  !,v~ih t9a nost  cxreni s;a:$ and Fedsrzi -. 
snvircnmenrti ;egui~~iuns. i ;le time is obrain lnvironmenrei licensinc and the 
asssciaied ess~s for izciiities zre not iicenseo are urtivrcwn but grs expecred !o be 
esensive anc exnenstve. 

Summary: 
a. i h c  lancing gear faciiitv at Hill AFS is :he only depor faciijiy clesrgnea spscificaily ro 
c3nsolidate iandina gear overhaulirepai; capability as 2 czsi benefit to the Air EO~CE.  -. - 
i nis dssign gives the landing gear fac:iity excess cpecity and enhances ihe Air 
Force's vision oi 2 landing gear overkzul capabiiity to meet not oniv Air Force? but t i l l  

DOC) fantiins gear :ec,cirernents. iiartsier to Tinker AF3 couid 5e acconpiis3~d, but to 
mainrain :fie preszrrr !eve/ oi c3ntinueu czstomer suocor~, autom~rion and s:izi;i~h?-iine 
piocassing mus: be 2 major cmsidentjen. Hill's unique. fully auromated. ?mcesses 
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t 5 s ~ s  d e g f n e d  !or !b p ~ r p o s ~  a i  , -vern~uling lznaing gazr c3m?onen:s :D 
pr5j,ide mjnirz humsn in:ewenlion re suit in^ in hisber autput ~i a {ewer cost than O I ~ :  

-cnven?ianzl operaiions. in addition :c rn~jor equipmen:, !he faiiiity contains mors i h t ~  
w2,550 5pes;al ico1sI fiXI~res, 2nd pieces sf sucpoii equipment. 'I! :nr:iities. tested 

~ioiSsSPs, anvjronmen;al iicznses, wc arscc!atsd inlrzisiruc!ura "US: be in pace pricr .-  

to cigsare of the sill AFi i  faciiitie~. 

b. ~ ~ c 2 ~ s e  The piocgsses used in ;he ovsrrau! and rspsir cf : l ad ins  gear require 
!srge voiumes 31 chemicals anb generue k,azzrdous residue, crganizsticns :hat 
i m - I ~ m e r i  new processes are 1 2 ~ u r ~ d  to :omply with the mas; current s t z r  md 
Fsdsrai snviinnr;ent~l r~gu!itiors. Tne :ine iO o b t ~ i n  envir i f imenlz  i icensf~g zila the 
z s ~ ~ ~ i + l e d  C&.S for iac:ljtiss i f i l l  .re m: !icins;i 2 ; ~  unkficw" but 2re ex;ecteU ic be 
ertsnsive and expensive. 

-. qC0,000 square c. I ,-kits cunent plan is ;o use bui\ainc 3007 wnich ~ Z S  !he i s ~ , u i r e u  - 
fac:lity. The iollcwing is feel floor space to d e v ~ l c o  a conveniionai 0 v ~ n 2 u l l r e ~ r  

provited for m~dif icaf ion requirersn~s :o isciiities being cons;derec for the sn@in9  
g e l r  1,vorilo~i to mainrain current c s s t m f  C3S: Denefits. 

cr;nders, lathes. Liones. elc. . p, minimum 12 hook heip?! cj.i;onc~ is.ieauired over ail eio ICT.kS 2nd ~ia- ing  
i a rk l .  *isle spzcs mus t  2/50 ?E 2ce0,uate to move I irge pam in act our 
each work area. 
,4n zir handling scrubber i y ~ t o n  !s recsssaq for :he cieaninc, p l ~ a n ~  2nd p+int 
s:rippina operz[ions :a meer E?A reouiarions. 
A 5,000 sq R w~ik- in  oven s 3,200 galgn nitrogen sys:em &SO :eoc :O be 
included into the oveinaul faciiiN- 

Equipment: O~emgu! equipment \N;S i;ec:iicd~ denti i iec Z ~ O  D L J : C ~ ~ S ~ ~  =c:ardin~ 
:3 t h e  w ~ f ~ o a d  requiremenb 2crgunt:ng for S U C ~  ~ ~ C Z O ~ S  LS S i i i ,  C Z E ~ C ~ ~ ,  afid sffcie- 
ncy tc supoon the lenaing gear ;recesses. . Ltnding Gezr Cverr-ui/Rspi[r sq;ipment is *NOT Weapon =)'Stem unique* but 

is process anraue. 
Shop lzyout !or the Tinker 4 W  !anding sear fsciliry prcvides for the recessary 

FOR OF FIClAL USE ONLY 
l N F 6 ' A S ~ i l U C T u R ~  2 sE!JslT/vE 



- 1  1 :  FRm SB ICBM 570 
TO 

FOR 0Fr'iC:AL YSE ONLY 

INFEAS7RUCTVRE Se'NSl77VE 
I 1/10/93 

ficor ssace. j~.: cilizes sever21 differmr discrete zreas in 3201. Stiaight-!ine 
srocassin~ is :he mcs: tffec:tve precessing method lo t vc i c  excessive eans w' moverent. a d  oecretse h e  ;crer,tial for camqe  to itncic9 sear a n i  
c~rnpcnents. 
Space fcr ncvemen: of :he ql;~n~it\! 3 i  very l z r p  ;ZRS (C-5iC-i " 7  !2nding get;; 
is extremeiy limn+? in ai leas1 iwo areas; ?ia:inc snop and Ion vapor aeposition 
(IVD) alumrnuin csaring. . A r + ~ t ~ n : i ~ j  s x j ~ : ~  miss c:iiicai tin. windows such as  (hi four  hour window 
be[v./een plating and bake and tne one flour W I ~ C C W  i!e!wssn a i I i~s iv9  blast 2nCi 
piate. - . Lpncing gear recuire czdmcurn plare. i ne czdrniurn l a ~ i n c  process required 
uiilizes cyanide sdilrions. 
-. 

I ne nsjoii!y c i  piaiing fix:urss at Siil AF3 are for c?romo. csdmium, nickei, anc -. anodize-. , ne Rxures are aosignaC isr Hi11 ; 2 i Z f 5  piatlng faciiiiy 2nd are geculiar 
ro ths tank configuraiicn at Hiil. li may Se pcsslble to "mir:cr" Hill's tank 
configurztion, 3 ~ i  a~proximate!y 70 percent of ;he iixiures are not trzr,sieraDle. 
therciore, ;here are three major ccsls associar~d wiih new fixturing: 

1. design time 
2.  mr:er;al ccsr 

Utilities: L!tiliiy rsqciremenis isr :he overkout srocsss inc!uce, elscrricity, Sacku~ 
=energtors. - corngr~ssec rir, potable warsr, procoss stesm, nzrurzi g i S ,  sanittry sawcr. 
s icm drziris. firs ~roiec:ion, ,warsr sewice, jreaining air, ;GC E 2600 psi niiroaen 
system. 

LsgsiiRecuiatory Canstraints: 3 e k r  :o Environmentai par tg r t *  

Personnei: Assuming workload wiil dorvcsizo in N E B ,  5d2 ps~s;nnei wiil be reauired 
:o supgon ;zncjing Gear rspairjoverhsc!. Theso personnsi will requirt ihe ioiiowing 
skiils. 

GENE3IC; All generic skills are zv~iizSie. 

S?ZZ:AL!ZE3: Thermal Spray 
Seat Treating 
EIec:ro Plating (Lzrce Landing Gear Comoonents) 
Shot Psening 
I'dzchining (Hion Sirensih Stsei cn Large LmCing G s a r  Comconenrs) 
Grinding (Hign S:;encth Steel on Large L~naing Ee2r Csmponents) 
icn Vzpor Deposition 
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Foundry 
1nves;ment Cas:in~ 
Nondestr3c:ive ins3ljction 
Welding 
Aorcsazce f nginser 
indus;rial Engrneer 
Chemical f ngineer 
Process Engineer 

+'*h Mastar s,, ,eauiers 
Utility Sysrerns  Cper~ ior  
Padern Maker 
Tool Maker 
Computer An~ivs t  
Production M a n a c ~ m e n !  Speciaiist 
Logisiic Msnagemenr Specialist 
Equipnen: Spesiajis;~ 
Item fvlanacers 
Macaininf Programming 2nd 3esign 

Transponation: Movement of ha i i r jous  andor toxic liiaterial wiil not occur. 
sssarning thzt the equipmsnr wiil be Ceccniaminstec. 

Environmentai: All industrial processes must meet current  CSHA. 2s "e!i E S  sizte and 
locaj ssiev, 2nd health diricl!ves. Eiil's cccjnsering staff ensures thsr the most 
i ~ r i s n t  stat+of-the-a~ cnvironmenrai equicneni u?gracos wiil pecmii uninierrdcied 
o~erations for many years. 

Tho processes usec in ;hs cvernau! t n c  yooar of lancing ce;; :iauire ;+:EE 

voiumes o i  cneml;s:s anc conerite ~ E Z S : C ~ U S  ;es:cgc. 3 r g ~ 7 ; ; ~ I i ~ n ~  ;ha; 
irnolemenl new ?:ocesszs ere rertilrec i O  ~ l m ~ ! ) ,  wiik i% CCS; CZTS!l! S t Z i 2  Z3C 

Eeaera~ envircnm~ntzi iec'~iziions. 
The time :CI obttin 2nvironm;nr~l !iccnsing the ~ssociiied C3sE for izciiiiies 
that are nci l icenser  2ie unkrown '3ct ire rxtec:ed lc 35 exensive and 

Customer Support: ~ u c r .  or :he wcr*io~c . - cone ri Ogden's  landing Gear fzciiiiy 
crnnot cur:en[]y be Cone anywhere e!se, i i  currant customer c3srs and beniiits are to 
be nninrzinea. Hiil AF3's izciiity sugcoris s v e r  70 csrcent of Do0 landins penr 
worKIoad 2nd cosromer srrjpon ~ u s i  continue during a rransiiion tc znothrr iocaiion. 
Hill's czsiomers are suppcned by i jcs;-in-timi (JIT) concepr with no !arge stockoiie or 
s o ~ r e  lancing gear csmponen i s .  Lznding gezr zsssmblies supporii~g the program 
celot  maintenance (PDM) aircia? are grccuced in the quarter :hey ar; needed and just 
.head oi the reauireu neea a212 ei  ?he aircrait. Changeable iisms cn snock sirur 
~ssornoiies. wneeis, 2nd brakas t r E  C ~ ~ C U C E ? ~  less t h ~ n  one auaner s h ~ t c  o i  the  
needed date. This ieavcs f su r  options to provide uninterrupted c u s t o m e r  suppon. 
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CI . OpTICN :: s ' ~ y  mcre spzres. SORE ;lss.smclies are not zvailable and \~ou!d 
r q c i r e  the conr;ac!or to ;e:coi in grcer :o mtnuiacture them. i-e. 8-52 Lading -. Gear essemSiies. , r;is ~p; ic ,n  is very css:ly, ~ i i k  some c3mponsr?ts cast:ng 
over  $ U0.009 ji.e.12-5 mair izcdir,~ gsar srrut) 2nd lead time io procure man14 
oi these itergs is over three years. 
CPTIGN '2. Replkaie the taziii?ies/equicri~nr cu;:entiy in use. Only srzall 
quenritjes o i  ecuiornsnr c:.ui: 5s r;ar,srer;ec, wiii! minimal ir,terru?t~oo in 
cus t cmer  suppod. -?his cptior: is less sxpensive !hzn Dpzion 1, but would 
int:ude e::asndiizres to ir,su:e 2 1  ssrszr,nel ars p:cceriy trzined on the use of 
the equipment. . G?TiGN .?,. lncretsa the out~u: si ; S ~ ~ I ' ~ ~ I E S ?  and  sirocen ihroughpu? days 3~ 
hirins rzcre persannel, adding a5ciijozd shifts, cr :hrcugh large arnounrs oi  
over rim^. Fleparz jfes zre severeiv iiniied ar;a Lf.l.is.cc!ion would provide oniy 
f ew we2p;sjmonths :ashior; oeicre 2 serio~1s nzs~ i i ve  af'f?~: to customer supporl 
woclc unac~apiabty &gad? c z c ~ z :  cz?~biiity. An e%eztive trznsiiiorr pericd 
wouid be rwo - three years. . GFTiCN 4. A, combination or' Qctions 2 2nd 3 wculd be the best way io reaiist- 
icaily prov id~  unin:er;upted czstomer suppo~  xlhiie tr2nsfeftx7g woi.)tload to 
accrher loc3tiorr. The Landins Seat Division smpons nany non-ianding gEEr 

( i s= .  ,~!ssiies 2nd rnunjijons) czs:cm&rs on riiii A i 3 .  Tnese czstomers will have 
to fizd ailernare sources for :heir work sr beveic~ organic zapabiliiies. 

-, Manzgenent Concspts: i no mar.acrrzent - conceps ziiiizlc i ~ i  any given bas2 wiil be 
in iir;e wi$ :nsse p;osc:ibec by Hct,equan~:s AFLIC; USAF, and other aopiicabie 

. . government  direc:ior;. ncrwever. :he52 c2r;ceors i r Z  ~ ~ ~ 9 1 2 5  locllly to V Z ~ ~ O U S  ceg:e% 
to aczgur\,r icr 5lfferenc~s ;n w e a c n  sys;s~s.  ?roauc!s, ?roczsses, crgznizaii2ns. etC. 

-, , .. . : r , ~  i ~ r , d i ? ~  z e ~ ;  r2c:ljiy 2: -ii! .AFS s u p s o ~ s  the enrir~ 3zs.2 in such  spcizity 
prossssss r s  .$siln;, :~ei!jing, 3 e ~ :  :;sat, in t~zsaent  CzSiing, anc ~2ct ; ln ing.  
Liniess me sniire bzse in cjosee: x u c h  of T ~ I S  cs~abil i ty wouid hzve to be 
resiicried csn~inus swpon  ?or C2s;orr;ers 2:. Hill AS or the sucport WOU~C 

nzve tc ae obtzfcec! eisewner? incrgasrnc lezdtirnes ana ultirr;ate!y impzcting 
ezs;cmSr suppon. 
Sancecw sucn ~slniegrztes.  \/2'e2zocs Sys:em Mznageneni (IWSM) 2nd JIT 
e-,uid be zccammcdais~ in znu  ??iccziisn. At )-!ill RF3 ;he ianding gear f~ciiity 
has been  pursuing !he JlT ?:ocess, :vnic.i; has resrritei in a lessening of -. invenrc~.  I nis c:eares the 7eec for s very czreiuily 3ianned tr~nsition whicn 
cannot be zilowed io irnoac: czs:one: suppor;. The imcac: oi this aspes: is 
=ad:essed under "Cdsstoner Su?porrX. 
*ill AF3 was aesignared, under the iecnntczl Repair Center (TRC) ccncept, as 
the overhaui/re?air center  for laficing g a r .  Ti79 Hill AF3 i~nding Gear izciiities 
were designed and buiit s?eciiically for that punose. Tnese fscilities have 
aemonsrrareo the cznaciry to ovsrnaui ail Coa landing ge2r. Cos; savings and 
esiciency wrthin 900 xust be a cansideration In any ie~ocztion consicerccion. 
-Lt 

I ne current TFiC ffexibiiity 2nd czozioiiiiy woula, in zil likeiihood, Se losr to future 
COD consoiidaticn considerations and might even impacr surge capability. 
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Community 1nftast:ucrure: .An Earn 31 c:nsideretion in any relocaiion is the 
infras:ruc?ure and caaa-iiiiv si  i,'ie pa!ninc i3rr;muniV lo absaro t h e  resultant irpac: in 
ssch areas as 3ousir.s. schocis, Cazarc3us wastes, ~ t c .  It can be  assumed !hat . . 

cornmuniiy inirts;;uc:uie will Se iz place: however, 3s in any relocation. ii is anlic:paiec 
that a percenfsge of empicysns ;vouic not relocite. This is panicuiariy a ~ p i i c ~ 5 i e  to 
the most senior and zcs; skiiled indivi.',~:a!s. This in ;urn wiil c:eate t h e  need :o arzw 
upon t h e  loczj iabor 300i for -;CC~ exuertisi. 2s ultra h i ~ h  strenath s te~l mach in ln~ ,  
piatins, heat trenrins, etc. Ir: con;unc:ioo with :he labcr coccern would also csnz  the 

-, need for bcal aducz~icnz1 c ~ ~ 2 b i / i t i ~ s .  ! ner? are currenily 550 incividuais assigned:~ 
the iiill AF3 landing gsar  or~an:zation. It is crcbable tnat only 15 pircent wcuic be 
.willing io reloczte. 

Ces:: The cos :~  idenrjiie j in :his paper ;*,ere devkioped usir.g v2rious tschr.iques 2nd 
assumpticns. Whiie we bejieve :hey ars wlihin a reasonab!~ :ange o i  accurscy, based 

' + ~ s e  ccs:s upon 40 ye+rs oi landing gezr exoerienc~ es weil as actual records o i  cost. iJ .- 
should be vaiidated if more iiniie zcroracy is needed. There a:e many vanebles wkich 
can impzc! the aciuai costs involved in any relocation sc?ion. iollowing are ccs :~  by 
category which we be!levs ivouia 5.1 intzrrec! in part or in toczi. 

... . Faciliiv Modiiicario[? an6 ?;qs;zricr, ai Tinker A f 3  Amount ro bE finalized 
Sunns srre survey '1 5 - i!? Nov 92 

-. m r  . ........................... r:xtilre Renanufaztl~re 33. I Miiiion Lased on esiirnare for 
czinir,~ sc~!vin, :a Rernanui~c:ur5 ii~tuies /CI :E~KS. wnich are iflieoral io znd 
eannor be moveo frorr; Hill Af S. 

.-CI * . E s c i ~ m e n :  ~ ~ l c c ~ i ! s ~  ............................% Miilion The CDS: to ~ c v o  n!ssisn! 
7- ! s u p = , o ~  ecuipmen: to r inkei r 3  \sx~;ucing overhead eonveyor sys;zn;s, 5:lage 

c:anes, zrc.) ju: ir,c!gdinc ~rbcijnc, - .  ;acicjng/onpac.icj~g~ one tins i;ic-nc casts 
q=? nnO ~ 6 -  znd :ransr=orrzrion ~y i ~ a ~ k  are ,,,.~;,,oo r . 

- 

................................ Envrrcnmentzi Gas: $22.3 Million The estinared css:s to 
compiy with er;vironmenrai reguirsmeots sucn 2s sir, sslorzge, and tHs ie i  7trmiis; 
NE?A v^oc.~rneniation peneraiion: =,nd im?rovemencu'expans~on of faciiiiies such 
as hazarcous w a s z  c~nrrci, sccrage, dispersion, ano irearmenc are esiimaisc to 
3s S: &,803,000. 
Environmental iestor;=,tior: cssis :o be accomptished, clecantarninaiicn oi 
zaui~rnenr 2nd f~ciiiiies and disqosal of unrec~veraole materiais is esT;lmztea to 
be S3,175,5i30. T o r ~ l  environrn~nial casts arz estimated ar S22.278,SCO. 

- ....................... I rznsii- on Downtime Cast S40 Million per month Eased an 
estirnztes ro procure ozns znc sFares to keog assers in operation during 
transition period. 
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Plying Operations 

Issue 
FY 9714 Force 

Structure 

Hill AFB 
54F-16 
15F-16(AFR) 
16 Test Aircraft 

I 

USAI: Ops Eva1 I Green 

Concerns 

Overall Flying 
USAF Operational 

training 
Relocation of 
AFR F-16s 
UTTR-CM test 
UTTR-SS range 
Missile Mx 

F-16 LANTIRN 

Excellent Flying 
Range 
Poor Winter Wx 

I 

R&A Staff' I 20213 1 1 
Eva1 I 

(Non-ALC Functions) 

I ' Air Intelligence I AF Technology 

Kelly AFB 
14 C-5 (AFR) 
12 F-16 (ANG) 

Green- 

* Relocation of 
AFR C-5s and 
ANG F- 16s 
Wilford Hall 
uses runway 

Agency Application 
AFNews Center 

McClellan AFB 
~I-IC-~~O*(ANC;) 
5 I-IH-~O*(ANG) 
4 HC-130 (CG) 

(* If Moffett move is 
approved.) 

Green- 

* Prevents ANG 
rescue unit 
move from 
Moffett 

I Agency 
Large Ramp 

Robins AFB 
6 E-8 (JSTARS) 

4 B-1 (ANG) 

12KC-135 
1 EC-135 
1EC-137 

Green- 

I 

JSTARS I AWACS 

Tinker AFB 
30 E-3 (AWACS) 

8 KC- 135 (AFR) 
1 EC-135 
16 E-6 (TACAMO) 

Green- 

I 

* ALC for 
JSTARS 
Delays JSTARS 
1OC 
Relocation of 
ANG B-1s 

HQAFRES TACAMO 

Relocation of 
AWACS, 
'TACAMO, and 
AFR KC- 135s 
ALC for 
AWACS and 
TACAMO 

Large Ramp 
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Air Force Depot Flying Operations 
R&A Analysis Description 

Forces -- Total Possible -- 56 points 
Hill AFB -- 25 points 

54 F-16 [15 points] 
15 F- 16 (AFR) [5 points] 
16 Test Aircraft [5 points] 

Kelly AFB -- 10 points 
14 C-5 (AFR) [5 points] 
12 F- 16 (AiG)  [5 points] 

McClellan AFB -- 10 points 
4 HC-1301.5 HH-60 (ANG) [5 points] 
4 HC- 130 (Coast Guard) [5 points] 

Robins AFB -- 37 points 
6 E-8 (JSTARS) [25 points] 
4 B-1 (ANG) [5 points] 
12 KC- 135 [5 points] 
1EC-135 [lpoints] 
1 EC-137 [I points] 

Tinker AFB -- 56 points 
30 E-3 (AWACS) [25 points] 
8 KC- 13 5 (AFR) [5 points] 
1EC-135 [lpoint] 
15 E-6 (TACAMO) [25 points] 

ATC Delay - 5 points 
Score = 5 - #of ATC delays (>5=0) 

Distance to alternate airfield (Alt Airf) - 5 points 
Score=5-distance150 

Distance to supersonic Military Operating Area (SS MOA) - 5 points 
Score = 5-(Distance/4), (>200=0) 

Military Operating Area (MOA) -- 5 points 
Score = 5-(Distance/4), (>200=0) 

Low ICIOA (L MOA) -- 5 points 
Score = 5-(Distance/4), (>200=0) 

Distance to scorable range (SC RA) -- 5 points 
Score = 5-(Distance/4), (Distance>200=0) 



Distance to electronic range (EC RA) -- 5 points 
Score = 5-(DistanceIQ), (Distance>200=0) 

Distance to Air Combat Maneuvering Instrumentation (ACMI) Range -- 5 points 
Score = 5-(Distance/4), (Distance>200=0) 

Distance to a range used to drop live or inert weapons (DR RA) -- 5 points 
Score = 5-(DistanceILC), (Distance>200=0) 

Number of IR Routes within 100 NM (IR 100) - 5 points 
Score = #, (>5=5) 

Distance to Military Training Route (MTR) -- 10 points 
Score = (Distance<400= 1 O), 1 O-((Distance-400)18O) 

Number of air refueling routes within 300 NM (AR(300)) - 10 points 
Score=#,(>10=10) 

Distance to concentrated receiver area (Con RA) - 10 points 
Score = (Distance<400= I 0), 10-((Distance-400)/80) 

Distance to drop zone @Z) -- 10 points 
Score = 10-(Distancel50) 

Distance to landing zone (LZ) -- 10 points 
Score = 10-(DistanceISO) 

Percent weather is better than 200 feet (ceiling) and lf2 mile (200&112) - 5 points 
Score~ercent-95 

Percent weather is better than 300 feet and 1 mile (30011) - 5 points 
Score=percent-95 

Percent weather is better than 1500 feet and 3 miles (1500i3) - 5 points 
Score~ercent-95 

Average number of days per year of freezing precipitation (Freez Pre) - 5 points 
Score=S-(#/4), (>20=0) 

Number of Hydrant Fueling Systems (Hy Pits) - 10 points 
Score=#/4 



Quantity in thousands of barrells of jet fuel storage (Fu St*)) - 10 points 
Score=#/25 

Facilities (Facil) - 20 points 
Score=20 for Green; 16 for Green-; 14 for Yellow+; 10 for Yellow; 6 for Yellow-; 

4 for Red+; 0 for Red 

Family Housing Rating (Housing) - 10 points 
Score=lO for Green; 8 for Green-; 7 for Yellow+; 5 for Yellow, 3 for.YelIow-; 

2 for Red+; 0 for Red 

Runway Length in feet (Run L) - 20 points 
Score-R/6OO, (> 12,000=20) 

Parking Apron in thousand square yards (Apron) - 20 points 
Score=#/40 

Compatible for ground encroachment - 5 points 
Score=5 if yes, 0 if no 

Compatible for noise encroachment - 5 points 
Score=5 if yes, 0 if no 

Average number of noise complaints per month (Noi CRM) - 5 points 
Score=( 1 5-#)I3 

Number of C-141 equivalent aircraft can be loaded or unloaded at one time (C-141 loa) - 
5 points 

Score=#/2 

Does the base have a hot cargo pad (Hot Cargo) - 5 points 
Score=5 if yes, 0 if no 

Air Quality - 10 points 
Score=lO for Green; 8 for Green-; 7 for Yellow+; 5 for Yellow; 3 for Yellow-; 

2 for Red+; 0 for Red 

Munitions Capacity (Mun Cap) - 10 points 
Score=lO for Green; 8 for Green-; 7 for Yellow+; 5 for Yellow; 3 for Yellow-; 

2 for Red+; 0 for Red 



U D K R C  STAFFER DATA REQUEST 

1. Data verbally requested by Ms. Anne Reesc on 19 June 1995. 

2. Data requested: 

a. Workload hours for the C-5 airframe for FY99. 

b. Workload hours for the C-5 engine for FY99. 

3 .  Dsta provided bclow in the same format as Tabla 3.1 ,b from the JCSG-DM data call. and is 
updated b d  upon the latest Planncd Labor Application, dated April 1995, and differs from the 
data submitted to the Air  Force in Octobar 1994. Airframe and engine work is suppwtcd by 
various commodities beyond the obvious ones. therefore. the portion o f  the associated workload 
f?om each commodity group is Identified. 

4 .  Dara r e q u e s t e d  by Mr Cantwell on 9 7 / 4  manpower f o r  Cryptologic S u p p o r t  
D i r e c t o r a t e :  

C-5 ENGINE (TF39) Support 
21 Aircraft Components - Other 
3 A  Englnes (GTE) Alrcr~ft  
13C Special Interwt Item - M E  

C-5 ENGINE Totsl 

20 Officere 
178 Enlisted 
3 3 9  - C i v i l i a n  
5 3 7  TOTAL 9 7 / 4  

I T 9 9  DLH 
1,417 

1,289,891 , 
6,355 

1,297,663 



Document Separator 









T w FRANK CANTWELL 

u BRAC Staffer 
Kelly Tenant Visit Itinerary 

5 Jun 95 

1000 Depart Kelly AFB for Airport - U-Drive with driver 

1033 Flight arriva! - NW 1167 

1 100 149th TANG Courtesy Visit - Col Walston B 962 
POC LTC Flores Phone: 6-6921 Fax: 6-3231 
Drop driver at 149th for pick-up by LGT 

11 30 4 ASF Courtesy Visit - Dr (LTC) Lafon B 1612 
POC Dr Lafon Phone: 2-5055 Fax: 2-7239 

Beeper: 3-2268 

1200 76th MUNS and Manpower Courtesy Visit B 1676 
/Working Lunch @ O'Club wl LTC Boyd, LTC Marsillio & Maj Hogan 
POC LTC Boyd Phone: 5-1394 Fax: 5-1393 

LTC Marsillio Phone: 5-6722 Fax: 5-9231 
O'Club Phone: 924-7341 

w 
1300 433rd AW Courtesy Visit - Col Bentley B 809 

POC Sgt Coleman Phone: 6-4331 Fax: 6-4917 

1400 AIA Courtesy Visit - Col %#% B 2007?& 
Phone: 6-2001 Fax: 6- +w 
Home. 679-801 8 Pager: 244-6451 * 3 g  

Cb-Zq7J 
1430 IAAFA Courtesy Visit - Col Hining B 1440 

POC Col Hining Phone: 3-450714109 Fax: 3- 
-7 

1500 307th RED HORSE Courtesy Visit - LTC Jones B 3757 b+- k c  / ly 1 
POC LTC Jones Phone: 5-605113562 Fax: 5-9362 I 

I 
I 

1530 AFNEWS Courtesy Visit - Col Panvanni (sp) B3107 66~4 k d $  ' 
POC MAJ Lefforge Phone: 5-6161 Fax: 5-9904 I 

Home: 402-1 590 I 

I 

1600 838th EIS Courtesy Visit - Capt B3820 - tkdliy ) 
POC Mr Bales Phone: 5-0838 Fax: 5- J 

(e-77~1) Home: 665-9500 

AS OF 4 June, 1995 5:27 PM b o ~ e  &I lb" 
cioh, O~pt  - %05P 



FRANK CANTWELL 
BRAC Staffer 

Kelly Tenant Visit Itinerary 
5 Jun 95 

1000 Depart Kelly AFB for Airport 

1033 Flight arrival 

1130 4 ASF Courtesy Visit 
pr CQC- 

1200 76th MUNS and Manpower Courtesy Visit c4 " P~yd 
Working Lunch @ O'Club 

1400 AIA Courtesy Visit Cc I Sd #0r 

1430 IAAFA Courtesy Visit 

Ic 
1500 307th Courtesy Visit + & Tw 

47/$- 3 s  

1530 AFNEWS Courtesy Visit 

F/I > L C D  t ion  / b u  

1600 838th Courtesy Visit 4 

AS OF 4 June, 1995 3:41 PM 





AIA C41 SYSTEMS RELOCATION COST ESTlMATES 

V The following estimates are associated with relocating ATA (Security Hill C4X Systems) 
With these estimates are three assumptions. Fist there is a need to recreate the C4I 
infiacstructure to allow concurrent operations. Second, concurrent operations would be 
required at some minimal level for approximately one year. Third, there are inherent 
circuit rehoming costs. 

The following cost estimates are conservative in nature and represent a "not-less-than7' 
cost in each category. 

Engineering and Installation charges 
Long-haul circuit costs 
Rehoming charges , 
Long-haul citcuit termination ( 150 circuits) 
Sun Systems (CONSTANT WEB) 
CONVEX (JC2WC) 
UNISYS Systems (LT & W C )  
D H S  
VAX ( W C )  
Intelligence Systems Wide Area Net (plus 
other LANS) 
1,000 Workstations 
UPS and Generators (Computer Room) 
Tech Control 
Security System 
NEWSDEALER System 
Telephone Switches 
VTC/MIMX 
Conference horns (AudioNis Support) 
Operations Support Central 
Contract hjaintenance 

TOTAL 63.7M 

J U N  5 '95 16:85 
TOTAL P. 02 

210 969 4470 PQGE.002 
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Legend 
Option 2 

I Closed Facilies 

0 Retained Facilities 



ALC only closure 

Hill Tinker Robins Kelly McClellan 
1-time cost 1,025.0 612.4 461.9 467.0 333.4 
annual 20.9 30.7 28.0 32.6 30.4 
savings 
ROI 100 + years 31 years 23 years 19 years 13 years 
positions 346 520 476 495 448 
eliminated 
positions 5,583 8,492 7,804 8,055 7,239 
realigned 



COBRA SUMMARY 
Air Force Relvised Full Closure 

Hill Kelly McClellan Robins Tinker 
One-Time Cost ($M) 

New 1293 582 574 925 1332 
Old 1409 660 524 1021 1324 

Milcon ($M) 
New 656 105 9 8 316 7 32 
Old 689 97 47 200 687 

Annual Savings ($M) 
New 7 1 76 87 6 2 73 
0 Id 70 74 9 5 76 69 

Net Present Value ($M) 
New -442 283 392 -250 -472 
Old -514 218 589 -127 -454 

Return on Investmt?nt (years) 
New 27 9 7 22 28 
Old 30 10 5 17 28 

Personnel Eliminated 
New 1194 1245 1438 1189 1284 
Old 1450 1492 1756 1744 1393 

Base Population 
New 14362 19104 12588 16299 21743 
Old 14019 18400 12182 15454 19530 

WORKLOAD TRANSFER 

Workload Transfer 96 
Hill NIA 10 7 0 12 1 
Kelly I 0  NIA 0 30 72 
McClellan 39 0 N/A 58 13 
Robins 14 1 5 N/A 14 
Tinker 37 89 25 0 N /A 



v F A X  C O V E R  S H E E T  

DATE: June 6, 199fi TIME: 1 :50 PM 

TO: [Laura Perritt FAX: 15-82461 
[76 ABWJQ] 

FROM: [Mr. Beck] 

[HQ AINXR] 

RE: [Subject: Visw Graphs] 

cc : [For: Mr Car\twell] 

Number of pages inclucling cover sheet: [5j 

Message 
[As request by CAr Cantwell] 



from the office of the 

DIRECTOR O F  
W PLANS & REQUIRIEMENTS 

To: 

JUN 6 '95 13:35 



n ~ r m n x 7  A X T  v n A m x n w ~ c  n u i r  vv A r OR DEPLOYMENT OPE- r IULTD 

* LOSS OF GOVERNMENT COURIER SERVICE 
MIGRATION TO COMMERCIAL CIVILIAN 
COURIER SERVICE 



* ~ ~ ~ u u u ~ I  " A NnnT DY AFB ACCEPTABLE GIVEN 
MOBILITY CONTROL CENTER 
HEAVY LIFT RAMPIRUNWAY 
CAPABILITY 





WHAT MAY CLOSEIRELOCATE 
SA ALC? SA ALCl76 ABW 
RUNWAY 

COMMUNICATIONS HUB 
* BUILDINGS 1004 & 1005 HOUSE OUR 

ACTIVITIES EXCLUSIVELY 
BOS TRANSFER/HOUSING 
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DRAFT 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

KELLY AIR FORCE BASE. SAN ANTONIO. TX 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

The San Antonio Air Logistics Center is the primary employer on Kelly Air Force Base. The 
center manages aircraft, engines, stock items, weapons (nuclear ordnance), and depot 
maintenance programs. The center's depot activity also repairs a variety of aircraft, aircraft 
engines and weapon system components. Supported aircraft include the F-5, F-16, C-5 and C- 
17. Previously the San Antoni 3 center supported the B-52, however the workload has been 
transferred to the Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center. Kelly Air Force Base is also home to the 
433rd Airlift Wing (AF Reserve) which flies C-5 aircraft., the 149th Fighter Group and a DLA 
Distribution Depot. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Downsize San Antonio Air Logistics Center. The 1 March BRAC recommendation to the 
Commission would have resulted in the consolidation of the following workload to San 
Antonio: (1) foundry operti:ions, (2) industrial plant equipment software, and (3) plating. 
Correspondence fiom the A ir Force Headquarters, in response to Commission questions, 
indicates that San Antonio -will be transferring part of its work to other centers for the 
following: (1) automatic test equipment software, (2) sheet metal repair and manufacturing, 
(3) Composites and plastics, (4) tubing, (5) machine manufacturing, (6) and 
hy draulics/pneumatics. 

Relocate the following activities to Kelly Air Force Base: (1) the Air Force Inspection 
Agency and Air Force Safely Office fiom Kirtland Air Force Base, (2) the Defense Nuclear 
Agency (field Command) from Kirtland Air Force Base, and the 68th Intelligence Squadron 
from Brooks Air Force Bast:. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

Reductions in force structure have resulted in excess depot capacity across Air Force depots. 
The recommended Air Logistic Center realignments will consolidate production lines and move 
workload to a minimum nurnbe: of locations, allowing the reduction of personnel, infrastructure 
and other costs. The net effect of the realignments is to transfer approximately 3.5 million direct 
labor hours and to eliminate 37 production lines across the five depots. These actions will allow 
the Air Force to demolish or mclthball facilities, or make them available for use by other 
agencies. These consolidations will reduce excess capacity, enhance efficiencies, and produce 

1 
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cost savings without the one-time costs associated with closing a depot. Air Force action is 
intended to reduce depot capacity by 1.5- 2 depot equivalents. However, no infrastructure will 
be eliminated; the Air Force action eliminates capacity by laying away workstations and 
mothballing space. 

Kirtland and Brooks Air Forcz Bases rated low relative to other bases in the Laboratory Product 
Center category. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

Cost Savings for ALC 

The downsize in place strategy requires every ALC to be realigned. requires that the entire 
strategy be executed to achieve Air Force-wide savings. 

1 4 0 ' 4  

Air Force-wide ALC saving!; for the downsize in place strategy are: 1 
' 

J ,  7 7  
One-Timecost: $ 183.0 million 

sod'?- 
Net (Costs) and Savings Curing Implementation: $ 138.7 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 89.0 million v" 
Break-Even Year: 2000 ( 2 years) 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $ 991.2 million 

The Air Force has provided mro revisions to its BRAC recommendations since the 1 March 
submission. the following displays the original and most current version of the BRAC 
recommendations: 

Kelly portion of the ALC cost savings (1 March version) are: 
One-Time Cost: $ 29.7 million 
Net Savings During Imple~nentation: $ 52.4 million 
Annual Recurring Savings : $ 22.3 million 
Break-Even Year: 1999 (1 year) 

1. Net Present Value Over 20 Years $ 265.2 million 

Kelly portion of the ALC cost savings (1 1 April version) are: 
One-Time Cost: $ 31.1 million 
Net Savings During Implementation: $ 42.0 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 20.9 million 
Break-Even Year: 2000 (2 years) 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years $ 242.5 million 

DRAFT 
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MANPOWER IMPLICATI(3NS 
The Air Force has provided two revisions to its BRAC recommendations since the 1 March 
submission. the following displays the personnel impacts of the original and most current 
version of the BRAC recom:ndations: 

Military Civilian 

Baseline (AFB) 4,220 12,678 

1  march recommendation 
Reductions(ALC) 10 
Realignments 0 

1 1 April update 
Reductions(ALC) 9 
Realignments 0 

Gains 
fiom Kirtland and Brooks 408 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

San Antonio is the only Air Logistics Center Installation that is not on National Priorities List. 
Kelly was ranked low by the Air Force in the environmental area because of asbestos and water 
availability problems. The water problem is likely to be resolved. A letter of intent signed by 
the Chief of the Environmental Law Division of the Oflice of the Staff Judge Advocate (signed 
20 April 1995) indicates that tliere will be " a ready supply of surface water that can be supplied 
against future missions .... and (there will be) no impact on the endangered species which rely on 
(this water supply). 

REPRESENTATION 

Senators: Phil b n m  
Kay Bailey Hutchinson 

Representative: Henry B. Gonzalez 
Governor: George \V. Bush 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 1.194 jobs (446 direct and 748 indirect) 
San Antonio, Texas h1SA Job Base: 730,857 jobs 
Percentage: 0.2 percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (year-year): 1.0 percent decrease 

3 
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None at this time 

None at this time 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

The cost benefit of the Air Force recommendation to downsize in place all five air logistics 
centers versus the joint cross se:rvice group proposal to close 2 air logistics centers. The joint 
cross service group proposed m. alternative which suggested that the San Antonio center was one 
of the recommended closures. 

4 
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9714 AUTH : OCCUP SF 
BRAC NEW ORGANIZATION 

MOVING TO WEST RAMP 
- 

307th RED HORSE 
IAAFA 

I 
I 

REGULAR MOVING , REPLACE 
MILCON' COSTS EQUIPM'T IASSGND AUTH 

212 
48 

OTHER 

53,155 5,301,706 ! - \ a 9.161.858 
- 38,206 3,061,529 ' - 

NOTES 

-- Def Courier Svc 4,731 , 1,000.000 
I - 1 ,700  4th Aero Stg Flght (LAFB) 158,589 

9,161,858 ' 0 SUB TOTAL, 307 97,792 9,521,824 i 0 8 0 

I 
I I I 

I 

CONSTRUCTION REQUIRED TO SUPPORT WEST RAMP 
1 

I 
I 

-- -7 I 
Base Support Structure- I-- I 
Land 
' 

-- -- i 1,390,000 21 2 Acres West Ramp North 149th 
Rafwwons - - 
Taxiway - -- - 
Other Moves - - ~ ~ - - ~  

Operations Support 

- ----L 
57 - 894.254 

TransportationlFuels 110 r I 75,213 , 10,186,824 1 I Includes Refueler Maint Shop&LOX 
Deployment $+&&-- A - - 

76 Munitions -- . 

I I I I 
SUB TOTAL 260 1 75,213 37.388.290 ! 0 i 0 1 0 ! 1,390,000 1 

I 
--- I I 

I I I 

ORGANIZATIONS LEAVING OR RELOCATING WITHIN SAN ANTON1 
I I 

-- I 

838th EIS 433 ! 65,308 4,714,154 6200,000 , 27,502,599 1 21,769,545 'Other is 200 Man D m  
DisperseIDisband 
Other is renovation S's at other DMC vs new MILCON 
$1 M for commlfumishing- part of original MILCON 
DeCA could lease GSA downtown 

1 4.400.000 
DLA I 396 4,311,342 : 100,000,000 

AFNEWS 279,548 2,035,350 1,000.000 
DeCAmAidwest Reg 15.552 . 1,450,807 72,754 : 490,229 

DISA 

DRMO - 78 1 391,631 12,100,000 . 386,000 , 2.200 I Includes open stqlstays in SA 
Ofiice of Complaints 8 1 1,648 , 6,000 , 100.000 'Other is annual lease option in SA 

1 19.700 10,759.578 1,478,733 
2,!%4.025 

I 

Defense lG 6 3,530 , 
GAO 6 470 ; -- 

-5------- 

1 
I I 

SUB TOTAL 

;' MILCON for currently proqrarnmed construction 

970 i 4,936,559 ' 31,578,564 ' 5,200,000 102,223,035 29,537,949 ' 27,761,974 1 
- 

GRAND TOTAL 1,230 5,011,772 i 68,966,854 6,200,000 
I I -- 

102,223,035 , 29,537,949 
I 

I 
29,151,974 ' 











DRAFT 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

DEFENSE ::DISTRIBUTION DEPOT SAN ANTONIO (DDST) 

INSTALLATION iMISSION 

The San Antonio Defense Clistribution Depot receives, stores, and issues wholesale and retail 
material in support of DLA and the Military Services. It is a collocated depot located on the 
same installation with an Air Force maintenance depot--Kelly Air Force Base--its largest 
customer. Its primary miss ion is to provide rapid response to this customer. 

DOD RECOMMENDATIIDN: None 

COMMISSION ALTERN.4TIVE 

Commission added Defense Distribution Depot San Antonio for consideration for closure. 

JUSTIFICATION 

The requirement to studjr the disestablishment of the DLA distribution depot is driven by the 
Commission's decision to s t d y  the closure of the Kelly Air Force Base--the distribution depot's 
primary customer. 

The Distribution Concept of Operations states DLA's distribution system will support the 
size and configuration of the Defense Depot Maintenance System. Thus, if depot maintenance 
activities are disestablished, :allocated depots will also be disestablished. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CON SIDERATIONS 

Environmental considera:ions do no prohibit this recommendation from being implemented. 

REPRESENTATION 

Senators: Phil Grarnm 
Kay Bailey Hutchison 

Representatives: Frank Tejada, Henry Bonilla, Henry B. Gonzalez, 
Governor: George W. Bush 
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ECONOMIC IMPACT * 

1(1 Potential Employment Loss: 42,123 jobs 
(17,660 direct and 24,463 indirect) 

San Antonio, TX MSA Job Base: 730,857 jobs 
Percentage: 5.7% percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Ir~pact (1 996-2001): 7.5% percent decrease 

* These economic impact numbers include the complete closure of Kelly Air Force Base as well 
as the attendant San Antonio Defense Distribution Depot. 

Marilyn Wasleskihteragency IssuesTeam/05/3 1 I95 5:07 PM 
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BASE VISIT REPORT 

DEFENSE DI!STRIBUTION DEPOT SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 

5 APRIL, 1995 

LEAD COMNIISSIONER: 

None 

None 

COMMISSION: 

Bob Cook, Interagency Team Leader 

w Colonel George McCleary, US AF 

STALLATION MISSION:. 

The Defense Distribution Depot San Antonio receives, stores, and issues wholesale and retail 
material in support of DLA and the Military Services. Its primary mission is to provide rapid 
response to its largest customer -- the San Antonio Air Logistics Center -- with which it is 
collocated. 

None, the visit was for orientation purposes to explore expansion potential for the depot. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION; 

NIA 



Mission briefing by commarlder and key staff (briefing in library). 
Windshield tour of depot facilities and buildingslgrounds offered for additional storage. 
Walking tour of newer buildings including those with mechanized systems. 

The depot has a total of 3 1 buildings and 4.3 million square feet. 
.The total depot capacity is approximately 67% utilized. 
66,000 square feet of hazardous storage is currently available and is 70% utilized. 
Approximately 57% of the dzpot's work is for off base customers and 57% is for on-base Air 
Logistics Center maintenancl: requirements. 
The Air Logistics Center has offered a number of buildings to the depot for additional 
storage, some are in acceptable condition; however, others will require modification. 
Additional outside storage has also been offered by the Air Logistics Center. 
The depot currently has 929 inanpower authorizations but will reduce to 696 by 30 June 95. 
The depot can accept additio~lal mission, if required. 
UPS and Federal Express can receive shipments as late as 11:OOPM daily. 

m COMMUNITY- 

NIA 

Bob Cookflnteragency Issues Team Leader1 0513 1/95 4:30 PM 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

USAF BASE FACT SHEET 
KL:U Y AIR FORCE BASE, TEXAS 

MA.JCOM/LOCATTON/SI~: AFMC base five miles southwest of San Antonio with 
3,661 acres 

MAJOR UNITS/FORCE STRUCTURE: 

S a .  Antonio Air Logistic: Center 
-- Provides support to C-5, C-17, C-131,OV-10, T-37, T-38, B-52, and QF-106 

(drone) aircraft 
-- 76th Air Base Wing 
Headquarters, Air Intelligcnce'Agency (FOA) 
- 67th Intelligence Wing 
-- Air Force Information '1Narfa.e Group 
- Intelligence Systems Group 
Headquarters, Air Force Kews Agency (FOA) 
433rd Airlift Wing (AFR) 
-- 14 C-5A 
149th Fighter Group (AN(;) 
-- 15 F-16A/B 
Joint Electronic Warfare Clenter 

USAF -M4NPOWER AUTETOFUZATIONS: (As of FY 9512) 

MILITARY--ACTIVE 
GUARD 
RESERVE 
CIVILLQN 
TOTAL 

ANNOUNCED ACTIONS: 

The Air Force will reducc: approximately 11.700 civilian authorizations in fiscal year 
1995. These reductions 'ire a result of the Federal Workforce Res r ruc tu~g  Act of 
1994, the National Performance Review, and depot workload reductions. This action 
helps bring Department of Defense civilian employment levels in line with overall force 
reductions and results in a decrease of 1007 civilian manpower authorizations st Kelly 
m. 

Basing Manaser: Maj BrackettfXOOBl77357 

w Editor: bfs WrighrfXOOBDI-16675122 Feb 95 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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KELL Y AIR FORCE BASE, TEXAS (Cont'd) 

w 
MILITARY CONSTRUC'I'TON PROGRAM 6000): 

FISCAL YEAR 94: 
AddfAlter Dormitories [DBOF] 
Alter Weapon System Support Center (Ph II) [DBOF] 
C-17 AddAlter 1WI Facility [DBOF] 
C-17 Alter Depot Avionics Facility [DBOF;I 
C- 17 Engineering Test Laboratory 
Upgrade Sanitary Sewer Mains 
Upgrade Storm Drainage System (Ph I) 
Upgrade Taxiway 
Replace Underground Fuel Storage Tanks [ANG] 
RED HORSE S tructural/Utility Facility [AFR] 
Base Supply Warehouse [MJG] (Congress Insert) 
IAAFA Flightline Maintenance Trainins (Base Closure)* 
TOTAL 

FISCAL YEAR 95: 
Upgrade Hydrant Fueling Systems 
Add/Alter Dormitory 

(I Upgrade Sanitary Sewer Lints 
TOTAL 

Note: * Project forecast foi- funding by the Base Closure Account. Associated with the 
1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission recommendation to realign 
Homestead AFB, FL. The her-American Air Forces Academy (LUFA) is on Lackland 
A m ,  TX; however, IAAFA ilses Kelly AFB for its fightline related courses. 

SIGNIFICANT INSTALLATION ISSUESIPROBLEMS: None 

FOR OFFICL4L USE ONLY 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

BASE SUMMARY SHEET 

Tinker Air Force Base 

Tinker Air Force Base is part of the Air Force Material Command. The major units on the base 
are the 72nd Air Base Wing, .38th Engineering Installation Wing, 552nd Air Control Wing, and 
507th Air Refueling Wing. There is a Navy strategic communications wing that provides the 
U.S. Strategic Command and National Command Authorities with an airborne command and 
control capability. The force structure is supported by the Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center 
(ALC) which supports the B- I ,  B-2, B-52, and KC-1 35 aircraft. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

Realign the Oklahoma City ALC and consolidate part of the following workloads there: 
(1) airborne electronics, (2) ajrborne electronic automatic equipment software, (3) machine 
manufacturing, and (4) platin;;. 

w DOD JUSTIFICATION 

Reductions in force structure have resulted in excess depot capacity across Air Force depots. 
The recommended ALC realilpments will consolidate production lines and move workload to a 
minimum number of location;, allowing the reduction of personnel, idrastructure and other 
costs. The net effect of the redignments is to transfer approximately 3.5 million direct labor 
hours and to eliminate 37 production lines across the five depots. These actions will allow the 
Air Force to demolish or mothball facilities, or make them available for use by other agencies. 
These consolidations are an alttempt to reduce excess capacity, enhance efficiencies, and produce 
cost savings without the one-time costs associated with closing a depot. Air Force are intended 
to reduce depot by 1.5 -2 depot equivilents. However, no hhstructure will be eliminated, the 
Air Force action eliminates capacity by laying away workstations and mothballing space. 

COST CONS ID ERA TI ONE^ DEVELOPED BY DOD 

Air Force-wide ALC savings from the realignment are: 

One-Time Cost: 
Net (Costs) Savings During Implementation: 
Annual Recurring Savings : 
Break-Even Year: 

$1 83 .O million 
S 13 8.7 million 
$ 89.0 million 
2 years 

DRAFT 



DRAFT 

Net Present Value Over :!O Years: $99 1.2 million 

w The Tinker portion of thc: savings are (1 March version): 

One-Time Cost: 
Net (Costs) Savings During Implementation: 
Annual Recurring Savings: 
Break-Even Year: 
Net Present Value Over :!O Years 

The Tinker portion of the savings are (1 1 April version): 

One-Time Cost: 
Net (Costs) Savings During Implementation: 
Annual Recurring Savings: 
Break-Even Year: 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: 

$ 39.7 million 
$ 123.2 million 
$ 46.7 million 
1999 (1 year) 
$ 569.6 million 

$ 24.1 million 
$43.7 million 
$ 1 9.6 million 
1999 (1 year) 
$ 2 3  1.3 million 

MANPOWER IMPLICAT[ONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES 
CONTRACTORS) 

iqll 
The Air Force has provided two revisions to its BRAC recommendation since the 1 March 
submission. The following displays the personnel impacts the original and most current version 
of the BRAC recommendation: 

Military Civilian 
Baseline 7,425 1 1,678 
1 March recommendation 

reduction 19 980 
realignments 0 133 

1 1 April update 
reduction 9 422 
realignments 0 0 

ADDITIONAL OPTION FOR CONSIDERATION: 

Close or further realign Tinker Air Force Base. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Tinker Air Force Base has been on the National Priorities List, since 1987. As of September 30, 
1994, $93.1 million has been funded for restoration and an additional $249 million is estimated 
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to be needed to restore the bise by the year 2023. Environmental impact fiom the ALC 

Yql) 
realignment is minimal and ongoing restoration of Tinker Air Force Base will continue. 

REPRESENTATION 

Governor: Frank Keating 
Senators: James Inhofe 

Don Nichols 
Representative: J. C. Watts 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 

Oklahoma City Metropolitan Area Job Base: 
Percentage: 
Cumulative Economic Impact (1 994-200 1): 

1,107 jobs (430 direct and 677 
indirect) 

582,865 jobs 
0.2 percent decrease 
0.2 percent decrease 

MILITARY ISSUES 

w None 

COMMUMTY CONGERPISASSUES 

The Air Force ranked the d e ~ o t  at Tinker as a tier I depot. The Community was dismayed that 
the 1 March BRAC recommendation to downsize all Air Force depots took the greatest number 
of depot employees fiom Tinker. The DoD BRAC recommendation would cut the Tinker depot 
employees by approximately 20 percent. 

Another community concern is that the depot will become less competitive as the workload is 
reduced but the overhead is not is the DoD BRAC recommendation is implemented. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMP'HASIS 

The Oklahoma City ALC has: (1) the Air Force's only air accessories overhaul and test facility 
for air driven items, such as air turbine motors; (2) the Oxygen and Associated Equipment 
Overhaul Facility is the Air Force's single source oxygen overhaul facility used for test and 
calibration of critical life support systems; (3) the Avionics Integrated Support Facility is DoD's 
only B-lB, E-3, B-52, air launched cruise missile, and rotary launcher complete avionics test 
facility; and (4) the Cruise Missile Engine Facility is DoD's only self-contained single source 
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maintenance repair and test center specializing in cradle-to-grave overhaul and production testing 
of air launched cruise missile engines. w 

4 
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Air Logistics Centers 

Recommendation: Realign the Air Logistics Centers (ALC) at Hill AFB, Utah; Kelly AFB, 
Texas; McClellan AFB, California; Robins AFB, Georgia; and Tinker AFB, Oklahoma. 
Consolidate the followings ,~orkloads at the designated receiver locations: 

Composites and p la  tics 
Hydraulics 
Tubing manufacturing 
Airborne electronic itutornatic 

equipment sofbwue 

Sheet metal repair arid manufacturing 

Machining manufacturing 

Foundry operations 

Airborne electronics 

Electronic manufacturing 
(printed wire boads) 

ElectricaVmechanical support equipment 
Injection molding 
Industrial plant equipment software 
Plating 

SM-ALC, McClellan AFB 
SM-ALC, McClellan AFB 
WR-ALC, Robins AFB 
WR-ALC, Robins AFB, OC- 
ALC, Tinker AFB, 00-ALC, 

Hill AFB 
00-ALC, Hill AFB, WR- 

ALC, Robins AFB 
OC-ALC, Tinker AFB, WR- 

ALC, Robins AFB 
SA-ALC, Kelly AFB, 00- 

ALC, Hill AFB 
SM-ALC, McClellan AFB 

(some unique work remains 
at 00-ALC, Hill AFB and 
WR-ALC, Robins AFB) 

WR-ALC, Robins AFB, OC- 
ALC, Tinker AFB, 00-ALC, 
Hill AFB 

WR-ALC, Robins AFB 

SM-ALC, McClellan AFB 
SM-ALC, McClellan AFB 
SA-ALC, Kelly AFB 
OC-ALC, Tinker AFB, 00- 

ALC, Hill AFB, SA-KC, 
Kelly AFB, WR-ALC, Robins 
AFB 

Move the required equipment and any required personnel to the receiving location. These 
actions will create or strengthen Technical Repair Centers at the receiving locations in the 
respective commodities. Mi:limal workload in each of the commodities may continue to be 
performed at the other ALCs as required. 
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Justification: Reductions in force structure have resulted in excess depot maintenance capacity * across Air Force depots. The recommended realignments will consolidate production lines and 
move workload to a minimum number of locations, allowing the reduction of personnel, 
infrastructure, and other costs. The net effect of the realignments is to transfer approximately 3.5 
million direct labor hours and to eliminate 37 product lines across the five depots. These actions 
will allow the Air Force to de nolish or mothball faciiities. or to make them available for use by 
other agencies. These consolidations will reduce excess capacity. enhance efficiencies. and 
produce substantial cost savings without the extraordinary one-time costs associated with closing 
a single depot. 

This action is part of a broader Air Force effort to downsize, reduce depot capacity and 
infrastructure, and achieve cost savings in a financially prudent manner consistent with mission 
requirements. Programmed u.ork reductions, downsizing through contracting or transfer to other 
Service depots, and the consol idation of workloads recommended above result in the reduction of 
real property infrastructure eqilal to 1.5 depots, and a reduction in manhour capacity equivalent 
to about two depots. The proposed moves also make available over 25 million cubic feet of 
space to the Defense Logistic: Agency for storage and other purposes, plus space to accept part 
of the Defense Nuclear Agency and other displaced Air Force missions. This approach enhances 
the cost effectiveness of the oy~erall Department of Defense's closure and realignment 
recommendations. The downsizing of all depots is consistent with DoD efforts to reduce excess 
maintenance capacity, reduce :ost, improve efficiency of depot management, and increase 
contractor support for DoD requirements. 

..119 
Return on Investment: The .:otal estimated one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$183 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of 
$138.7 million. Annual recuning savings after implementation are $89 million with a return on 
investment expected in two years. The net presenivalue of the costs and savings over 20 years is 
a savings of $991.2 million. 

TINKER 
Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 3,040 jo'x (1,180 direct jobs and 1,860 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Oklahoma City, Oklahoma Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 
0.5 percent of the economic area's employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 
95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to- 
2001 period could result in a rrlaximum potential decrease equal to 0.3 percent of employment in 
the economic area. Environmc:ntal impact from this action is minimal and ongoing restoration of 
Tinker AFB will continue. 

ROBINS 
Impacts: Assuming no econo nic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 1,168 jobs (534 direct jobs and 634 indirect jobs) over the 1 996-to-200 1 
period in the Macon, Georgia Pdetropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.7 percent of the economic 
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area's employment. The cumillative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all 
prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a 
maximum potential decrease equal to 0.7 percent of employment in the economic area. 
Environmental impact from this action is minimal and ongoing restoration of Robins AFB will 
continue. 

KELLY 
Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 1,446 jobs (555 direct jobs and 891 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the San Antonio, Texas Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.2 percent of the 
economic area's employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 
recommendations, including the relocation of some Air Force activities into the San Antonio 
area, and all prior-round BRA(: actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could 
result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.9 percent of employment in the economic area. 
Environmental impact from tl-is action is minimal and ongoing restoration will continue. 

McCLELLAN and HILL 
Impacts: The recommendations pertaining to consolidations of workloads at these two centers 
are not anticipated to result in c:mployment losses or significant environmental impact. 
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Maj Don Miller 



BASE'S PRESENT m H :  

Tinker Air Force Base is part of the Air Force Material Command. The major units on the base 
are the 72nd Air Base Wing, 38th Engineering Installation Wing, 552nd Air Control Wing, and 
507th Air Refueling Wing. There is a Navy strategic communications wing that provides the 
U.S. Strategic Command and National Command Authorities with an airborne command and 
control capability. The force structure is supported by the Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center 
(ALC) which supports the B-1, B-2, B-52, and KC-135 aircraft. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSIE RECOMMENDATION: 

Realign the Oklahoma City AI,C and consolidate part of the following workloads there: 
(1) airborne electronics, (2) airborne electronic automatic equipment software, (3) machine 
manufacturing, and (4) plating. 

C 1': JUSTIFICATION: 

Reductions in force structure have resulted in excess depot capacity across Air Force depots. 
The recommended ALC realigments will consolidate production lines and move workload to a 
minimum number of locations, allowing the reduction of personnel, infrastructure and other 
costs. The net effect of the realignments is to transfer approximately 3.5 million direct labor 
hours and to eliminate 37 production lines across the five depots. These actions will allow the 
Air Force to demolish or mothlxill facilities, or make them available for use by other agencies. 
These consolidations will reduce excess capacity, enhance efficiencies, and produce cost savings 
without the one-time costs assclciated with closing a depot. Air Force actions to reduce depot 
capacity will result in a reductim of real property infrastructure equal to 1.5 depots and a 
reduction in man-hour capacity equivalent to about two depots. 

Industrial Shop Area, Building 3001 
Blade Repair Facility, Building 322 1 
Avionics Integrated Support Facility, Building 3220 
Engine Test Facility, Building 3234 
Composite Repair Facility, Building 22 1 1 
B- 1 Avionics Facility, Building, 3707 
B-2 Avioinics Facility, Buildin:; 3708 
Fuel Control Facility, Building 3902 



The Tinker base officials could not explain the manner in which the workload shifts were 
determined. Air Force headqi~arters has determined that Tinker will be receiving 20.000 hours of 
machine manufacturing work (14 personnel equivalents). The Secretary's recommendation, 
however indicates that Tinker should also be receiving work in the airborne electronic automatic 
equipment software, airborne electronics, and plating areas. The Tinker officials could not 
account for the disconnects. In addition, the Tinker officials were unable to describe how the Air 
Force determined the number of personnel slots that the base would be losing. The Secretary's 
recommendations indicate the facility will lose 1 161 civilians, but the base analysis indicates 
they should only be losing 65 1 positions, based on the specific workloads Tinker will be 
transferring to other ALC ' s. 

The Tinker officials had no input into the workload adjustments included in the 
Secretary's downsizing proposal. They showed us documentation taken from the TRC depot 
consolidation study which suE,gests that the single siting of instruments at Tinker or dual siting of 
instruments at Tinker and Warner Robins was cheaper and more cost effective than the 
alternative selected by the Air Force which cconsolidates Air Force instrument work at 
McClellan. Tinker officials also provided documentation which indicates that all of 
McClellanYs current instnunerlt workload could be accommodated in building 3707, with only 
minor renovations estimated to cost about $2.4 million. If instrument work is transferred to 
McClellan, as suggested by thz Secretary of Defense, Tinker would vacate building number 

(1 3707. The building was constructed in 1991, and walk through indicates that the facility is 
modem and had ample open s11ace to accommodate added workload. 

In accordance with the Secretary's downsize recommendation, Tinker has identified 10 
different buildings totaling 424,220 square feet of space for mothballing. In comparison, the 
number provided by the Air Force as back-up to the COBRA would provide BRAC funding to 
mothball 702,000 square feet of space. The Tinker officials told us the lions share of the 
buildings they have available for mothball are sections or bays of larger facilities. Therefore, the 
officials indicated that the savings fiom mothballing will be minimal at best, because heat and 
light will still be provided regsrdless of whether or not the facilities are occupied with active 
workstations. 

Tinker officials have also identified buildings totaling 499,878 square feet for 
demolition. In comparison, th4: number provided by the Air Force as back-up to the COBRA, 
would provide BRAC funding to demolish 304,000 square feet of space. It is interesting to note 
that most of these demolitions (403,722 square feet ) were planned and programmed prior to the 
Secretary's announcement and it is questionable that BRAC funds should be substituted for 
demolition projects that were F reviously planned. 

Maintenance Depot Capacip 

Tinker officials provid1:d a variety of information describing how DOD computes 
capacity numbers. Based on DOD methodology capacity is determined on the basis of usabIe 
workstations. The officials explained that the existing infrastructure at Tinker could produce 
12.9 million hours of work Tlus higher level of work, was reported to the joint cross service 



group depot maintenance data call. The higher number is called maximum potential capacity. 
The difference between maxinlum potential capacity and the DOD reported capacity is the 

.I number of used workstations. They sited an analogy within the conference room. The room 
with chairs in it can accornmo iate 40 people or in terms of capacity 40 workstations. However, 
if all but one chair is removed the DOD methodology would only count one workstation, but still 
housed within the same basic :nfiastructure. In the 1980's Tinker performed approximately 12 
million hours of work. b3ile some buildings have since been demolished, others have been 
added. 

The officials openly acknowledged that the infrastruture which can support significantly 
more work remains in place. Accordingly, they provided charts whch indicate that based on the 
maximum potential capacity of all five ALC's, the Air Force's tier I and tier I1 depots can 
accommodate all of the Air Force's projected workload In other words, Oklahoma City, Ogden 
and Warner Robins can perforn all of the work, without any major new MILCON. Based on 
Tinker's analysis this would result in a decrease of $10.08 to their hourly rate and produce 
annualized savings of about $76 million. These savings result from fixed overhead costs being 
spread over a considerably larger workload base. Conversely, if the Secretary's downsize in 
place option is adopted the hourly rate would increase by $6.24 adding about $41 -8 million to 
Tinker's annualized costs. 

Tour of Depot M a m c e  Facilities 

Tinker's depot maintenance infrastructure includes 55 different buildings providing about 
5.5 million square feet of workspace to the Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center. The buildings 
are valued at $5.5 billion with quipment valued at more than $900 million. 

Building 3001 is 7/10 r i l e  long and covers 61 acres under one roof, providing 2.7 
million square feet of workspace. The building was extensively renovated in 1985, after a fire 
destroyed more than one third of the existing infrastructure. The building has capability to repair 
12 C-135 airplanes, and includcs separate engine and commodity shop areas. Our tour included 
a walk through of large unused space totaling about 73,000 square which at one time housed 
ADP offices and equipment. 2 10 modular cubicles were left in place and the space could easily 
be converted to provide additional computer and administrative work spaces. 

The blade repair facilio. was constructed in 1988. The building totals 125,000 square feet 
of space. Plant and equipment are valued at about $71 million. 

The avionics integrated support facility was constructed in 1974 and provides 135,000 
square feet of workspace. Plant and equipment are valued at about $330 million. 

The engine test cell was constructed in 1974. The facility could test 12 engines 
simultaneously. 

The composite repair facility was constructed in 1989 and provides more than 80,000 
square feet of work space. Plant and equipment is valued at about $1 3 million. The building 
will be significantly under utilixed if the DOD downsizing option is implemented. Most of the 
composite workload would be transferred to McClellan. 

The B-1 avionics buildi~g was constructed in 1991 and provides about 84,000 square feet 
of workspace. The building anti equipment are valued at more than $75 million. Under the 
DOD downsize proposal, this building would be mothballed after instrument workload is 
transferred to McClellan. 



The B-2 Avionics Facility was constructed in 1993, provides about 55,000 square feet of 
useable workspace. The plant and equipment value is approximately $58 million. Our tour of 
the building disclosed that the building is significantly underutilized. Tinker officials explained 
the facility was designed to su;2port 134 aircraft. but the current plans call for acquisition of only 
20 aircraft. 

Construction of the new consolidated fuel control test facility will be completed in April 
1995. The building will provide about 94,000 square feet of new workspace. 

Cost Estimate to Build C-5 Hanger at Tinker 

Tinker officials do not think the estimate of $52 million to construct a C-5 facility at 
Tinker to replace the facilities xrrently located on Kelly Air Force Base is overstated. Tinker 
officials helped develop the C-5 cost estimate. They stated that none of their existing facilities , 
except the corrosion control facility, can accomodate C-5 aircraft. While ccorrosion facility 
could provide space to work 0x1 two C-5 aircraft, personnel in the building would be unable to 
perform their primary corrosioil control mission. They also said the aircraft can not be 
overhauled outside because of high winds that often come through the area. Tinker officials 
advised, however that new construction could be avoided if the Air Force would send the C-5 
workload to the private sector. 

Naw Interservice Use of T&x Air Force Rase 

Strategic Communications Wing One has a collocated a wing of E-6 aircraft on Tinker. 
Collocation allows utilization cf depot support and joint training programs. Currently about 15 
percent of Tinker's engine wor.doad results fiom interservice agreements with the Navy. 

General Bupee presented a briefing on behalf of the community. The group was 
concerned that the Air Force dc wnsize alternative would relocate workload fiom a tier I (most 
valued) to a tier III depot. General Burpee also said the community has additionaI land available 
adjacent the base perimeter which could be given to the depot for expansion. He recalled how 
the community on previous occasions donated land to the base. 

Continue to validate the Air Force numbers. 

Glenn Knoepfle, Cross Service Team, 4 April 1995 
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ClSAF BASE FACT SHEET 
TINKER AIR FORCE BASE, OKLAHOMA 

MAJCOM/LOCATION/STZE: AFMC base eight miles southeast of Oklahoma City with 4,524 
acres 

MAJOR UNTTS/FORCE STRUCTURE: 

Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center 
-- Supports: KC-135, B-1.13-2, and B-52 aircraft 
72nd Air Base Wing 
38 th E n g i n e e ~ g  Installation Wing 
552nd Air Control Wing (ACIC) 
-- 21 E-3BlC , 2  EC-135K. imd 4 T-37B 
507th Air Refueling Wing (AFR) 
- 10 KC-135R 
Strategic Communications W'ing 1 (Navy)-provides USSTRATCOM and NCA with an 
airborne C2 capability 

-- E-6A (TACAMO) aircrafi: 

) USAF MANPOWER AUTHO~RIZATIONS: (As of FT 9512) 
+w= 

MILITARY -ACTIVE 7,539 
RESERVE 1,130 
CIVILIAN 1 1.048 
TOTAL 19,717 

ANNOUNCED ACTIONS: 

The 552nd Air Control Wig was to lose 3 E-3BlC aircraft in late 1992; however, this' action 
has been delayed indefinitely due to real world contingency commitments. This action will 
result in a reduction of 3 17 full-time military and 10 civilian authorizations. 

Note: PCR in coordinatj on which readdresses timing of aircraft transfer 

Basing Manazer: Maj BrackettXOOBl77357 \ 

Editor: Ms Wright/XOOBD/46675/14 Feb 95 

FOR OFFICI.AL USE ONLY 
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TINKER AIR FORCE BASE, OKLAHOMA (Conl'd) 

-0 The Air Force will reduce approximately 11,700 civilian authorizations in fiscal year 1995. 
These reductions are a result of the Federal Workforce Restructuring Act of 1994, the 
National Performance Review, and depot workload reductions. This action helps bring 
Department of Defense civilkn employment levels in line with overall force reductions and 
results in a decrease of 834 civilian manpower authorizations at Tinker AFB. 

MILTTARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM ($0001: 

FISCAL YEAR 94: 
Alter Hydrant Fueling System 
Engineering and Contract Support Facility 
Industrial Wastewater Regional Connection [DBOI 
Seal Fuel Containment Dikes 
Underground Fuel Storage Tanks 
TOTAL 

FISCAL YEAR 95: 
Alter Ventilation SystemICorrosior~ Control Facility [DBOF] 8,400 
Ex tendlupgrade Alternate Runwaj (Congress Insert) 10,800 
Upgrade Ramp/Hydrant Fueling Facility System [AFR] (Congress Insert) 10,200 

] ~ ~ g c a d e  Storm Drainage System 1.243 
&OTAL 30,643 

SIGNIFICANT INSTALLATION ISSUESIPROBLEMS: None 

FClR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMRLARY SHEET 

E DISrfRIBUTION DEPOT O m  lAHOMA CITY (DDOO) 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

The Oklahoma City Defense 13istribution Depot receives, stores, and issues wholesale and retail 
material in support of DLA aid the Military Services. It is a collocated depot located on the 
same installation with an Air Force maintenance depot--Tinker Air Force Base--its largest 
customer. Its primary mission is to provide rapid response to this customer. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: None 

COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE 

Commission added Defense L~istribution Depot Oklahoma City for consideration for closure. 

JUSTIFICATION 

The requirement to study lhe disestablishment of the DLA distribution depot is driven by the 
Commission's decision to study the closure of the Tinker Air Force Base-the distribution 
depot's primary customer. 

The Distribution Concept '3f Operations states DLA's distribution system will support the 
size and configuration of the Defense Depot Maintenance System. Thus, if depot maintenance 
activities are disestablished, collocated depots will also be disestablished. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Environmental consideratil~ns do no prohibit this recommendation from being implemented. 

REPRESENTATION 

Senators: Ilon Nickles 
j'ames M. Inhofe 

Representative: J .C. Watts 
Governor: ]:rank Keating 

1 
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ECONOMIC IMPACT * 

Potential Employment Loss: 43,668 jobs 
(1 9,967 direct and 23,701 indirect) 

Oklahoma City, OK MS 4 Job Base: 582,865 jobs 
Percentage: 7.5% percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic I~npact (1 996-2001): 7.5% percent decrease 

* These economic impact numbers include the complete closure of Tinke~ Air Force Base as 
well as the attendant Oklahorna City Defense Distribution Depot. 

Marilyn Wasleski/Interagency IssuesTeam/05/3 1/95 5:00 PM 

DRAFT 
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INDUSTRIALlTECHNICAL SUPPORT - DEPOT Subcategory 
irp the measure of merit scores. The individual commodity scores were then multiplied hy the weight of that comn~odity group relative to the other 
commodity groups. These weights (3,2, or 1 multiplier), approved by the BCEG, rcflectccl llie commodity group's relative importance to the core workloacl 
accomplislicd in support of Don. 

For example, the Engine co~nmodity might receive scores of 20, 17,6 ,7 ,  and 0 for c;~cli of the Measures of Merit (Capacity, Core Workload and 
Capabilities, Unique and Peculiar Core Workloads, Unique and Peculiar Core Wo~kloacl 'l'cst I;ncili!ies, and Other Wo~kloitds). This silrrl (50) of the 
measures of merit was multiplied by the weighting applied for that commodity. Engine workloncl was highly valued as core therefore the multiplier was 3, 
giving an overall score of 150 for that commodity. Colors were also portrayed for BCEG reference. 'These were establislled with the highest total being 
---an th- I n * a r - r t  - n r l  tll- n t l l e r ~  ;~p!!c\xr. T!:cJ=~ cn!ny! w ~ r ~  fnr P:IW n f ' r p f ~ r p n ~ p  o t ~ l y ,  :1ti(1 W(VP nnt  rnllrrl I I ~  11siri~ the nnrrnnl cnlnr zr:lrlc rnl111p b.W"..' ..'" ..,..-" '.,.-, ..'A- "a- -"--" 
system. 

After deriving a score for each commodity for every depot, those scores were suinrned, providitig a "Commodity Roll-1Jp" for each depot i~ctivity. 
These commodity totals were then compared by applying the stantlard deviation grading sclierne, detailetl in Tab X. ?'he overall conimodity color grade 
reflects the position of particular depot's commodity score in the distribution of depot comli~odity scores. 

The Other Factors (Cost) grade was determined by applying tlie standard deviation grading scheme to the two sitbelements for cost comparison, 
then rolling up the resulting colors into an overall cost factor color grade. After tlcvelo[)itig a corntnodity color gratle (80% weighting), ant1 a cost factor 
color grade (20% weighting), these two grades were then rolled I I ~  into an overall depot value functional grade, using the stantlard color roll-up 
methodology. This final color represented the first part of the Criterion I grade, reflecting tlie depot value. v 

' 
The second part of tlie Criterion I grade was an Operational capabilities analysis. 'I'he operational analysis ~neasured how well a base could ' I 

perfor111 a small aircraft, bomber, tankel, and airlift mission. A grade for each ~nission ci~l)uI)ility wi1s assigned, then tliose grades were rolled up with equal 
weighting for ci1c11 mission. The rollctl-up gratle constituted tlic Operational G~.:~tlc pol lion of' ll~c < : I  itcrion I overall gratlc. 

The depot functional grade and the operational grade were then rolled up into one Criterion I gratle, with 70 percent of the grade bnsetl on the depot 
grade and 30 percent based on tlie operational grade. The remaining criteria were determirled in ;i manner consistent with the other categories of bases. All 
criteria were then reviewed prior to tiering by the BCEG using secret written ballots. r The Air Force was also tasked to provide a "military value" of depot activity bases to tlie Joint Group. Because the Air Force does not produce a 
value based solely on the first four criteria, it forwarded the initial tiering of the bases within their respective categories. In atltlition to the installation 
values, the Air Force also forwarded tiering by depot activity only, corresponding to the special Criterion I analysis performed for the depot bases. h e  
following values were fonvarded to the Depot Joint Group: 

21 Feb 95 
~.. . 



INDUSTRIAL/TECHNICAL SUPPORT - DEPOT Subcategory 
Installation Tier& - Depot Activity Tiering 

Davis-Monthan AFB 1 N/A Not onalyzetl as :i depot, but the AMARC portion of Dnvis- 
Montl~nn AF13 was analyzctl by thc Joint Group 

Hill AFB 1 1 
Kelly AFB 3 3 
McClellan AFB 3 2 

,r Robins AFB 2 1 
Tinker AFB I 2 

'llie Air Force was also directed to provide an analysis of various alteinativcs providctl by tllc Joint Group. The Air Force analyzed the 
alternatives, comparing them with the Air Force analysis, accomplished a functional feasibility review, arid participated in COBRA analysis accomplishetl 
by the losing Service. Tlie followirlg alternatives were analyzed: 

Tlie Air Force continued to discuss possible realignment ant1 closurcs options concerning depot activities with the Depot Joint Group througliout~ 
tile process. 

Appendix 8 3 

Descripthn of Alternative 

Close Kelly AFB depot activities 
Close Kelly AFB and McClellan 
AFB depot activities 

COBRA Analvsis 
(One-time costs. NPV. ROI) 
$589 M, ($255M), 9 yrs 
$1,159 M, ($626M), 8 yrs 

Functional Asscss~ncnt 

Can be acco~nmodnted wit11 high costs 
Decrease in available capacity itnposcs excessive risk and entails exlrenlely Iiigh 
cost, liigh inission i~npact by disrupting workload supporting mission reatliness 



INDUSTRIALfrECI-INICAL SUPPORT - DEPOT Subcategory 

OVERALL 

Base Name 
1 I ill A 1TB 
Kelly AFB 
McClella~~ AFB 
Robins AFB 
Tinker AFB 

I 
Green - 
Yellow 
Yellow + 
Green - 
Yellow + 

I1 
Yellow + 
Green - 
Yellow + 
Green - 
Green 

111 
Green - 
Yellow i 
Yellow + 
Green 

pp 

IV 
1,409/ 514 
6531- 180 
5 141-607 
1,011/ 133 

Green 1,3 121 633 42 -(8.2%)Y(jreen--- 

V 
30 
10 
5 

18 

VI 
3 1,908 (4.8%)* 
43,136(5.9%)* 
32,772 (4.3%)* 
3 1,103 (19.7%)* 

VII 
Green - 
Green- 
Yellow 
Green - 

VIII 
Yellow + 
Red+ 
Yellow + 
Yellow + 



INDUSTRIAL/TECIINICAL SUPPORT - DEPOT Subcategory 

ANALYSIS RESULTS at TIERING (13 Sep) 

The following grades and data reflect the information on which the BCEG rnernbers based their tiering (leterrnination. Information in this chart 
was updated as the result of a number of factors between initial tiering and final recommendations. 

I UNCLASSIFIED I 

llasc Name 
Hill AFU 
Kelly AFU 
hlcClcllan AI:I5 
Robins AlqB 
Tinker AVI5 

Appendix 8 74 

r d . ,  

- -- 

1.3 
Green- 
Yellow 
Yellow + 
Green - 
Yellow + 

I1 
Yellow+ 
Grcen - 
Yellow + 
Green - 
Green - 

111 
Green- 
Yellow + 
Yellow + 
Green 
Green 

VI 
38,748 (6.8%) 
4 1 ,125 (6.4%) 
32,438 (5.2%)* 
32,004 (24.3%) 
47,590 (10.1 %) 

IV 
1,4091514 
6531-179 
5 141-607 
1.01 11 133 
1,3 121 633 

- --- 
V 

30 
10 
5 
18 
42 

VII 
Green - 
Green - 
Yellow 
Grecn - 
Green - 

VIlI 
Yellow + 
Red + 
Yellow + 
Yellow + 
Yellow + 



INDUSTRIALlTECIINICAL SUPPORT - DEPOT Subcategory 

TIERING OF BASES 

As an intermediate step in the Air Force Process, the BCEG rnenibers established the following tiering of bases based on the relative merit of 
bases within the subcategory as measured using the eight selection criteria. Tier I represents the highest relative merit, 

TIER I 
I-Till AFR 

Tinker AFB 
TIER XI 

Robins AFB 
TIER I11 

Kelly AFB 
McClellan AFB 

Appendix 8 75 







I-' TRAINING 
0 1 /4 PROJECTED MAXIMUM EXCESS 

BASE PRODUCTION CAPABILITY CAPACITY 

RANDOLPI- (NAV) 453  
RANDOLPH (PIT) 394 
COLUMBUS 29 1 
LAUGHLIN 3 16 
REESE 29  1 

SHEPPARD 220 
VAVCE 3 16 

EXCESS CAPACITY 

1 Base* 
P r e l l m i n a ~  A r  Force estimate 

UNCLASSIFIED 35 2/27/95 

I 

SSIBLE BASE REDUCTIONS 

JOINT GROUP 
TYPE BASES 
ALC (Depots) 2 * 
T&E 0* 

LhBS 3* 
UFT 1 * 

- 1  * Prelim nary Air Force estimate, pending JCSG analysis 

UNCLASSIFIED 36 2 2 7 / 9 5  

Page 18 



EXCESS CAPACITY 

AIRCRAFT 

FIGHTER 
F -  15 

F - 1 6  
A - 1 0  
KC-135 

C -5 
C - 1 3 0  

SQUADRON 

6 
1 

1 
0 
0 

0 
1 

ROBUST 

+ 3 2  
+ 2 2  

+ 6 0  

+ 6 
+2 

+ 5 
+ I  1 

UNCLASSIFIED 33 2/27/95 

r CONSIDERATIONS 

LABS 
-- 3 required: Air,  Space. and C41 

TEST CENTERS 
- -  3 required for AF requirements 

*AIR LOGISTICS CENTERS 
- -  3 required for AF requirements 
- -  At least one must be an  engine depot 

I 
EXCESS CAPACITY 

Labs 3 
T&E 0 

Air Logistics Centers 2 
L 

UNCLASSIFIED 34 2 27'+5 

Page 17 
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McCLELLAN AIR FORCE BASE 
TENANT RELOCATION/ELIMINATION DATA 

-ONLY THOSE ORGANIZATIONS WITH MORE THAN 25 PERSONNEL AUTHORIZATIONS (MIL OR CIV) ARE LISTED 
-BOS FACTOR OF 9% WAS APPLIED TO REALIGNING PERSONNEL 
-BOS WAS NOT APPLIED TO USCG OR FAA 

NON-ALC 

L TENANT 

DLA -DISTRIBUTION 
DLA - DRMO 

DEF COMMAGCY 
DFAS 
DlSA 

AFAUDITAGENCY 
364TH RECRUIT SQ 
HQ4TH AIR FORCE 

1849TH EIS 
TECH OPS 

US COASTGUARD 
FAA 

P 
FMS 

MAINTENANCE 
MATERIEL MGT 

CENTRAL CONT'ING 
MGTOVERHEAD 

COM & COMPUTER 
MEDICAL 

r 

TOTAL 
m 

BOS (R&A) 
FINAL TOTAL 

TOTAL 
PERS 

565 
61 
101 
127 
138 
23 
26 
49 
283 
356 
190 
80 
378 

4695 
1543 
122 
49 
399 
691 
9876 
1847 
1 1723 

MIL 
PERS 

1 
O 
11 
9 
0 
0 
23 
0 

265 
328 
190 
0 
4 

215 
103 
10 
19 

272 
550 
2000 
757 

2757. 

CIV 
PERS 

564 
61 

90 
118 
138 
23 
3 

49 
18 
28 
0 
80 

TOTAL 
PERS 
ELlM 

203 
?rl\ 
101 
0 

138 
23 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
704 
231 
18 
24 
60 
345 
1877 
1164 
3041 

I 

FORCE 
STRUC 
REDUC 

138 

MIL 
PERS 
ELlM 

1 
!2 
11 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
32 
15 
1 
9 
41 
275 
385 
629 

,10141 

CIV 
PERS 
ELlM 

202 
3: 
90 
0 

138 
23 
0 

0 0 0 4 9  
0 
0 
0 

0 0 0 8 0  
0 

672 
216 
17 
15 
19 
70 

1492 
535 

2027 

TOTAL 
PERS 

RELGD 

224 
3; 
0 

127 
0 
0 
26 

283 
356 
190 

378 
3991 
1312 
104 
25 
339 
346 

7861 
683 
8544 

374 
4480 
1440 
112 
30 
127 
141 

7876 
1090 
8966. 

138 

138 , 

MIL 
PERS 

RELGD 

0 
n V 

0 
9 
0 
0 

23 
0 

265 
328 
190 
0 
4 

183 
88 
9 
10 

231 
275 
1615 
128 
1743 

CIV 
PERS 

RELGD 

224 
I 

C I A  

0 
118 
0 
0 
3 

49 
18 
28 
0 

80 
374 

3808 
1224 
95 
15 

108 
71 

6246 
555 

, 6801 

MIL 
RELGD 

% 

0% 
mmmt. 
U 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ,  

0% 
100% 
###### 
W 
100% 
###### 
100% 
100% 
100% 
#f##t# 
100% 
85% 
85% - 
90% 
53% 
85% 
50% 
81% 

63% 

CIV 
RELGD 

% 

53% 
3 1-10 
---, 

0% 
100% 
0% 
0% 

100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
#I### 
100% 
100% 
85% 
85% 
85% 
50% 
85% 
50% 
81% 

77% 

RCVG 
BASE #l 

STVLKTUN 

SAN BERN 

MARCH 
TRAVIS 
OFFUTT 

MOFFETT 
LOCAL 

--- 

RCVG 
BASE #2 

I 

MIL 
CON 
($M) 

MVG 
COSTS 

($M) 

COMMENTS 

I 

I 



KELLY AIR FORCE BASE 
TENANT RELOCATIONIELIMINATION DATA 

-ONLY THOSE ORGANIZATIONS WITH MORE THAN 25 PERSONNEL AUTHORIZATIONS (MIL OR CIV) ARE LISTED 
-BOS FACTOR OF 18% WAS APPLIED TO REALIGNING ANGIAFRES PERSONNEL 
-BOS FACTOR OF 9% WAS APPLIED TO OTHER REALIGNING PERSONNEL 

A 

FORCE 
STRUC 
REDUC 

382 

382 

0 
382 

CIV 
PERS 

951 
84 
302 
94 
152 
187 
833 
75 

660 
202 

1 
30 
16 

708 
5358 
2080 
357 
45 
266 
64 

12465 
0 
0 

1578 
14043 

NON-ALC 
TENANT 

DLA - DISTRIBUTION 
DLA - DRMO 

DEF COMMAGCY 
DECA-MWRGN 

i j  FA 5 
DlSA 

I 

AIR INTEL AGY 
AF INFO SVC 

433RD AWAFRES 
149TH FTRGPANG 
DET 1,615TH AMOG 
AFAUDITAGENCY 

OLB, CIVIL ENG SPT 
FMS 

MAINTENANCE 

TOTAL 
PERS 
ELlM 

269 
42 
303 
0 
0 

210 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
30 
0 
0 

828 
346 
56 
32 
75 
116 

2307 
0 

0 
1056 
3363 

TOTAL 
PERS 

955 
84 
303 
108 
1b2 

210 
2975 
159 
665 
253 
78 
30 
28 
723 - 
5520 

MIL 
PERS 

4 
0 
1 

14 
10 

23 
2142 

84 
5 

51 
77 
0 
12 

1 15 
162 
227 
13 
19 

232 
168 

3259 
0 
0 

734 
3993 

MATERIEL MGT 
CENTRAL CONT'ING 

MGT OVERHEAD 
COM & COMPUTER 

MEDICAL 
r 

TOTAL 
BOS (ANGIAFRES) 

v 

BOS (OTHER) 
BOS (TOTAL) 

I 

FINAL TOTAL 

MIL 
PERS 
ELlM 

4 
0 
1 
0 
0 

23 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 ------- 

24 
34 
2 
10 
35 
84 
217 

0 
0 

455 
672 

2307 
370 
64 

498 
232 

15724 

0 
0 

2312 
18036 

CIV 
PERS 
ELIM 

265 
42 
302 
0 
0 

187 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
30 
0 
0 

804 
312 
54 
22 
40 
32 

2090 
0 
0 

601 
2691 

TOTAL 
PERS 

RELGD 

304 
42 
0 

108 
162 
0 

2975 - 
159 
665 
253 
78 
0 

28 
723 

4692 
1961 
314 
32 

423 
116 

13035 

165 
1091 
1256 

14291 

MIL 
PERS 

RELGD 

0 
0 
0 
14 
10 
0 

2142 
84 
5 
51 
77 
0 
12 
15 
138 
193 
11 
9 

197 
84 

3042 

10 
269 
279 
3321 

CIV 
PERS 

RELGD 

304 
42 
0 

152 
0 

833 
75 

660 
202 

1 
0 
16 

708 
4554 
1768 
303 
23 
226 
32 

9993 
155 
822 
977 

10970 

MIL 
RELGD 

% 

0% 
#### 

0% 
9 4 1 0 0 % 1 0 0 %  

100% 
0% 

100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
#### 

100% 
85% 
85% 
85% 
47% 
85% 
50% 
93% 

#### 
#### 

83% 

CIV 
RELGD 

% 

53% 
50% 
0% 

100% 
0% 

100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
0% 

100%100% 
100% 
85% 
85% 
85% 
51% 
85% 
50% 
83% 

#M## 
#M## 

80% 

RCVG 
BASE #I 

FTHOOD 

LOCAL 

LACKLAND 
LACKLAND 
LACKLAND 

LACKLAND 

RCVG 
BASE#2 

CORPUS 

MVG 
COSTS 

(SM) 

0 

MIL 
CON 
(SM) 

3 
0 
0 

0 

3 

COMMENTS 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 



HILL AIR FORCE BASE 
TENANT RELOCATION/ELIMINATION DATA 

-ONLY THOSE ORGANIZATIONS WITH MORE THAN 25 PERSONNEL AUTHORIZATONS (MIL OR CIV) ARE LISTED 
-BOS FACTOR OF 9% WAS APPLIED TO REALIGNING PERSONNEL 

NON-ALC 
MIL 

PERS TOTAL 

MGT OVERHEAD 
COM 8 COMPUTER 

MEDICAL 
TOTAL 

BOS (R&A) 
FINALTOTAL 

CIV 
PERS MIL 

63 
182 
413 

10814 
2108 
- 12922 

CIV 
TOTAL 
PERS 

19 
103 

CIV 
RELGD 

FORCE 
STRUC 

MIL 
PERS 

44 
79 

TOTAL 
PERS 

CIV 
PERS RCVG 

32 
27 

310,  103 

MIL 
RELGD RCVG 

MIL 
CON 

261 

261 

3037 
959 

- 3996 

10 
15 

7777 
1149 
8926 

MVG 
COSTS 

207 
1640 
1306 
2946 

COMMENTS 

22 
12 

155 
329 
715 
1044 

31 
155 

52 
131 1 
591 
1902 

9 
88 

206 
8913 
802 

9715 

22 
67 

155 
2708 
244 

2952 

47% 
85% 

51 
6205 
558 

6763 

50% 
85% 

50% 
89% 

74% 

50% 
83% 

78% 

I 

I 



TINKER A I ~  )RCE BASE 

- 6 0 s  FACTOR OF 9% WAS APPLIED TO REALIGNING PERSONNEL 6/9/95 

NON-ALC 
TENANT 

DLA - DISTRIBUTION 
DLA - DRMO 

DEF COMM AGCY 
DFAS 
DlSA 

DET 440 
:!A'.? TA CA !2C 

3RD COMBAT COMM 
552ND ACW 

752ND COM SYS SQ 
8TH ACCS 

963RD ACWS 
964TH ACWS 
965TH ACWS 
966TH ACWS 

349TH RECRUIT SQ 
DET 4131373RD TNSQ 

507TH ARG 
DET7, GLOBAL WX 

465TH ARS 
FMS 

MAINTENANCE 
MATERIEL MGT 

CENTRAL CONT'ING 
MGTOVERHEAD 

COM & COMPUTER 
MEDICAL 
TOTAL 

BOS (R&A) 
FINAL TOTAL 

-ONLY THOSE 

CIV 
PERS 
ELlM 

284 
21 
113 
0 

219 
0 0 0 2 9  

S 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 0 6 7  
- - 

0 
894 
253 
33 
33 
14 
67 

1931 
609 

2540 

TOTAL 
PERS 

949 
53 
125 
147 
235 
29 

A A ~ P  
I Iuu 

778 
1452 
146 
86 

640 
625 
625 
288 
25 
45 
158 
38 
67 

414 
6119 
1780 
235 
75 

282 
624 

17226 
2203 
19429 

ORGANIZATIONS 

TOTAL 
PERS 

RELGD 

330 
32 
0 

147 
0 

ii86 
778 
1452 
146 
86 

640 
625 
625 
288 
25 
45 
158 
38 

414 
5201 
1513 
200 
38 

239 
312 

14614 
1315 

15929 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

MIL 
PERS 

1 
0 
12 
12 
16 
0 

A / - r  
I IuJ 

767 
1368 
133 
85 

638 
622 
622 
285 
22 
44 
0 
35 
0 
2 

162 
95 
12 
9 

192 
491 

6790 
859 

7649 

RELOCATIONIELIMINATION 

MIL 
PERS 

RELGD 

0 
0 
0 
12 
0 
0 

l ib5 
767 
1368 
133 
85 

638 
622 
622 
285 
22 
44 
0 
35 
0 
2 

138 
81 
10 
5 

163 
246 
6443 
580 

7023 
ARE 

TENANT 

TOTAL 
PERS 
ELlM 

285 
21 
125 
0 

235 

A 

u 

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

- - 

0 
918 
267 
35 
37 
43 
312 

2278 
888 

3166 

25 

MIL 
PERS 
ELlM 

1 
0 
12 
0 
16 

- 
u 

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

- 

0 
24 
14 
2 
4 
29 
245 
347 
279 
626 

PERSONNEL 

CIV 
PERS 

RELGD 

330 
32 
0 

135 
0 

29 
21 
11 
84 
13 
1 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
1 

3 
67 

412 
5063 
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U. S.  Coast Guard Headquarters 
21 00 2nd Street, SW 

Washington, DC 20593-0001 

Of f i ce  Number: (202) 267-2355 
Fox Number: (202) 267-4401 

. k f l f .  8e.k & o ~ c ~ a q  
Off  ice/Routing Sym t~o l :  

Work Phone: 

FOX Phone: - 7 0 3 -  6 f /  L --&W+%XZO 

Number of pages to fol low this cover sheet: L7 

This fax machine is  "UNATTENDED" 
a n d  receives a u t o m a t i c a l l y  24 h o u r s  a day. 

Please let m e  k n o w  t h a t  you a r e  s e n d i n g  a d o c u m e n t .  



Commandant 
U. S. Coast Guard 

Unlted States 
Coast Guard 

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

2100 Second St. S.W. 
Washinpton, DC 20593-0001 
Stan Symbol: o-cpr 
Ph0M: ( 2 0 2 )  267-2355 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Coast Guard has reviewed the list of recommended base 
closures and realignments provided by the Secretary of Defense 
and the 35 recently added by the Commission. I have enclosed a 
matrix portraying those facilities which will have direct impacts 
on Coast Guard operations should they close or realign. 

The eight Department of Defense facilities identified in the 
matrix will directly impact our operations in terms of forcing 
the relocation of a Coast Guard tenant command or terminating 
established relationships in direct support of Coast Guard field 
operations. We have identified numerous other facilities that 
will indirectly affect the Coast Guard in terms of loss of 
traditional military support provided among services. Examples 
of these indirect affects include the potential closure of Navy 
Public Works Center Guam which supplies shoreside services to 
Coast Guard vessels and waterfront maintenance; the potential 
closure of Navy Fleet and Industrial Supply Center which 
frequently provides supplies, equipment and repair parts for 
Coast Guard vessels; and the potential closure of Naval Shipyard 
Long Beach which provides direct, high quality ship repair 
services and family support services to the Coast Guard. 

As the federal gcvernment continues to streamline operations to 
meet the needs of its customers, the Coast Guard's motto remains 
Semper Paratus, always ready. I ask that you consider the Coast 
Guard in your recommendations to the President. Should you have 
questions, my point of contact is Captain Blain Brinson, who may 
be reached at (202) 267-2355. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure 



IMPACT OF DOD FACILITY CLOSURES/REALIGNMENTS o 

Y 

DOD u 

INSTALLATION AFFECTED CG UNITS IMPACT 
I = = = = = = = P r = = = = = = = ~ ~ ~ p = = = = = = = = = = = = = p ~ = ~ = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = ~ = = = = = = = = ~ ~ = = = = = a = = = = = a = = ~ m = = = ~  

NAVAL AIR FACILITY ADAK, LORAN STATION (LORSTA) ATTU Closure of this facility will have a major 
AL (Closure) AIR STATION (AIRSTA) KODIAK impact on CG operations in the North I 

ADAK LORAN MONITOR Pacific. Loss of use of this facility 
COMMUNICATION STATION KODIAK will impair our ability to perform 

maritime law enforcement and safety and 
security missions. Adak currently provides 
both cl~tter and aircraft sucport for CG ops. 
Loss of this facility will result in 
decreased aircraft on-scene time and delay 
of medical evacuation patients. It will 
result in fewer on-scene cutter days for law 
enforcement patrols. Loss of Loran monitoring 
station at Adak may force a relocation of the 
site at great cost. CG cutters also use 
Adak for JP-5 refueling. They could 
potentially switch to diesel fuel available 
at Dutch Harbor, but with negative impacts. 
Naval Security Group Adak currently supports 
COMMSTA Kodiak remote MF and HF transceivers 
and receivers. Its closure will terminate 
the Inter-service Support Agreement (ISSA). 
Other support alternatives are being 
investigated. 

CHARLES MELVIN PRICE 
SUPPORT CENTER, IL 
(Closure ) 

NAVAL ENGINEERING SUPPORT NESU & EMD St. Louis are existing tenants 
UNIT (NESU) ST. LOUIS of this facility. MSO St. Louis currently 
ELECTRONICS MAINTENANCE maintains their small boats and pollution 
DETACHMENT (EMD) ST. LOUIS responses equipment in a building at the 
MARINE SAFETY OFFICE (MSO) Support Center. A planning proposal for a 
ST. LOUIS new Base St. Louis at this site has been 

approved. Anticipate closure will lead to a 
Title 10 transfer of 22 acres to the CG for 
the new base. Impact on NESU and EMD 
St. Louis is unknown. Charles Melvin Price 
Support Center also provides an exchange, 
commissary, gym, golf course and club house 
that are used by CG personnel. The Army Depot 6 
at Granite City will remain active, providing g 

v 
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CHARLES M E L V I N  PRICE cornmissary/exchange s e r v i c e s  t o  CG personnel .  

SUPPORT CENTER CG Auxi l iary  would be d i r e c t l y  impacted by 
con t  . c l o s u r e  o f  t h i s  f a c i l i t y .  The Support Center  

houses t h e  Auxi l ia ry ' s  National  Supply Center  , 
(ANSC). The ANSC is t h e  s to rage  and 
d i s t r i b u t i o n  cen te r  f o r  Auxi l iary  pubs, awards, 
member course,  etc. The ANSC is operated under 
c o n t r a c t ,  with CG managing t h e  c o n t r a c t  and 
overseeing operat ions .  The Auxi l iary  may be 
forced  to lease t h e  same space,  most l i k e l y  a t  
a n  increased c o s t ,  o r  move ~ n e  iocaiiurl, 
r e q u i r i n g  t r anspor t a t i on  of inventory and 
development of a new con t r ac t .  The CG D i s t r i c t  
2 armory i s  c u r r e n t l y  i n  shared Army space. A 
new armory is included wi th in  t h e  scope of  t h e  
new B a s e  S t .  Louis design.  There may be an 
opportuni ty  f o r  f u t u r e  conso l ida t ion  of t h e  
NESU, EMD, and MSO a t  t h e  new base site. 

SELFRIDGE ARMY GARRISON, A I R S T A  DETROIT 
M I  GROUP/BASE DETROIT 
(Closure ) MSO DETROIT 

STATION BELLE ISLAND 
STATION PORT HURON 
STATION ST. C L A I R  SHORES 
AIDS TO NAVIGATION TEAM ( A N T )  

DETROIT 
CG CUTTER ( C G C )  BRISTOL BAY 

A i r s t a  Detroit is a t e n a n t  command of  t h i s  
f a c i l i t y .  I t  is un l ike ly  t h a t  t h e  A i r s t a  
w i l l  have t o  r e l o c a t e  a s  t h e  a i r f i e l d  proper ty  
is  under t h e  custody of t h e  Michigan A i r  
National  Guard ( A N G ) .  Operat ional  s e r v i c e s  a r e  
supported by an ISSA between t h e  A i r  S t a t i o n  
and Michigan ANG. With a t o t a l  c lo su re  of 
t h i s  base ,  CG may l o s e  commissary, exchange, 
medical, and c h i l d  care s e r v i c e s .  F i r e  
f i g h t i n g  se rv i ces  and A i r f i e l d  Crash 
and Rescue are 50% funded by t h e  Army and 
50% by t h e  127th F igh te r  Wing of Michigan ANG. 
I f  t h e  ANG is  unable t o  absorb 100% 
funding, a s i g n i f i c a n t  cutback i n  t h e  a i r f i e l d  
support  could occur o r  CG might have to  provide 
a d d i t i o n a l  funds t o  cont inue support  of t h i s  
s e rv i ce .  CG occupies 116 of  745 Army housing 
u n i t s .  The  Army has no p l ans  t o  cont inue 
t o  run t h i s  housing. Closure  could mean 
expanding ou r  leased housing f o r  e l i g i b l e  
members. 
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SENECA ARMY DEPOT, NY LORSTA SENECA S t a f f i n g  a t  LORSTA Seneca is programmed t o  
( C l o s u r e  ) d e c r e a s e  from 20 personnel t o  4 with  t he  

complet ion of a LORAN conso l ida ted  c o n t r o l  
p r o j e c t  7/97. The na tu re  of LORAN o p e r a t i o n s  
makes movement o f  t h e  LORAN f a c i l i t y  
imposs ib le  and t h e  op t ion  t o  a c q u i r e  t h e  
p r o p e r t y  has  been explored l o c a l l y .  The e f f e c t  
of  c l o s u r e  of Seneca housing, 32 u n i t s ,  would 
minimally impact  t h e  CG. Addi t iona l  minor 
concerns inr.1 11de the transfer o f  IJIRSTA w a t e r  
and sewer c u r r e n t l y  provided by Seneca Army 
Depot, t o  Seneca County. The Army also manages 
a p r o f i t a b l e  MWR r e c r e a t i o n a l  t r a v e l  camp, used 
by A c t i v e  Duty M i l i t a r y  and retirees a s  
v a c a t i o n  c o t t a g e s .  The depot  a l s o  p r o v i d e s  
t e l ephone  s e r v i c e s  t o  LORSTA Seneca. 

N A S  SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MA SOUTH WEYMOUTH BUOY DEPOT South  Weymouth Buoy Depot is a t e n a n t  command 
( C l o s u r e  ) STATION SCITUATE o f  t h i s  f a c i l i t y .  The CG does n o t  own or 

CG DISTRICT 1 lease, j u s t  h a s  use of t h e  site. The ISSA wi th  
t h e  Navy states t h a t  an a d d i t i o n a l  6 a c r e s  
cou ld  be  made a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  CG i f  t h e  NAS 
e v e r  c losed .  The NAS F i r e  Department p rov ides  
p r o t e c t i o n  and s a f e t y  i n s p e c t i o n s  for t h e  
Depot. W e  may b e  a b l e  to  r e l y  on t h e  l o c a l  
F i r e  Department t o  provide  p r o t e c t i o n  s e r v i c e s .  
We c u r r e n t l y  l e a s e  50 housing u n i t s  from t h e  
Navy f o r  CG f a m i l i e s  i n  t h e  Boston area. The 
housing is poor and cons idered  t o  b e  a 
maintenance burden; however, o t h e r  housing 
o p t i o n s  a r e  l imited.  The NAS housing 
may be unnecessary f o r  Boston-area members; 
D i s t r i c t  1 needs  to  address  t h i s  i n  t h e  future.. 
The Navy exchange may c l o s e ;  may be f e a s i b l e  
f o r  CG Exchange System t o  t a k e  over  i f  a CG 
p resence  remains. The CG may see a s i g n i f i c a n t  
d e c r e a s e  i n  t h e  e s t a b l i s h e d  ISSA wi th  t h e  Navy 
a t  A i r s t a  Cape Cod. The CG p rov ides  t h e  Navy 
use  o f  95 u n i t s  of housing a t  Cape Cod. 
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NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MA The NAS South Weymouth closure may reduce the 
cont . Navy need for housing by as much as 80 units. 

The CG will still own these units, but not 
receive maintenance funding. Loss of 
commissary and exchange facilities will impact 
drilling reservists in the area. Closure of 
the clinic will have a minor affect on CG 
personnel at Station Scituate. Dl field 
operations will be impacted to a limited degree 
if the NAS closes: Dl provides semi-annual 
intelligence briefings to the P-3 squadron at 
South Weymouth, who in turn provide Target of 
Interest information to the district 
during/after flights. The squadron has also 
been an additional reconaissance asset during 
AM10 operations. 

. . 

AIRSTA Corpus Christi is a tenant command of 
this facility. The Navy may desire to relocate 
several tenants to maximize space utilization. 
A t  one time, NAS expressed an intent toeuse the 
CG hangar for the USN minesweeper helos. If 
that occured, the Navy has indicated they would 
provide CG with another location on base and 
would attempt to assist with move/remodeling 
costs. The latest BRAC developments/ 
recommendations make it likely that CG will 
retain its current location in Hangar 41. 

NAS CORPUS CHRISTI, TX AIRSTA CORPUS CHRISTI 
(Realignment ) 

( Closure j'- 
AIRSTA SACRAMENTO AIRSTA Sacramento is a tenant command of this 

facility. Closure of the AFB would force 
relocation of CG airsta. The CG does not 
desire to become an airfield landlord. 
The Air Force currently provides interservice I 

support such as airfield, control tower, crash 
and fire, weather office, and civil engineering 
support. They also provide family support 
services such as housing, medical, dental, 
exchange, commissary, etc. Airsta Sacramento 
also receives courier service, communications 
support and is a local user of the Air Force 
Classified Material System account. The CG has 
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l o c a l  r a d i o  t r a n s c e i v e r s  and antennae i n s t a l l e d  
i n  t h e  A i r  Force hangar, such as VHF and HF. 

NAS POINT MUGU, CA 

BAYONNE M I L I T A R Y  OCEAN 
TERMINAL, N J  
I n *  - - 

\ ~ I V S U L  e j 

P. 
a. FORT DIX, N J  
I 
u ( Realignment ) 

CG DISTRICT 11 

ATLANTIC STRIKE TEAM 

The CG has a National  Distress System VHF-FM 
High Level S i t e  a t  Point  Mugu. The Navy 
provides t h e  c o n t r o l  c i r c u i t s ,  power and 
emergency power t o  t h e  site. 

This s i te  is being considered as a proposed 
l o c a t i o n  for sev~ral NV gres C O S T Z ~ ~ S .  

Closure of t h i s  f a c i l i t y  w i l l  probably make ' 
Army barracks  unava i lab le  f o r  CG c u t t e r s  

I 

t e n t a t i v e l y  planned to  homeport t h e r e  as 
p a r t  of t h e  Streamlining proposals.  

I 

A t l a n t i c  Strike Team is a tenant  command 
of t h i s  f a c i l i t y .  FY95 A C & I  pro jec t  t o  
cons t ruc t  equipment f a c i l i t y  with cons t ruc t ion  
award a n t i c i p a t e d  3/30/95. No impact 

3 an t i c ipa t ed .  
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EGLIN AFB, FL LORAN MONITORING SITE STA Destin, FT Walton NDS, Cape San Blas NDS 
(Realignment) STA DESTIN all located on Army property but managed by 

FT WALTON NATIONAL DISTRESS Eglin (utilities, tower, equipment hut, etc) 
SYSTEM Impact unknown. 

CAPE SAN BLAS NATIONAL 
DISTRESS SYSTEM 

NSWC CRANE DIVISION 
DETACHMENT, KY 
( Closure ) 

CGYD 
MLCLANT 
MLCPAC 

NUWC NEWPORT DIVISION CGC EAGLE 
NEW LONDON DETACHMENT CGC REDWOOD 
NEW LONDON, CT STA NEW LONDON 
( Closure ) 

NAVAL COMMAND, CONTROL G-T 
AND OCEAN SURVEILLANCE MLCLANT 
CENTER, IN-SERVICE MLCPAC 
ENGINEERING CENTER 
EAST COAST DETACHMENT, 
NORFOLK, VA 
( Realignment ) 

FORT HAMILTON, NY 
(Realignment ) 

This closure will have a major impact on 
field support of the MK75 gun, MK15 CIWS and 
MK36 SRBOC. This center provides technical and 
parts assistance, overhauls and defines 
maintenance procedures for these weapon 
systems. The Navy may continue to support the 
MK15 CIWS and MK36 SRBOC, but is removing the 
MK75 from its inventory. CG YARD may be able 
to fill this gap. 

CGC EAGLE currently moors at Pier 7 when 
in homeport. SECDOD recommendation is for 
Pier 7 to remain open. This pier also provides 
a homeport for the CGC REDWOOD. Anticipate 
STA New London will acquire its current site 
and will retain access to Pier 7 .  

Headquarters, Headquarters units, and MLCs 
contract with NISE East for electronics 
engineering support. Unclear from the 
recommendations as to what functions may be 
deleted. Major moves of personnel/equipment 
may result in project elimination or delays. 

May affect USCG personnel remaining in NY 
area if GI relocates and commissary/exchange 
close. Other potential impacts unknown. 
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NAVAL SHIPYARD LONG BEACH, SUPRTCEN SAN PEDRO The shipyard and SIMA provide direct, high 
CA quality ship repair services to local CG. 
(Closure) Service connectivity for the RAPIDS program 

and the Defense Switched Network at CGDll are 
provided by the Naval Shipyard. Alternate 
service points will have to be identified. 
This closure will also impact support services 
for the CG, i.e., a Family Support Center, 
commissary, exchange, barber shop, pharmacy, 
medical services, child care. CGDll Response 
ACivisory Team houses our vessei oZ Opportunity 
Skilling System at the Shipyard. SUPRTCEN San 
Pedro uses the Navy clinic for some x-ray and 
laboratory services. Because of the distance 
of San Pedro from any other federal direct care 
inpatient or specialty service provider, the CG 
may have to contract for or obtain an MOU with 
the Dept. of Veterans Affairs for many of these 
services. Closure may also eliminate berthing/ 
messing opportunities for reservists augmenting 
CG commands in the area. PSU 311 is in the 
process of being established using a ware- 
house on the shipyard. They are currently 
setting up temporary storage facilities and 
will probably require additional warehouse cost 
if they have to relocate. 



-. 
0 
o DOD 
B INSTALLATION AFFECTED CG UNITS IMPACT 

= P = = = = = I Z = p l = = 5 = p P = = = = P P = P = = I P - = = ' l p = = = ~ * - - - - -  - - - - - I C = = = P P = = P I P - l e = e = E I r - - - -  - - - - l r = = = = P P I P = P I = I I 1 3 = ' r D l I I = = = = = a m I = = = = = = = = =  

EAST FORT BAKER, CA STA GOLDEN GATE 
(Closure) 

RIO VISTA ARMY RESERVE STA RIO VISTA 
(Closure ) 

ERAL AIRFIEL AIRSTA SACRAMENTO 

w 
NAVAL COMMAND, CONTROL Y G-T 
AND OCEAN SURVEILLANCE MLCLANT 
CENTER, IN-SERVICE MLCPAC 
ENGINEERING WEST COAST 
DIVISION, SAN DIEGO, CA 

( Closure ) 
4---'-* 

5 o e 1 l ; i ~ i X  
w - CtRealignment-) -*x )(J'# AR&SC ELIZABETH CITY 
1% 

The Fort has some limited housing, currently 
used by a few CG families. Recent degradation 
in maintenance has already influenced a 
decision to vacate. 

This facility is adjacent to Station Rio Vista. 
Do not anticipate any impact due to closure. 

The 129th Air National Guard Air Rescue 
Squadron is located at this facility- 
Occasionally, this squadron flies long range 
SAR for the CG and maintains long range SAR , 
guard when CG C-130's are down. SECDOD 
recommendation is for Squadron to relocate 
to McClellan AFB which should facilitate 
an improved working relationship between 
Airsta Sacramento and the Squadron. 

Headquarters, Headquarters units, and MLCs 
contract with NISE West for electronics 
engineering support. Unclear from the 
recommendations as to what functions may be 
deleted. Major moves of personnel/equipment 
may result in project elimination or delays. 

ARCSC receives complete Air Force support for 
repair of CG C-130's through ISSA agreements. 
AR&SC does not have the facilities to repair 
C-130's. Impact on ISSA's unknown. 

KELLY AFB, TX AR&SC ELIZABETH CITY 

. . r 
0 _....- - - -3 
" . HILL AFB, UT (Realignment) AR&SC ELIZABETH CITY 

1.3  
'-.- AVIATION TROOP COMMAND, MO (Closure) 

ARCSC receives complete Air Force support for. 
repair of CG C-130's through ISSA agreements. 
ARSC does not have the facilities to repair the 
C-130's. Impact on ISSA's unknown. 

These facilities provide ISSA support to 
ARCSC. They do depot level preventive 
maintenance on our C-130's and H60s. 
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NAVAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS This facility provides In-Service Engineering 
SUPPORT OFFICE, Agent (ISEA) services for the Microcomputer 
CHESAPEAKE, VA Organizational Maintenance Management Systems. 
(Closure) This system allows for an electronic link to 

the USN Maintenance Data System. We currently 
have a MIPR in place with them to perform this 
function for us. 

NAVAL SEA SYSTEM COMMAND, G-OD0 
ARLINGTON, VA 
(Realignment) 

f - GRU GALVESTON 
a. 
C 

GRU CORPUS CHRIST1 
u AIRSTA CORPUS CHRIST1 

U 
GRU GALVESTON 

v, 
.i 

(Closure ) GRU CORPUS CHRIST1 
AIRSTA CORPUS CHRIST1 

DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION GRU GALVESTON 
DEPOT RED RIVER, TX GRU CORPUS CHRIST1 
( Closure ) AIRSTA CORPUS CHRIST1 

.-, 
RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT, TX GRU GALVESTON -? 

w 

I. 
(Closure ) GRU CORPUS CHRIST1 

(D 
N 

AIRSTA CORPUS CHRIST1 

o NASBARBERS POINT, HI 
N 

CGAS BARBERS POINT 
:a (Change to previous BRAC) 

All NAVORD equipment program managers are 
located here. We deal directly with all 
applicable program managers on ordnance 
matters. Impact unknown. 

Loss of commissary/exchange facilities will 
impact active duty and reserve personnel in 
CGD8. 

Loss of cornmissary/exchange facilities will 
impact active duty and reserve personnel in 
CGD8 . 
Loss of support services will impact reserve 
personnel in CGD8. 

Loss of support services will impact reserve 
personnel in CGD8. 

Navy housing may continue to be available 
to the CG; the BRAC '95 SECDOD recommendation 
retains it for multi-service use. Positive 
impact to CG. 
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FORT GREELY, AL LORSTA TOK LORSTA Tok personnel use the commissary and ' 
(Realignment) exchange at Ft Greely. Ft Greely closure 

I 

will not impair LORAN operations. The Army 
metrology lab at Greeley repairs and calibrates 
all electronics equipment on inventory at 
LORSTA TOK. If the lab were to close as part 
of this realignment, the CG would have to pay 
for this service or purchase $25K worth of 
calibrating equipment. 

SHIP REPAIR FACTT.TTV, . M A D C ~ ~ '  - ...VYb 

GUAM ( Closure) MSO GUAM 
CGC BASSWOOD 
CGC GALVESTON ISLAND 

4 

NAVAL ACTIVITIES GUAM 
Tr 

MARSEC 

I. 
( Realignment ) MSO GUAM 

cn 
3 4  

CGC GALVESTON ISLAND 

RI 
CGC BASSWOOD 

0 

6 

Closure of this facility could lead to eventual 
closure of the naval station clinic and 
hospital, the primary source of medical 
care for the 116 CG personnel and their 
dependents in Naval housing. Vessel 
maintenance and repair assistance has been 
provided at this facility, as well as dry 
dock capability. Additional cutter transit 
time will be required for this type of 
maintenance. In addition, the Navy metrology 
lab repairs and calibrates all electronics 
equipment on inventory at MARSEC Guam. If the 
lab closes, the cost for this work would 
increase by an estimated $5K per year. 

Naval Activities Guam supports active duty and 
reserve CG on Guam in many ways as tenant 
activities. ISSA's are in place with the Navy 
Public Works Center for general, electrical, 
water/sewer and housing support, as well as 
telephone services for our buildings, offices 
and grounds on NAVACT. MARSEC, MSO and the 
2 cutters ate located on CG property within 
NAVACTS. CG units are directly supported by 
almost every department of NAVACTS. The 
Navy provides security, training spaces, 
MWR services, food services, consolidated 
bachelor quarters, portion operations, 
commercial travel, fire department response, 
legal services, etc, 
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GREATER PITTSBURGH IAP MSO PITTSBURGH 
A I R  RESERVE STATION, PA 
( Closure  ) 

SPACE AND NAVAL WARFARE 
SYSTEMS COMMAND 
ARLINGTON, VA 
( Change to previnlla I3R-A.C ) 

FITZSIMONS ARMY MEDICAL 
CENTER, CO 
(C losu re )  

FORT BUCHANAN, P R  
(Realignment) 

CG BASE SAN JUAN 

0 
7 

" NAVAL A I R  STATION 
I. 

PACAREA 
[O 

-4 
ALAMEDA, CA 

F 1  
(Change t o  previous BRAC) 

0 

6 

\ - OAKLAND ARMY BASE, CA 
r) CG PACIFIC AREA 
\ 
In 
0 

C l o s u r e  of t h i s  f a c i l i t y  w i l l  impact Reserve 
personnel  who s t a y  a t  t h i s  f a c i l i t y  when 
d r i l l i n g .  Costs  of Reserve d r i l l s  w i l l  
e s c a l a t e  i n  t h e  Pi t tsburgh area because of 
high costs assoc ia ted  with temporary lodging. 

Relocat ion of t h i s  command t o  San D i e g o  w i l l  
make it  d i f f i c u l t  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  Navy 
e l e c t r o n i ~  systezz prsgram affecting CG, e.g. 
Defense Message System, high speed f l e e t  
broadcast ,  NTCS-A/ JMCIS, NAVMAC-11 . 
Primary impact o n  h e a l t h  care s e r v i c e s  
w i l l  be t h e  r e l o c a t i o n  of the Opt i ca l  
Fabr ica t ion  Laboratory t o  F t  Sam Houston, 
TX. This  l abo ra to ry  provides m i l i t a r y  eyeware 
support  t o  CG personnel  west of t h e  
Miss i ss ipp i  River. Loss of s e r v i c e  may 
only be temporary dur ing t r a n s f e r  t o  Texas. 

Closure  of t h e  family  housing u n i t s  and 
conversion t o  a primary r e se rve  u n i t  w i l l  
a f f e c t  h e a l t h  care provided by t h e  Army c l i n i c  
p r imar i ly  f o r  CG dependents. 

PACAREA ( P i )  p re sen t ly  p i cks  up Defense Courier 
Se rv i ce  m a t e r i a l  a t  NAS Alameda, A new 
d e l i v e r y  system w i l l  need t o  be developed 
t o  t a k e  c a r e  of d e l i v e r y  of c l a s s i f i e d  
ma te r i a l  i n  a t i m e l y  manner. PACAREA ( P i )  
provides  over  t h e  counte r  S e n s i t i v e  
Compartmented Information traffic s e r v i c e  to  
local Navy s h i p s  and CG u n i t s .  When NAS 
closes, PACAREA a n t i c i p a t e s  l o s ing  the assigned 
Navy b i l l e t s  t h a t  a s s i s t  t h e  s t a f f i n g  f o r  t h i s  
s e rv i ce .  

An t i c ipa t e  te lephone c i r c u i t  ( s ecu re  and non- 
secure impacts. 



Capacity Analysis 

Small Aircraft 

Air Force calculated it had an excess of 4 active duty small aircraft bases, but 
after taking into consideration force structure requirements it concluded it could 

FA 1 

C ~ S C  1-2 ~ i ~ i i z  aircrart oases. 
Air Force did not recommend any small aircraft bases for closure. 

[IAW Nov 29,1995 Base Closure Executive Group minutes, "SECAF 
determined that operational considerations (aircraft type, block and engine 
integrity; base loading; AF units sizing imperatives) would not allow the 
beddowns from the closure of any small aircraft bases."] 

Commission staff calculated the Air Force could bring back all of its overseas 
force structure to the United States and still close a small aircraft base. 
When taking force structure requirements into consideration, Commission staff 
calculated Air Force has an excess of 2.3 small aircraft bases. 

DRAFT 



Large Aircraft 
Capacity Analysis 

Air Force determined an excess of approximately 3-4 large aircraft bases 
1-2 Bomber bases 
2 Mobility bases 
Included Depot airfield capacity 
Did not include MacDill AFB 

Recommending relocation of Malmstrom AFB KC-135 operations and closure of 
airfield except for helicopter support activity 
Recommending retention of MacDill airfield to support Joint Commands 

Commission staff agrees with Air Force estimate of excess capacity 

DRAFT 



Capacity Analysis 

Large Aircraft 

Air Force calculated 4 active duty large aircraft bases 
After considering force structure requirements, concluded excess of 2-3 large 
airzi-iifi "uses. 

Air Force recommended closing the flying operations at Malmstrom AFB 
Reopened MacDill AFB -- no reduction in excess capacity. 
Air Force did not consider MacDill AFB for capacity analysis purposes. 
Air Force capacity analysis for large aircraft included the airfields associated 
with air logistic centers/depots. 

Commission staff calculated the Air Force has excess capacity (ramp space) for 8 
large aircraft bases. 

Commission staff included MacDill AFB 
Minot AFB, Ellsworth AFB, Malmstrom AFB, and McClellan AFB operating at  
less than 50% capacity (flying operations only). 
When taking force structure requirements and START Treaty implications into 
consideration, Commission staff calculated excess of 2.9 large aircraft bases. 

DRAFT 



Capacity Analysis 

Large Aircraft 

Air Force calculated excess of 4 large aircraft bases. 
After considering force structure requirements, it could close 2-3 large aircraft bases. 
Air Force recommended closing the flying operations at Malmstrom AFB, but re-opened MacDill AFB. 

Commission staff calculated Air Force has excess capacity (ramp space) for 8 large aircraft bases. 
After considering force structure and START Treaty, Commission staff calculated excess of 2.9 large 
aircraft bases. 

Small Aircraft 

Air Force calculated excess of 4 small aircraft bases. 
a After considering force structure, concluded it could close 1-2 small aircraft bases. 

Air Force did not recommend any small aircraft bases for closure. 

Commission staff calculated Air Force could bring back all of its overseas force structure to the US and 
still close a small aircraft base. 
After considering force structure, Commission staff calculated excess of 2.3 small aircraft bases. 

DRAFT 



Capacity Analysis 

Large Aircraft 

Air Force calculated it had an excess of 4 active duty large aircraft bases, but after taking into 
consideration force structure requirements it could close 2-3 large aircraft bases. 
Air Force recommended closing the flying operations at Malmstrom AFB, but relocated the aircraft to 
MacDill AFB thus not reducing any excess capacity. 

Air Force did not consider MacDill AFB for capacity analysis purposes. 

Commission staff calculated the Air Force has excess capacity (ramp space) for 8 large aircraft bases. 
Commission staff included MacDill AFB for capacity analysis purposes. 

Minot AFB, Ellsworth AFB, Malmstrom AFB, and McClellan AFB are operating at less than 50% 
capacity (flying operations only). 
When taking force structure requirements and START Treaty implications into consideration, 
Commission staff calculated Air Force has an excess of 2.9 large aircraft bases. 

Small Aircraft 

Air Force calculated it had an excess of 4 active duty small aircraft bases, but after taking into 
consideration force structure requirements it concluded it could close 1-2 small aircraft bases. 
Air Force did not recommend any small aircraft bases for closure. 

Commission staff calculated the Air Force could bring back all of its overseas force structure to the 
United States and still close a small aircraft base. 
When taking force structure requirements into consideration, Commission staff calculated Air Force has 
an excess of 2.3 small aircraft bases. 

DRAFT 



Capacity Analysis 

Small Aircraft 

Air Force calculated it had an excess of 4 active duty small aircraft bases, but after taking into 
consideration force structure requirements it concluded it could close 1-2 small aircraft bases. 
Air Force did not recommend any small aircraft bases for closure. 

Commission staff calculated the Air Force could bring back all of its overseas force structure to the 
United States and still close a small aircraft base. 
When taking force structure requirements into consideration, Commission staff calculated Air Force has 
an excess of 2.3 small aircraft bases. 

Large Aircraft 

Air Force calculated it had an excess of 4 active duty large aircraft bases, but after taking into 
consideration force structure requirements, it could close 2-3 large aircraft bases. 
Air Force recommended closing the flying operations at Malmstrom AFB, but relocated the aircraft to 
MacDill AFB thus not reducing any excess capacity. 

Commission staff calculated the Air Force has excess capacity (ramp space) for 8 large aircraft bases. 
Minot AFB, Ellsworth AFB, Malmstrom AFB, and McClellan AFB are operating at  less than 50% 
capacity (flying operations only). 
Air Force has proposed reopening flying operations at MacDill AFB and relocating 12 KC-135s there, 
but did not take MacDill into consideration for capacity analysis purposes. 
When taking force structure requirements and START Treaty implications into consideration, 
Commission staff calculated Air Force has an excess of 2.9 large aircraft bases. 

DRAFT 



Capacity Analysis 

Small Aircraft 

Air Force -- excess of 1-2 small aircraft bases 
Did not recommend any small aircraft bases for closure 

I A W  Nov 29,1995 Base Closure Executive Group minutes, "SECAF 
determined that operational considerations (aircraft type, block and engine 
integrity; base loading; AF units sizing imperatives) would not allow the 
beddowns from the closure of any small aircraft bases." 

Commission staff -- Air Force could bring back all of its overseas force structure 
to US and close small aircraft base 
Calculated excess of 2.3 small aircraft bases 

DRAFT 



Large Aircraft 
Capacity Analysis 

Air Force -- excess of 2-3 large aircraft bases 
Did not include MacDill AFB 

&commending closing the flying operations a t  Malmstrom AFB 
Recommending AF retain MacDill airfield-- no reduction in excess capacity 
Capacity analysis included the airfields associated with air logistic centers 

Commission staff -- excess of 2.9 large aircraft bases 
Included MacDill and airfields associated with air logistic centers 

DRAFT 



Large Aircraft 
Capacity Analysis 

Air Force calculated it had an excess of 4 active duty large aircraft bases, but 
after taking into consideration force structure requirements it could close 2-3 
large aircraft bases. 
Air Force recommended closing the flying operations a t  Malmstrom AFB, but 
relocated the aircraft to MacDill AFB thus not reducing any excess capacity. 

Air Force did not consider MacDill AFB for capacity analysis purposes. 
Air Force capacity analysis for large aircraft included the airfields associated 
with air logistic centers/depots. 

Commission staff calculated the Air Force has excess capacity (ramp space) for 8 
large aircraft bases. 

Commission staff included MacDill AFB for capacity analysis purposes. 
Minot AFB, Ellsworth AFB, Malmstrom AFB, and McClellan AFB are operating 
at  less than 50% capacity (flying operations only). 
When taking force structure requirements and START Treaty implications into 
consideration, Commission staff calculated Air Force has an excess of 2.9 large 
aircraft bases. 

DRAFT 



Active Duty 

Air National Guard 

Air Force Reserve 

Back Up Inventory 

Total 

C-5 Fleet 



Air Logistic Center Comparison 

DoD Analysis 
Method 
Results 

Joint Cross Service Group Analysis 
Method 
Results 

Commission Staff Analysis 
Merits of Measure 
Weighting 
Results 



Scenarios 

No Change to Air Logistic Centers 
DoD Recommendation (Downsizing) 
Close Hill ALC 
Close Kelly ALC 
Close McClellan AFB 
Close Robins ALC 
Close Tinker ALC 
Close McClellan AFB and Kelly ALC 



Capacity 

Does the Air Force have excess capacity, and if so how much? 
Definition(s) 
Direct Labor Hours 
Infrastructure 

Work Stations (current and former) 
In terms of how many depots 



Air Force Air Logistic Centers 

Capacity 
Does the Air Force have excess capacity? 
If so, how much? 

Downsizing versus Closing 
Is the DoD recommendation to downsize viable? 
Or is closing an air logistic center@) a better option? 

Air Logistic Center Comparison 
If closing an air logistic center is the better option, which one(s) 

Scenarios 



Background Paper 
on 

Ellsworth AFB and Scott AFB 

Ob-i ective 

To present Commissioner Davis with information on Ellsworth AFB and Scott AFB. 

Air Force has excess capacity of 2-3 large aircraft bases (Using 9714 force structure) 
Air Force closing flying ops at Malmstrom, but re-opening MacDill 

Grand Forks, Ellsworth, and Scott are Tier I11 bases 
Grand Forks is already being considered by Commission for realignment 

Discussion 

Ellsworth AFB (One Time Cost-to-Close: $41.3M; Annual Recurring Savings: $60.9M) 
9714 projected force structure is 12 B-1s and 5 T-38s (PAA) 
Air Force intends to keep 95 B- 1 s TAI (68 PAAIBAAltest and 27 reconstitution) 
Air Force intends to buy back reconstitution B-1 s after they are modified with conventional 
enhancements 

w Ellsworth is planned to receive a second squadron of 12 B-1s PAA after the modifications 

Scott AFB (One Time Cost-to-Close: $241.2M; Annual Recurring Savings: $5 1.3M) 
9714 projected force structure is 1 1 C-9s and 8 C-2 1 s (PAA) 
Home of USTRANSCOM, AMC, Air Force Command, Control, Communications and 
Computer Agency, Air Weather Service, and Defense Information Technology Contracting 
Office 
Local community and Air Force are developing joint use airfield 7000 feet east Scott main 
runway 

FAA is constructing new tower and will operate entire field 
New taxiway will connect the two runways 
New runway will be 8000 feet (ultimately to 10,000 feet) 
Adding 1000 feet to the current Scott runway to make it 8,000 feet 

Frank Cantwell 



MinutesICapacity Analysis 

BCEG Minutes 

Book 1 
Tab 3 -- Cap Analysis Overview 
Tab 4 -- JCSG MOM 

Rome Lab -- Griffiss and Hanscom 
Phillips -- Kirtland, Hanscom and Edwards 

Tab 5 
485th EIG briefing 

591 personnel (26 officers, 232 enlisted, 333 civilians) 
Tab 6 -- AMC 
Tab 8 -- ANG and AFSOC 
Tab 10 -- AFRES and AETC 
Tab 1 -- SPACECOM and AFMC (labs, LCs, and test facilities) 

[Need a copy of Gen Condon brief dated July 19, 1994 -- especially "Base Data" slide at the 
end.] 

Tab 2 -- ACC and PACAF 
[How much will it cost to move the 54 F-16s into Cannon and where are they from?] 
[Capacity Analysis slide from ACC Brief.] 

Tab 3 
MAJCOM input to AF BFAC was based on FY 9514. Air Staff adjusted the 

capacity analysis to FY 9714. Air Straff used FY 96 POM data. Flying training bases 
used FY 0114 (not sure if that is AF or JCSG analysis.) 

Air Staff -- Capapcity Analysis (atch 3) 
Tab 2 -- Roderfer's perspective of the operators view of capan -- part of it classified 
-- concludes 1-2 small and 2-3 largfe aircraft bases 
Tab 3 -- updated brief for SECAF -- changed large aircraft to 3-4 
Tab 4 - CAPAN Targets -- small - 3; large - 4; missiles - 1; space - 1 

Reserve -- KC-135 - 1; F-16 - 2; C-130 - 2 
ANG - F-16 - 1; F-15 - 1; C-130 - 1. 

Tab 9 
Criterion I1 weights -- air quality - 40% 
Criterion Hierarchy?? 

Tab 10 
Criterion I weighting as of 8130194 

Tab 4 
AF Labs 

Tab 6 
Small acft force structure realignment assumptions 

Tab 7 -- T&E 
Tab 8 -- Color Scoring 
Tab 9 -- Depot analysis 
Tab 10 -- depot brief and vote 



Tab 1 -- Kirtland Underground Munitions Storage Complex 
Tab 6 -- NPR drove a reduction of one excess bomber base 
Tab 8 -- 97/4 large aircraft 

Book I1 

Tab 8 -- changes to Kirtland facilities conditions ratings 
Tab 9 -- vote on the Labs -- Oct 20 snapshot 
Tab 16 -- large aircraft voting 
Tab 17 -- AFRES capacity 
Tab 18 -- Depot capacity analysis 
Tab 19 -- depot tiering 
Tab 20 -- SECAF directed Moody, Cannon, and Holloman be looked at for closure -- 
arnonst others; also, both Canon and Hollman 
Tab 2 1 -- large and small aircraft scenario briefs (Nov 16) 
Tab 23 -- Concern about having all the B- 1 s on a single installation 
Tab 24 -- SECAF did not like scenarios for small bases and stopped the review 

Discussion on placing some B-1 s into the ANG 
Ellsworth as a closure 

Book I11 

Tab 12 -- GriffissIFt Drum redirect. [comparisons of Hancock, Drum, and Griffiss] 
Tab 16 -- Discussion on large aircraft GF/Minot/Malmstrom 

discussion about past BRAC costs and savings 
AFRES recommendations 

Tab 22 -- discussion of MinotKirtland realignrnentl485th redirect/Ellsworth closure/ 
95 Force structure plan 

Tab 23 -- Fort Drum airfield [what happened to Syracuse option] 
Tab 25 -- Ellsworth closure and Rome Lab closure 
Tab 26 -- Questioning Ellsworth closure 
Tab 28 -- SOF options from Kirtland 
Tab 30 -- Kirtland costs 
Tab 3 1 -- Canon not feasible for SOF training 

Proposed target years for closure actions 

Classified Book (only unclassified "stuff' here) 

Tab 2 -- force structure 
Tab 3 -- Bomber beddown 
Tab 4 --Capan [remeber -- capan based on conus bases and force strucure] 

1-2 small; 2-3 large [at least one bomber]; 1 missile; 2 ALCs; 3 labs; 1 UFT 

r, Tab 5 capan --errors and exceptions 



DRAFT 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

WARNER ROBINS AIR FORCE B M  

INSTALLATION MISSION 
Warner Robins Air Logistics Center - 
- Provides support to F- 15, C- 14 1, C- 130 aircraft, and accomplishes most helicopter depot 

level maintenance 
- 78th Air Base Wing 

Headquarters, United States Air Force Reserve 
19th Air Reheling Wing (AMC) 

- 20 KC-135R, 1 EC-135Y, and 2 C-12F - - -- - 

AFSOC (Special Operation Flight) 
- 1EC-137D 
5th Combat Communication Group (ACC) 
9th Space Warning Squadron (AFSPC) 

Planned changes: 
The Air Force has designated Robins AFB as the main U.S. operating base for the Joint 9 Surveillance and Target Attack Radar System (JSTARS). The resulting manpower 

qlIY authorizations, number of aircraft, and construction requirements have not been finalized. 

The 116th Fighter Wing (ANG), currently located at Dobbins Air Reserve Base, GA will relocate 
to Robins AFB. The unit will begin a conversion from 15 F-15- to 8 B-1B aircraft in mid- 
1995. The conversion/relocation will result in an increase of 192 full-time military, 976 drill, 
and 453 civilian position authorizations. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

Downsize Warner Robins Air Logistics Center. 

Consolidate the following workload to Warner Robins Air Logistics Center: 
Tubing Manufacturing 
Airborne electronics 
Airborne electronic automatic equipment software 
sheet metal repair and manufacturing 
machining manufacturing 
electronic manufacturing (printed wire boards) 
plating 

DRAFT 
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DOD JUSTIFlCATlON 

Reductions in force structure have resulted in excess depot capacity across Air Force depots. 
w The recommended Air Logistic Center realignments will consolidate production lines and move 

workload to a minimum number of locations, allowing the reduction of personnel, infrastructure 
and other costs. The net effect of the realignments is to transfer approximately 3.5 million direct 
labor hours and to eliminate 37 production lines across the five depots. These actions will allow 
the Air Force to demolish or mothball facilities, or make them available for use by other 
agencies. These consolidations will reduce excess capacity, enhance efficiencies, and produce 
cost savings without the one-time costs associated with closing a depot. Air Force actions to 
reduce depot capacity will result in a reduction of real property infrastructure equal to 1.5 depots 
and a reduction in capacity equivalent to about two depots. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 
~ 

The Air Force did not provide the following data for each of the Air Logistics Centers (ALC). 
The downsize inplace strategy requires every ALC to be realigned. It does not permit visibility 
of installation specific actions, but requires that the entire strategy be executed to achieve the Air 
Force-wide savings. 

The following data described on the following 5 lines reflects Air Force wide savings: 

' 3  One-Time Cost: 
Net (Costs) and Savings During Implementation: 
Annual Recurring Savings: 
Break-Even Year: 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: 

$ 183 million 
$ 138.7 million 
$ 89 million 
2 year 
S; 991.2 million 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES 
CONTRACTORS) 

Military Civilian Students 
Baseline 

Reductions 
Realignme~ts 
Total 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS 
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS) 

Out In Net Gain (Loss) 
Recommendation C . . .  Mil. C . . .  C . . .  Military lvillan ltarv lvillan ilita ~vilian 
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w TOTAL 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Volatile organic conlpounds, paint strippers, paints, solvents, phosohoric and chromic acids, 
oils cyanide and carbon remover used on base. 
Robins placed on National Priority List in 1987 

REPRESENTATION 

Governor: Zell Miller 
.. Senators: Sam Nunn, Paul Coverdale 
-- - Representative: Saxby Chambliss 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 
[Economic Area] Job Base: 
Percentage: 

1168 jobs (534 direct and 634 indirect) 
157,770 jobs 
.7 percent decrease 

Cumulative Economic Impact (1 996-200 1): .7 percent decrease 

;1 MILITARY ISSUES 
91lllllllll~~ 

no apparent military issues 

COMMUNITY CONCEFWSfiSSUES 

The Community has not expressed an opinion of the downsizing of Warner Robins ALC. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

Warner Robins does approximately 30 % of the airframe work and 34% of the air craft 
component work for the Air Force 
The Air Force rated Warner Robins AFB in tier 2 (middle ranking) and rated the depot 
activities in tier 1 (highest ranking). 

ReeseICross Service Team/03/20/95 10:39 AM 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

HILL AIR FORCE BASE 
OGDEN. UTAH 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

The Ogden Air Logistics Center is the primary employer on Hill Air Force Base. The center 
provides worldwide logistics management and depot maintenance for the F-16 Fighting Falcon. 
The center also provides depot maintenance work on F-4 and C-130 aircraft and has performed 
interservice work from the Navy for its FIA- 18 aircraft. In addition the center is the only source 
of repair for the nation's stockpile of strategic ICBM's. Finally, the center is in the process of 
transferring depot maintenance activities for tactical missiles to the Army. The Hill Air Force 
Base also supports the Utah Test and Training Range, the Defense Department's largest over- 
land special use airspace. The test range is used for operational training sorties by all military 
services. The range also provides testing and evaluation support for cruise missiles, unmanned 
air vehicles and munitions. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Realign Hill Air Force Base. Disestablish test range activity at Utah Test and Training 
Range. Transfer some armarnentlweapons test and evaluation workload to Eglin Air Force 
Base and Edwards Air Force Base. Management responsibility for the test range and some 
related equipment, personnel and systems will be transferred to Air Combat Command 
(ACC). 

Downsize Ogden Air Logistics Center. The 1 March BRAC recommendation to the 
Commission would have resulted in the consolidation of the following workload at Ogden: 
(1) Airborne electronic software, (2) sheet metal repair and manufacturing, (3) foundry 
operations, (4) airborne electronics, and (5) plating. Correspondence from the Air Force 
headquarters, in response to Commission staff questions, indicates that Ogden will be 
transferring part of its work to other centers for the following: (1) instruments, (2) 
composites, (3) tubing, (4) machine manufacturing, (5) plating, (6) hydraulics, (7) electronics 
manufacturing, and (8) injection molding, 

8/31/95 
DRAFT 

1 



DRAFT 

1 DOD JUSTIFICATION 

Most of the current test and evaluation activities can be accomplished at Eglin and Edwards. 
Disestablishing the test range capability will reduce excess test capacity within Air Force. 
Retaining the range as a training range will preserve training value and is consistent with the 
82% training use of the range. 

Reductions in force structure have resulted in excess depot capacity across Air Force depots. 
The recommended Air Logistic Center realignments will consolidate production lines and 
move workload to a minimum number of locations, allowing the reduction of personnel, 
infrastructure and other costs. The net effect of the realignments is to transfer approximately 
3.5 million direct labor hours and to eliminate 37 production lines across the five depots. 
These actions will allow the Air Force to demolish or mothball facilities, or make them 
available for use by other agencies. These consolidations will reduce excess capacity, 
enhance efficiencies, and produce cost savings without the one-time costs associated with 
closing a depot. Air Force actions to reduce depot capacity will result in a reduction of real 
property infrastructure equal to 1.5 depots and a reduction in man-hour capacity equivalent to 
about two depots. 

COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE: 

w The Commission added Hill Air Force Base for consideration of installation closure. 

JUSTIFICATION FOR COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE: 

The Air Force minutes indicate that the Department wanted to close one or two Air Logistics 
Centers, but decided to downsize all five ALC's due to the high cost of installation closure. The 
Commission decided to study the estimated closure costs for all five all five Air Logistics 
Centers and consider if other alternatives might be more cost effective. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

The cost benefit of the Air Force recommendation to downsize in place all five air logistics 
centers versus the joint cross service group proposal to close 2 air logistics centers. The joint 
cross service group proposed an alternative which suggested that the Sacramento and San 
Antonio center should be closed. Under the cross service scenario, Ogden ALC would likely 
gain additional personnel spaces. 
Both the Hill Air Force Base and the Ogden Air Logistics Center were ranked in the highest 
tier. 

813 1 195 
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COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

Test Range Only 

one-time Cost: $ 3.2 million 
Net (Costs) and Savings During Implementation: $ 62.4 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 12.4 million 
Break-Even Year: (2 years) 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $ 179.9 million 

Cost Savings for ALC Downsize Recommendation 

The downsize in place strategy requires every ALC to be realigned. It does not permit visibility 
of installation specific actions, but requires that the entire strategy be executed to achieve Air 
Force-wide savings. Air Force wide savings from the downsize in place strategy are: 

One-Time Cost: $ 183.0 million 
Net Savings During Implementation $ 138.7 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 89.0 million w Break-Even Year 2 years 
Net Present Value Over 20 years $ 99 1.2 million 

In response to a request by Commission staff, the Air Force developed separate cost and savings 
data for each ALC included in the Air Force-wide downsize strategy. The cost and savings for 
the Ogden center are: 

One-Time Cost: $ 41,917 
Net Costs During Implementation: $ 38,798 
Annual Recurring Costs $ 426 
Break-Even Year: Never 
Net Present Value Over 20 years (Costs): $ 46,726 

8/31/95 
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Cost Savinps for Commission Alternative: 

The following data were extracted from the Air Force's level playing field COBRA: 
One Time Cost $1,4 18 million 
Net Costs During Implementation $1,305 million 
Annual Recuuring Savings $7 1.7 million 
Break-Even Year $2030 (29 years) 
Net Present Value Over 20 years (Costs) $267.7 million 
Note: the one-time cost to close Hill Air Force Base includes $489 million to construct 
ICBM missile facilities at Tinker Air Force Base and about $400 million in one-time 
moving costs. 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS 

Military Civilian Students 

Baseline (AFB) 4566 869 1 0 
134 4473 0 

Reductions (Test Range) 3 5 69 0 
Reductions (ALC) 0 0 0 
Realignments 0 0 0 
Total 35 69 0 

NOTE: The Secretary's March 1, 1995 Base Closure and Realignment Regort states 
that Ogden Air Logistics Center would not be impacted by the downsize in place 
recommendation. Subsequent to release of the Secretary's report, the Air Force changed its 
manpower implication statistics several times. First the Air Force determined that the Ogden 
Center would gain 237 civilian personnel authorizations, primarily due to the consolidation of 
sheet metal repair at Ogden. Upon further analysis, the Air Force determined that Ogden would 
lose 65 positions under the downsize in place option, primarily because consolidation of sheet 
metal repair at Ogden was longer considered a viable option. 

On April 1 1, 1995 the Air Force updated its BRAC recommendation to the Commission. 
The update of the original BRAC recommendation is the result of recently completed site 
surveys which suggest that the Ogden center will be losing 395 civilian personnel authorizations. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Hill Air Force Base is on the National Priority List. The base is also located in an area of non 
attainment for air quality. 

813 1/95 
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w REPRESENTATION 

Senators: Orrin G. Hatch 
Robert F. Bennett 

Representative: James V. Hansen 
Enid Waldholtz 

Governor: Michael 0 .  Leavitt 

MILITARY ISSUES 

None at this time 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: (Test Range Only) -- 168 jobs (104 direct and 64 indirect) 
Realignment of workload into and out of Ogden ALC is not anticipated to result in any 
employment losses. 

Tooele MSA Job Base: 13,191 jobs 
Percentage: 1.3 percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact: 36.6 percent decrease 

COMMUNITY CONCERNSIISSUES 

Hill Air Force Base would be a feasible and cost effective site for consolidation of tactical 
missile maintenance vice the Letterkenny Army Depot as designated by the 1993 Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission. 

Lester C. Farrington, Cross Service Team 
M. Glenn Knoepfle, Cross Service Team 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

KELLY AIR FORCE BASE, SAN ANTONIO. TX 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

The San Antonio Air Logistics Center is the primary employer on Kelly Air Force Base. The 
center manages aircraft, engines, stock items, weapons (nuclear ordnance), and depot 
maintenance programs. The center's depot activity also repairs a variety of aircraft, aircraft 
engines and weapon system components. Supported aircraft include the F-5, F-16, C-5 and C- 
17. Previously the San Antonio center supported the B-52, however the workload has been 
transferred to the Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center. Kelly Air Force Base is also home to the 
433rd Airlift Wing (AF Reserve) which flies C-5 aircraft., the 149th Fighter Group and a DLA 
Distribution Depot. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Downsize San Antonio Air Logistics Center. The 1 March BRAC recommendation to the 
Commission would have resulted in the consolidation of the following workload to San 
Antonio: (1) foundry operations, (2) industrial plant equipment software, and (3) plating. 
Correspondence from the Air Force Headquarters, in response to Commission questions, 
indicates that San Antonio will be transferring part of its work to other centers for the 
following: (I) automatic test equipment software, (2) sheet metal repair and manufacturing, 
(3) Composites and plastics, (4) tubing, (5) machine manufacturing, (6) and 
hydraulics/pneumatics. 

Relocate the following activities to Kelly Air Force Base: (I) the Air Force Inspection 
Agency and Air Force Safety Office from Kirtland Air Force Base, (2) the Defense Nuclear 
Agency (field Command) from Kirtland Air Force Base, and the 68th Intelligence Squadron 
from Brooks Air Force Base. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

Reductions in force structure have resulted in excess depot capacity across Air Force depots. 
The recommended Air Logistic Center realignments will consolidate production lines and move 
workload to a minimum number of locations, allowing the reduction of personnel, infrastructure 
and other costs. The net effect of the realignments is to transfer approximately 3.5 million direct 
labor hours and to eliminate 37 production lines across the five depots. These actions will allow 
the Air Force to demolish or mothball facilities, or make them available for use by other 
agencies. These consolidations will reduce excess capacity, enhance efficiencies, and produce 
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cost savings without the one-time costs associated with closing a depot. Air Force action is 
intended to reduce depot capacity by 1.5- 2 depot equivalents. However, no infrastructure will 
be eliminated; the Air Force action eliminates capacity by laying away workstations and 
mothballing space. 

Kirtland and Brooks Air Force Bases rated low relative to other bases in the Laboratory Product 
Center category. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

Cost Savin~s for ALC 

The downsize in place strategy requires every ALC to be realigned. requires that the entire 
strategy be executed to achieve Air Force-wide savings. 

Air Force-wide ALC savings for the downsize in place strategy are: 
One-Time Cost: $ 183.0 million 
Net (Costs) and Savings During Implementation: $ 138.7 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 89.0 million 
Break-Even Year: 2000 ( 2 years) 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $ 991.2 million 

The Air Force has provided two revisions to its BRAC recommendations since the 1 March 
submission. the following displays the original and most current version of the BRAC 
recommendations: 

Kelly portion of the ALC cost savings (1 March version) are: 
One-Time Cost: $ 29.7 million 
Net Savings During Implementation: $ 52.4 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 22.3 million 
Break-Even Year: 1999 (1 year) 

1. Net Present Value Over 20 Years $ 265.2 million 

Kelly portion of the ALC cost savings (11 April version) are: 
One-Time Cost: $ 3 1.1 million 
Net Savings During Implementation: $ 42.0 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 20.9 million 
Break-Even Year: 2000 (2 years) 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years $ 242.5 million 
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MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS 
The Air Force has provided two revisions to its BRAC recommendations since the 1 March w submission. the following displays the personnel impacts of the original and most current 
version of the BRAC recommendations: 

Military Civilian 

Baseline (AFB) 4,220 12,678 

1 March recommendation 
Reductions(ALC) 10 
Realignments 0 

1 1 April update 
Reductions(ALC) 9 
Realignments 0 

Gains 
from Kirtland and Brooks 408 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

San Antonio is the only Air Logistics Center Installation that is not on National Priorities List. 
Kelly was ranked low by the Air Force in the environmental area because of asbestos and water 
availability problems. The water problem is likely to be resolved. A letter of intent signed by 
the Chief of the Environmental Law Division of the Office of the Staff Judge Advocate (signed 
20 April 1995) indicates that there will be " a ready supply of surface water that can be supplied 
against hture missions. .. . and (there will be) no impact on the endangered species which rely on 
(this water supply). 

REPRESENTATION 

Senators: Phil Grarnrn 
Kay Bailey Hutchinson 

Representative: Henry B. Gonzalez 
Governor: George W. Bush 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 1,194 jobs (446 direct and 748 indirect) 
San Antonio, Texas MSA Job Base: 730,857 jobs 
Percentage: 0.2 percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (year-year): 1.0 percent decrease 
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MILITARY ISSUES 

None at this time 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES 

None at this time 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

The cost benefit of the Air Force recommendation to downsize in place all five air logistics 
centers versus the joint cross service group proposal to close 2 air logistics centers. The joint 
cross service group proposed an alternative which suggested that the San Antonio center was one 
of the recommended closures. 
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'DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

McCLELLAN AIR FORCE BASE 
SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

The Sacramento Air Logistics Center is the primary employer on McClellan Air Force Base. 
The center provides worldwide logistics management and depot maintenance for the F-4, F-22, 
FIEF- 1 1 1, F- 1 17, A-7 and A- 10 aircraft. The center also provides depot maintenance work on 
surveillance and warning systems, ground communication and electronic equipment, and radar. 
Also located at McClellan are the 938th engineering Installation squadron, 4th Air Force and the 
940th Air Refueling Wing. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Realign McClellan Air Force Base. Relocate the 129th Rescue Group from Moffett Federal 
Airfield Guard Station, California. Relocate the 162nd Combat Communication Group and 
the 149th Combat Communication Squadron from North Highlands Air Guard Station, 
California. 

Downsize Sacramento Air Logistics Center. The 1 March BRAC recommendation to the 
Commission would have resulted in the consolidation of the following workload at 
Sacramento: (1) composites and plastics, (2) hydraulics, (3) instruments and displays, (4) 
electrical/mechanica1 support equipment, and (5) injection molding. Correspondence from 
the Air Force headquarters, in response to Commission staff questions, indicates that 
Sacramento will be transferring part of the following work to other centers: (1)airborne 
electronic automatic equipment software, (2) avionics, (3) sheetmetal repair, (4) sheetmetal 
manufacturing, ( 5 )  tubing manufacturing, (6)  machine manufacturing, (7) plating, (8) 
electronic manufacturing, (9) electrical manufacturing and (1 0) foundry operations, 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

At Moffet Federal Airfield, the 129th Rescue Group provides manpower for the airfield's 
crash, fire and rescue, air traffic control, and security police service and pays a portion of the 
total associated costs. The 129th also pays a share of other base operation costs. These costs 
have risen significantly since NAS Moffett realigned to Moffett Federal Airfield, and can be 
avoided it the unit is moved to an active duty airfield. 

1 
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The relocation of the 162nd Combat Communication Group and the 149th Combat 

w Communication Squadron will provide more cost-effective basing arrangements that 
presently exists by avoiding some of the costs associated with maintaining the installation. 

Reductions in force structure have resulted in excess depot capacity across Air Force depots. 
The recommended Air Logistic Center realignments will consolidate production lines and 
move workload to a minimum number of locations, allowing the reduction of personnel, 
infrastructure and other costs. The net effect of the realignments is to transfer approximately 
3.5 million direct labor hours and to eliminate 37 production lines across the five depots. 
These actions will allow the Air Force to demolish or mothball facilities, or make them 
available for use by other agencies. These consolidations will reduce excess capacity, 
enhance efficiencies, and produce cost savings without the one-time costs associated with 
closing a depot. Air Force actions to reduce depot capacity will result in a reduction of real 
property infrastructure equal to 1.5 depots and a reduction in man-hour capacity equivalent to 
about two depots. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

The cost benefit of the Air Force recommendation to downsize in place all five air logistics 
centers versus the joint cross service group proposal to close 2 air logistics centers. The joint 
cross service group proposed an alternative which suggested that the Sacramento and San 
Antonio center should be closed. Under the cross service scenario, Ogden ALC would likely 
gain additional personnel spaces. 
McClellan Air Force Base was ranked by the Air Force in the lowest base tier. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

Cost Savin~s for ALC 

The downsize in place strategy requires every ALC to be realigned. It requires downswing of all 
ALCs and therefore requires that the entire strategy be executed to achieve Air Force-wide 
savings. Air Force wide savings from the downsize in place strategy are: 

One-Time Cost: $ 1 83.0 million 
Net Savings During Implementation $ 138.7 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 89.0 million 
Break-Even Year 2 years 
Net Present Value Over 20 years $ 99 1.2 million 
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In response to a request by Commission staff, the Air Force developed separate cost and savings 
data for each ALC included in the Air Force-wide downsize strategy. The cost and savings for w the Sacramento center are: 

One-Time Cost: $ 41,680 
Net Costs During Implementation: $ 41,680 
Annual Recurring Costs $ 253 
Break-Even Year: Never 
Net Present Value Over 20 years (Costs): $ 44,305 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS 

Military Civilian Students 

Baseline (AFB) 2,774 8,882 0 
Reductions 0 0 0 
(ANG) Realignments 8 5 253 0 
Total 0 0 0 

NOTE: The Secretary's March 1, 1995 Base Closure and Realienment Report states 
that Sacramento Air Logistics Center would not be impacted by the downsize in place 
recommendation. Subsequent to release of the Secretary's report, the Air Force changed its 
manpower implication statistics several times. First the Air Force determined that the 
Sacramento Center would gain 14 civilian personnel authorizations, primarily due to the 
consolidation of foundry and composite consolidations at Sacramento. Upon further analysis, 
the Air Force determined that Sacramento would lose 1 18 positions under the downsize in place 
option, primarily because consolidation of foundry at Sacramento was no longer considered a 
viable option. 

On April 1 1, 1995 the Air Force indicated that it will update its BRAC recommendation to 
the Commission. The update of the original BRAC recommendation is the result of recently 
completed site surveys which suggest that the Sacramento center will be losing 1 18 civilian 
personnel authorizations. Supporting documentation and COBRAS has not yet been forwarded 
to the Commission. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

McClellan Air Force Base is on the National Priority List. The base is also located in an area 
of non attainment for air quality. 

3 
813 1 I95 
DRAFT 



DRAFT 

REPRESENTATION 

Iru' Senators: Dianne Feinstein 
Barbara Boxer 

Representatives: Vic Fazio 
Robert Matsui 

Governor: Pete Wilson 

MILITARY ISSUES 

None at this time 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Gain (original BRAC recommendation) : 134 civilians, 245 military 
Realignment (original BRAC recommendation) of workload into and out of Sacramento ALC 
is not anticipated to result in any employment losses. 

MSA Job Base: 763,605 
Percentage: 3.9% decrease 

w Cumulative Economic Impact: 3.9% decrease 

COMMUNITY CONCERNSIISSUES 

In February 1995, Sacramento Community Officials stated to Commission staff that if McClellan 
were to close, there would be a cost of more than one billion dollars to perform a technical 
environmental clean-up. At the same meeting community officials raised the issue of cumulative 
economic impact. They stated McClellan had a half billion dollar payroll and they were 
concerned about the cumulative economic impact for the area if McClellan were to also close. 
The Sacramento Community Officials stated that McClellan's facility capacity and air emission 
reduction credits would permit McClellan to triple its workload. 

Reese, Cross Service Team 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

BASE SUMMARY SHEET 

Tinker Air Force Base 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

Tinker Air Force Base is part of the Air Force Material Command. The major units on the base 
are the 72nd Air Base Wing, 38th Engineering Installation Wing, 552nd Air Control Wing, and 
507th Air Refueling Wing. There is a Navy strategic communications wing that provides the 
U.S. Strategic Command and National Command Authorities with an airborne command and 
control capability. The force structure is supported by the Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center 
(ALC) which supports the B-1, B-2, B-52, and KC-1 35 aircraft. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

Realign the Oklahoma City ALC and consolidate part of the following workloads there: 
(1) airborne electronics, (2) airborne electronic automatic equipment software, (3) machine 
manufacturing, and (4) plating. 

w DOD JUSTIFICATION 

Reductions in force structure have resulted in excess depot capacity across Air Force depots. 
The recommended ALC realignments will consolidate production lines and move workload to a 
minimum number of locations, allowing the reduction of personnel, infrastructure and other 
costs. The net effect of the realignments is to transfer approximately 3.5 million direct labor 
hours and to eliminate 37 production lines across the five depots. These actions will allow the 
Air Force to demolish or mothball facilities, or make them available for use by other agencies. 
These consolidations are an atttempt to reduce excess capacity, enhance efficiencies, and produce 
cost savings without the one-time costs associated with closing a depot. Air Force are intended 
to reduce depot by 1.5 -2 depot equivilents. However, no infrastructure will be eliminated, the 
Air Force action eliminates capacity by laying away workstations and mothballing space. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

Air Force-wide ALC savings from the realignment are: 

One-Time Cost: 
Net (Costs) Savings During Implementation: 
Annual Recurring Savings: 
Break-Even Year: 

$1 83.0 million 
$13 8.7 million 
$ 89.0 million 
2 years 
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Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $99  1.2 million 

The Tinker portion of the savings are (1 March version): 

One-Time Cost: 
Net (Costs) Savings During Implementation: 
Annual Recurring Savings: 
Break-Even Year: 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years 

The Tinker portion of the savings are (1 1 April version): 

One-Time Cost: 
Net (Costs) Savings During Implementation: 
Annual Recurring Savings: 
Break-Even Year: 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: 

$ 39.7 million 
$ 123.2 million 
$ 46.7 million 
1999 (1 year) 
$ 569.6 million 

$ 24.1 million 
$ 43.7 million 
$ 19.6 million 
1999 (1 year) 
$ 23 1.3 million 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES 
CONTRACTORS) 

The Air Force has provided two revisions to its BRAC recommendation since the 1 March 
submission. The following displays the personnel impacts the original and most current version 
of the BRAC recommendation: 

Military Civilian 
Baseline 7,425 1 1,678 
1 March recommendation 

reduction 19 980 
realignments 0 133 

1 1 April update 
reduction 9 422 

realignments 0 0 

ADDITIONAL OPTION FOR CONSIDERATION: 

Close or further realign Tinker Air Force Base. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Tinker Air Force Base has been on the National Priorities List, since 1987. As of September 30, 
1994, $93.1 million has been funded for restoration and an additional $249 million is estimated 
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to be needed to restore the base by the year 2023. Environmental impact from the ALC 

u realignment is minimal and ongoing restoration of Tinker Air Force Base will continue. 

REPRESENTATION 

Governor: Frank Keating 
Senators: James Inhofe 

Don Nichols 
Representative: J. C. Watts 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 

Oklahoma City Metropolitan Area Job Base: 
Percentage: 
Cumulative Economic Impact (1 994-2001): 

1,107 jobs (430 direct and 677 
indirect) 

582,865 jobs 
0.2 percent decrease 
0.2 percent decrease 

MILITARY ISSUES 

None w 
COMMUNITY CONCERNSASSUES 

The Air Force ranked the depot at Tinker as a tier I depot. The Community was dismayed that 
the 1 March BRAC recommendation to downsize all Air Force depots took the greatest number 
of depot employees from Tinker. The DoD BRAC recommendation would cut the Tinker depot 
employees by approximately 20 percent. 

Another community concern is that the depot will become less competitive as the workload is 
reduced but the overhead is not is the DoD BRAC recommendation is implemented. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

The Oklahoma City ALC has: (I) the Air Force's only air accessories overhaul and test facility 
for air driven items, such as air turbine motors; (2) the Oxygen and Associated Equipment 
Overhaul Facility is the Air Force's single source oxygen overhaul facility used for test and 
calibration of critical life support systems; (3) the Avionics Integrated Support Facility is DoD's 
only B-IB, E-3, B-52, air launched cruise missile, and rotary launcher complete avionics test 
facility; and (4) the Cruise Missile Engine Facility is DoD's only self-contained single source 
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maintenance repair and test center specializing in cradle-to-grave overhaul and production testing 

w of air launched cruise missile engines. 
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FOREWORD 

The Vance AFB Strategic Quality Plan provides direction to the wing for the next five years. 
Together, Team Vance has developed a common statement of our mission, vision for the future, 
and the supporting goals and objectives for turning the vision into reality. 

Part 1 of this plan explains our mission statement and vision of the future. It outlines where 
we will measure our success, and explains the intent of the wing goals and objectives. 

Part 2 explains in more detail what it all means and why it is important. Use Part 2 to help 
develop your plans for achieving unit goals in support of the wing goals, mission, and vision. 

Part 3 provides the mission statements, goals, and objectives of the 71st Medical Group, 
7 1 st Operations Group, 7 1 st Support Group, and Northrop-Grumman. 

This plan is a "living document." As we continue on the quality journey, we may find many 
factors such as improved performance, changing priorities, or better measurements lead us to 
change either the plan itself, or the separate annexes for each wing objective. Share your 
expectations, ideas, and successes. Opportunities 'like these are few and far between, and every 
one of us should make the most of them. 

Welcome to our journey. Let's make it a good one. 

Training Wing 

LEONARD C. LYLE, JR., Col, USAF 
Vice Commander, 7 1 st Flying Training Wing 7 1 st Operations Group Commander 

PETER U. SUTTON, Col, USAF ANDREW F. LOVE, Lt Col, USAF 
7 1 st Support Group Commander 7 1 st Medical Group Commander 

- 
Senior Enlisted Advisor Division Manager, Northrop-Grumman 

The 71st Flying Training Wing Executive Quality Council 



PART 1 

The Plan 

TO DEFEND THE UNITED STATES THROUGH 
CONTROL AND EXPLOITATION OF AIR AND SPACE. 

-- United States Air Force Mission 

When we talk about Vance AFB and what we do, we find our roots, our being, and our 
direction in the Air Force mission. Everything we do and every step we take must contribute to 
that mission. To ensure we focus our efforts, wing leadership created the 71st Flying Training 
Wing Strategic Quality Plan. This plan uses a step-by-step approach to provide long-term 
guidance to everyone who contributes to achieving the Vance AFB mission. 

This section introduces the essential elements each of us needs to understand to make the 
plan work. These elements -- mission, vision, goals, and objectives -- combine to provide a 
framework for us to make continuous improvements to the way we do our business. This 
introduction to the plan puts "in a nutshell" what we need to remember and focus on for the next 
five years. 



MISSION 

PRODUCE MILITARY PILOTS, BUILD AIR FORCE 
LEADERS, AND MEET TASKINGS IN SUPPORT OF 

NATIONAL DEFENSE OBJECTIVES. 

Our mission statement reflects our wing's purpose and what we must accomplish to support 
the Air Force mission. The key elements of the Vance AFB mission are: 

Produce military pilots -- The United States Air Force requires specially trained pilots to 
perform combat and support duties for our national defense. Air operations are complex and 
challenging, and demand timeliness and precision in life-or-death situations. We train military 
pilots to have the skills, discipline, and sense of mutual support to win the air battles of today 
and tomorrow. This is the reason Vance AFB exists! 

Build Air Force leaders -- The key to successful air operations is strong leadership at every 
level. The Air Force faces several unique leadership challenges that shape how we lead today 
and buiId for the future. First, we need special leadership skills to build our widely diverse 
people into an effective fighting force. Our leaders instill common core values to establish a 
foundation for building teams and winning in combat. Second, as history has taught us, the cost 
of poorly trained leaders and soldiers is too great in human lives, mission success, and national 
honor. Planning and executing effective Air Force, joint, or multi-national air operations require 
a unique blend of technical and operational skills to meld the wide array of US and other 
nations' air and space capabilities into an integrated combat force. Therefore, growing leaders 
from within is the only way to ensure success. We require leaders -- officer, enlisted, and 
civilian alike -- at every level and echelon of the Air Force. We must build them from the 
bottom to the top. 

Meet taskings in support of national defense objectives -- Readiness is a critical link in 
supporting the Air Force mission. Therefore, Vance AFB readies about 10% of our assigned 
personnel (security police, finance specialists, and others) for mobility commitments. We train 
augmentees from other specialties to share the duties of those deployed and spread the burden 
throughout the wing. When a job needs to be done, we pull from the ranks and go. 

The wing's mission statement summarizes the work each of us does to contribute to the Air 
Force mission -- it is the essence of what we are. 



VISION 

VANCE PROFESSIONALS BUILDING THE PREMIER 
FLYING TRAINING WING.. . 

THE MODEL FOR AIR AND SPACE LEADERS. 

Our vision statement describes what we want Vance AFB to become. This vision will be the 
focus for all our subsequent actions and determine our long-range goals. The vision statement is 
more than just lofty words; it has meaning and reflects our values. The statement is intended to 
allow each of us to find ourselves in the vision and stretch to the mark. 

Vance professionals describes who and what we are -- members of Team Vance working 
together. All members of the team -- military, civilian, and contractor -- are professionals 
working together toward a common goal of.. . 

Building the premier flying training wing. We are continuously improving and building 
the best flying training wing anywhere in America. We intend for everyone who is seeking 
world-class flying training to think first of Vance AFB. We will be the benchmark for all 
military installations. Everyone will recognize our pilots as the best, our leaders as the best, our 
people as the best, and our base as the best the Air Force has to offer.. . 

The model for air and space leaders. As the Air Force's role in air and space evolves, we 
want to set the standard for performance in training, professional development, and quality of 
life. As our people leave, they will carry the Vance AFB standard and raise expectations 
throughout the Air Force. After people visit, they should return to their bases wanting to 
improve their operations to match our standard. Everyone will use our example and our team 
approach to maintain the air and space edge for our nation. 



MEASURES OF SUCCESS 

In developing our goals and objectives, we determine the key thrust areas within our mission 
where we must perform well to be successful: mission, professional development, and quality of 
life. These major categories are critical for our success and build on each other to form a solid 
structure. These categories are our measures of effectiveness for every action we take, every 
dollar we spend, and every policy we establish -- today, and as we build for the future. 

Quality of life is the foundation we build upon. It is the foundation piece of the "pyramid" 
because all other areas build up from it -- a high standard of "quality of life" is essential to retain 
the best people and their families. Through our "military family" services and facilities, and our 
support system, we build self-sufficiency to meet our own unique needs. Like any foundation, 
our support system takes care of the basics, and allows us to focus on the higher parts of the 
structure and train for success. By providing a high quality of life for our Air Force families, we 
want to ensure we meet all of our personal and family needs, and we are focused on our job 
when it is time to accomplish the mission. 

Professional development supports the building of a solid force structure for the future. By 
ensuring our personnel are the best trained, most skilled, and most educated, we will build a 
force that can't be beat. When we act on a shared system of core values, we build trust and 
confidence. We must provide leadership opportunities for all members to develop themselves to 
their fullest capabilities. This enables them to perform today, and to be the most competitive for 
their next level of responsibility -- we train for success. 

Mission is "the tip of the spear," the most important of our activities. Whether we train 
pilots, build leaders, meet mobility taskings, or support these activities, the mission is the reason 
we are here. We must make sure we provide the right people with the right skills, the right 
equipment and facilities, and efficient and effective policies and procedures to prepare ourselves 
for success. That success rests firmly on the strength of the foundation underneath. 

Equipment/Facilities 
ProceduresPolicies 

Leadership Opportunities 

Sewices/Facilities 
Personal Growth 

Support StructureiFraternity 



GOALS 

Goals are broad statements aimed at the long term, and guide us in 
accomplishing our mission and vision. We have identified at least one goal 
within each key mission area to ensure success within that area. The goals 
are what we must do well to successfully accomplish our mission. 

MISSION 

/ Provide World-Class Flying Training 

Provide Mission-Ready Mobility Personnel to Meet Worldwide 
Commitments 

Be Safe, Efficient, and Effective 

Be Environmentally Responsible 

I PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

I Help People Develop and Achieve Their Personal and Professional Growth Objectives 

QUALITY OF LIFE 

Prepare and Assist Our People to Effectively Handle Current and Future Challenges in Air Force Life 

Within each long-term goal are short-term, measurable objectives. The wing leadership 
selected these particular goals and objectives from among the hundreds suggested by members of 
the wing. We gave up our "laundry list" of objectives for everything important to the wing and 
instead focused our energy and limited resources in a particular direction. We focused on only 
those processes that are extremely important to the whole wing, offer the most opportunity 
for improvement, and need wing-level, cross-functional support. 



MISSION OBJECTIVES 

Goal 1 - Provide World-Class Flying Training. 

Flying training is the principal reason for Vance AFB7s existence -- it is our 
primary mission. Almost everything we do supports the flying training 
mission. We are building the stability, consistency, and military focus for a 
world-class flying training operation. 

Objective 1 - Ensure a safe, efficient, and effective transition 
from UPT to SUPT. 

For over 50 years, we have been training quality pilots for the Air Force. The most 
important challenge in the immediate future is the transition from Undergraduate Pilot 
Training (UPT) to Specialized Undergraduate Pilot Training (SUPT). Specialized 
Undergraduate Pilot Training affects units and functional areas across the entire wing and 
must be well planned and integrated. 



MISSION OBJECTIVES 

Goal 2 - Provide Mission-Ready Mobility 
Personnel to Meet Worldwide 
Commitments. 

The wing mobility commitment reflects our role in national defense. The importance of mobility 
taskings requires we maintain a force of about 10% of our assigned personnel who can respond, 
as needed, to reinforce theater commanders with the right skills and expertise. 

Objectivel-Ensure 100% readiness of personnel and 
equipment. 

Meeting our mobility taskings is critical because it is our duty to support theater combat 
units. Through training and exercises, we will ensure the required level of readiness. We 
will train augmentees to fulfill the duties of those who deploy. Through aggressive 
planning and training, we will ensure we have adequate backup personnel and equipment. 



MISSION OBJECTIVES 

~42!b Goal 3 - Be Safe, Efficient, and Effective. 
a r e t m r m  

Mission accomplishment is paramount to every Air Force organization. 
Our key to success is in these three elements -- being safe, efficient, and 
effective. 

Safe -- We can accomplish our training mission only by completing it safely. Safety is at the 
core of every activity at Vance AFB. 

Efficient -- Doing our work faster, better, and at a lower cost, should be the desire of everyone. 
Effective -- Doing things right, the first time, every time, is the aim of our leadership. 

Objectivel-Integrate Quality into planning and daily 
activities. 

The Quality Air Force (QAF) initiative can help us create an atmosphere of trust, 
teamwork, and continuous improvement that will help us become more safe, efficient, 
and effective. We will look for ways to streamline our operations and focus our limited 
resources on the most important issues that need improvement. We will provide training 
when needed, "Just-In-Time," to the right people so organizational commanders can 
identify and implement the "best" improvement opportunities. By looking for ways to 
work smarter, identifying and implementing good ideas, and routinely making small, but 
continuous improvements, we will integrate quality into our planning and daily 
operations. 



MISSION OBJECTIVES 

Goal 3 - Be Safe, Efficient, and Effective. 
D I Y C W N W  
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Objective 2 - Enhance productivity through computer 
automation and training. 

Computer technology provides an opportunity for us to significantly improve our 
efficiency and effectiveness. Technology is only part of the solution; interoperability, 
training, and the skills to use the technology are the keys to increasing our productivity. 



MISSION OBJECTIVES 

Goal 3 - Be Safe, Efficient, and Effective. 

Objective 3 - Reengineer wing boards, committees, and councils 
to align responsibilities and enhance 
communication. 

Communication is a critical part of any well-run organization. We will examine our 
boards, committees, and councils to eliminate duplicated efforts, provide them with 
authority and accountability, and improve our information flow up, down, and across the 
organization. This will help maximize the efficient and effective use of our time, skills, 
and resources. 



MISSION OB JECTPVES 

Goal 4 - Be Environmentally Responsible. A 
We are committed to being good stewards -- responsible, accountable, and 
conscientious -- in the use of our environmental resources. We will clean 
up the past, recycle today, and minimize waste in the future. 

Objective 1 - Enhance base recycling program. 

The base recycling program includes recovering, reusing, and recycling our valuable and 
limited resources. We must minimize and eliminate waste that cannot be recycled. We 
need to preserve our resources for the future and be responsible stewards of our 
environment. 



PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OB JECTNES 

W I ~ O Y  A Goal 5 - Help People Develop and Achieve Their 
Personal and Professional Growth 
Objectives. 

We are committed to making Vance AFB the best place to work, and the organization that 
provides opportunities and an environment that nurtures personal growth and professional 
success. 

Objective 1 - Strengthen the understanding and application of 
military values, culture, and traditions. 

Common core values establish a foundation for developing the trust needed to build team 
cohesion. Our military culture and traditions preserve the history and pride that 
strengthen our camaraderie and esprit de corps. 



PROFESSIONAL. DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES 

.oal5 - Help People Develop and Achieve 
Their Personal and Professional 
Growth Objectives. 

Objective 2 - Provide education, counseling, and training 
opportunities to enhance career progression. 

The Air Force is becoming more and more competitive. We want to prepare our people 
to be the best of the best and the most competitive in their career fields. Just as 
important, we want to help our people obtain the knowledge needed to help them make 
the best choices for career progression. 



QUALITY OF LIFE OBJECTIVES 

Goal 6 -Prepare and Assist Our People to 
Effectively Handle Current and Future 
Challenges in Air Force Life. 

With a smaller Air Force and more demanding deployment commitment, operations become 
more challenging for members and their families. As family separations increase in frequency 
and length, we want our families to be well cared for at home. We must preserve and pass on 
the lessons families learned during DESERT STORM and other conflicts. 

Objective 1 -Enhance the support structure for Air Force 
members and their families. 

We want to provide the right kind of child development and youth services, and family 
support and financial planning services. We want to help our families obtain knowledge 
and develop skills so they can be more self-sufficient when members are away. We also 
want to assist family members in taking advantage of opportunities for personal growth 
and development. 



QUALITY OF LIFE OBJECTIVES 

Goal 6 -Prepare and Assist Our People to 
Effectively Handle Current and Future 
Challenges in Air Force Life. 

Objective 2 - Promote health and fitness. 

In these days of limited resources, preventing illness makes good sense. By promoting 
health and fitness as a lifestyle, we reduce the need for extensive, costly disease treatment 
programs. Preventive medicine evaluates our unhealthy behaviors and provides us the 
knowledge and resources to change to a healthy and risk-reducing lifestyle. Preventive 
medicine saves money, helps reduce the stresses of Air Force life, and most importantly, 
promotes readiness and an effective work force. 



PART 2 

Planning the Plan 

Part 1 provides the "nuts and bolts" of the strategic quality plan. This part introduces us to 
"Quality Air Force" (QAF), expands some of the strategic quality planning guidelines, and 
clarifies how we applied the guidelines to the wing's plan. The three pieces that make up QAF 
are: 

1. Quality Focus -- Plan strategically. Leadership identifies the wing mission, vision, goals, 
and objectives so Team Vance is united and working toward a common purpose. 

2. Quality In Daily Operations (QIDO) -- Work continuously for ways to serve our 
customers better. This requires we measure our "output" to determine if we need to improve the 
safety, efficiency, or effectiveness of our processes. 

3. Improvement Process -- Form teams. Utilize teams to make improvements to those key 
processes we need to change to meet our goals and objectives. These improvements can be 
simple or complex. When the process meets our objectives, we move it back to QIDO and 
monitor our performance. 

/ LEADERSHIP \ 



Planning the Plan 

The 71st Flying Training Wing is a quality organization now -- we have 
been training first-class pilots for more than fifty years. Our aim is to Q U A L ~  

continue to do it better. The purpose of instituting QAF is to give us an 

effectiveness of our improvement efforts. This approach requires a 

A approach for continuous improvement and provide tools to measure the 
,MIROVE QUAL,.,, 
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commitment by leadership, supervisors, and everyone on Team Vance to focus on our customers. 
Quality is just another way to say, "We are striving for excellence in everything we do." 

Quality in daily operations, the "little q," is an area of tremendous success for Team Vance. 
Improvements in the little q7s normally occur informally as a result of effort from the people 
inside -- those most familiar with the operation. To ensure our little q's continuously improve, 
people who work with internal or external customers listen to them and make incremental, 
continuous improvements in how we meet their needs. We use wing quality indicators to 
measure the progress of our "daily" work and document our improvement efforts to keep our 
work processes, our little q7s, on track with our plans. We review our quality indicators to 
ensure our little q7s are meeting AETC and wing standards. We monitor these indicators at the 
unit level, and regularly review the appropriate ones at the group and wing levels. 

When we identify a process as needing more than incremental improvement, management 
will form a team and provide resources. We define the process as a "Big Q" when we form and 
charter a team to investigate the process and make recommendations for change. The process 
improvement team will apply the QAF continuous improvement principles to the Big-Q process. 
The team will identify, evaluate, analyze, take action, and study results, so leadership can 
implement standardized solutions, and move the improved process back to QIDO. 

The purpose of a strategic quality plan is to provide a road map to the wing's vision. The 
QAF approach provides an additional way to change little q7s  into Big Q7s7 called the 
organizational "focus." By focusing attention and resources on key processes that may be 
performing well today, we provide breakthroughs in areas our leadership feels are critical to 
reaching the organization's vision for the future. 

Wing leadership asked us what we think are the most important things on which the wing 
should focus. The Executive Quality Council (EQC) used these inputs to produce the wing's 
1995-1999 goals and objectives. Many other wings have gone through the same process, 
producing a laundry list of every one of their organization's important tasks. In most cases, they 
wind up "chasing too many rabbits" and fail to focus on the tasks that will achieve the greatest 
success. We took a different approach. Our EQC elected to focus the wing's limited 
resources on only those processes that are extremely important to the wing's success, have 
the greatest opportunity for improvement, and affect more than one group in the wing. 



Planning the Plan 

Once committed to strategic quality planning, senior leadership provided a 
road map to inform everyone of our route, timetable, and points of interest 
along the way, to get the most out of the quest for quality improvement. 

PROCEE 
OPERATIONS 

SIX STEPS TO IMPLEMENTATION 

3 

2 

1 
ANALYZE THE ALLOCATE DEVELOP IMPLEMENT 

"WHAT' PLAN OBJECTIVE RESOURCES TIMETABLE THE PLAN 

OCT JAN MAR 
95 

SEP OCT DEC JAN 
96 

They provided the necessary direction in this most-important planning process and adopted a 
six-step program to get every activity at Vance AFB on board the "Quality Train." 

Step 1. Determine the greatest opportunities for improvement; i.e., the "what" we want to 
accomplish. This process determines where to focus efforts to make the most difference. 

Step 2. Make initial plans. Select a team of dedicated people who understand the existing 
processes, the customers' wants, and the suppliers' materials to maximize the results of the 
improvement opportunities -- a willingness to change to make things better is preferred over 
expertise in the field. Provide the team with the tools and training to refine the objective, 
identify the key processes and outcome measurements, "metrics," and establish a timeline for 
action. 



Planning the Plan 

Step 3. Analyze the objective. Teams will identify, analyze, and 
recommend improvements to key processes. They will apply an 
understanding of metrics to develop action plans, and prepare requests for 
approval and allocation of resources. IMPROVL Q ~ A L ~  

PUOCEX IN DAILY 
OPElUTlONS - .- - Step 4. Allocate resources. Senior leadership reviews the action plans, allocates A resources, 

and coordinates implementation of the most important improvement efforts. This ensures the 
best use of resources, and improves efficiency and effectiveness. 

Step 5. Develop timetable. Where necessary, managers make adjustments to action plans to 
meet actual funding and resources. For those plans not executed in any form, this is the time to 
determine if alternatives exist or whether to postpone implementation for another year. 

Step 6. Implement plans. Functional managers carry out their parts to move the organization 
closer to its future vision. Review functional plans regularly as part of the periodic review 
schedule to assess progress and make any mid-course adjustments. 



CORE VALUES 

Every organization has a system of values, a "code of conduct," that 
determines its culture. Because of the diverse backgrounds of the people 
who make uu the Air Force and Team Vance. a common set of core values & is an essential foundation for a successful team. 

OPERATIONS 

The 71st Flying Training Wing promotes these core values: 

INTEGRITY. An unfaltering devotion to honesty, truthfulness, doing one's duty, and doing 
what is right -- it is the foundation of all values. We demonstrate our integrity by being faithful 
to our commitments, by being honest in word and deed, and by being morally upright and 
accepting responsibility for our actions. 

COURAGE. A willingness to face difficulty, danger, and pain while knowing the risks and 
still being able to do what is right. Physical courage means risking harm to yourself and others 
to accomplish the mission. Moral courage means standing for what is right, or admitting 
mistakes, in the face of pressure to do otherwise, even if it is unpopular or contrary to 
conventional wisdom. 

COMPETENCE. The quality of possessing the skill, knowledge, and experience to perform 
a task. We show our competence when we do the best job of which we are capable. It is the 
ability to do the job right, the first time. Competence cements leaders and followers, and builds 
mutual confidence and cohesion in the team. 

TENACITY. The quality of holding a firm resolve. We show tenacity when we hold to a 
course of right, in spite of difficulties that may come. Tenacity allows us to keep the long-term 
goals in sight and endure to the end. 

SERVICE. The giving of self to provide for the welfare of others. In the Air Force, the 
focus of our service is the defense of our nation. We serve daily in the military for the freedom 
of everyone. We serve others when we provide what they need, when they need it. 

PATRIOTISM. Love of, and devotion to, America. We show our patriotism by faithfully 
defending our Constitution, and by our willingness to lay down our lives to preserve democracy 
and freedom for our fellow citizens. 

LOYALTY. A collective commitment to America, our organization, leaders, followers, and 
peers. We demonstrate our loyalty and build relationships of trust as we stand with our 
followers, and firmly support and sustain our leaders. 



MISSION ANAL YSIS 
To accomplish the mission, everyone must clearly understand it. The 

mission statement provides a central focus for the wing, so everyone is 
working with the same end in mind; i.e., to keep our work and plans from 
conflicting with, or duplicating, others' efforts. We analyze the mission 
with four areas of focus in mind: 

1. "Scanning" the environment to identify internal and external factors 
likely to impact the planning process. 
2. Defining customers and suppliers, and their requirements. 
3. Defining key thrust areas (measures of success). 
4. Identifying the key processes within the key thrust areas. 

Environmental Scan. With the mission in mind, we look at the environment inside and 
outside the organization to determine factors or influences likely to affect our wing during the 
next five years. By anticipating what the future holds, we eliminate the need for "knee-jerk" 
reactions. We are proactive -- by understanding our options, we are better able to shape our 
environment, and prepared to act when other people are still wondering what is happening. 

Customers and Suppliers. These environmental influences affect us, as well as our customers 
and suppliers. Customers are the people inside and outside of our organization for whom we 
provide services and products. We must identify every customer's specific needs by asking what 
they want, and how they like our products and services. Suppliers provide us with people, 
materials, service, or information. They also exist inside and outside of our organization. We 
must provide feedback to our suppliers to ensure they provide us what we want, when we need it. 

Key Thrust Areas. After determining who our customers are and what they want from us, we 
identify the areas critical to our success; i.e., to meet customer expectations and fulfill our 
mission. These key thrust areas -- Mission, Professional Development, and Quality of Life -- are 
known as our measures of success and are described fully in Part 1. 

Kev Processes. The methods of fulfilling our measures of success are the hows, the specific 
processes or things we do, to meet our customers7 needs. These efforts often cross the functional 
boundaries of the wing. Therefore, they require a focused, wing-wide, team effort to achieve. 
Separate group and squadron objectives often need more narrowly focused team efforts. Groups 
and squadrons identify strategies to support wing, group, and squadron objectives, and develop 
them in the organization's functional plans. 



MISSION ANAL YSIS 

Environmental Scan. Our "environmental scan" identified three potentid 
impacts, or forces for change, to the mission: internal (controllable) forces, 
external (uncontrollable) forces, and shared (internal and external) forces. 
By weighing the likelihood of their occurrence against their potential for 

IN DNLY 

causing great change, we can create sound plans for our future. 

Internal. The internal forces are those we can influence favorably from within the wing using 
the resources and talents available to us. 

Local Customer Feedback 
Wing Cultural Changes 
Internal Customer Expectations of the "Quality Culture" . Low-Level Personnel Changes 
Funds Distribution 
Support Activities 

Shared (Undetermined). Shared forces are those over which we have a degree of input or 
influence, and might implement, but require a degree of additional aid from higher headquarters. 

Syllabus Changes . Environmental Protection 
T-1 Transition . International Students 
26 FTS TRICARE 
MWS Instructors Community Relations 
Pre-PIT Combined Club 
Contract Renewallchanges Dining Hall/Dorms 
Information Systems Upgrades Military Housing 
MILCON Changes Civilian Instructor Force 

External. External forces require a significant degree of additional aid from command- 
level authorities to be able to affect them in our favor. They might involve issues over 
which we have marginal influence and must simply comply. 

BRAC USNIJoint Training 
Force Size Changes National Health Care Initiatives 
AT-38 Roles and Missions Review 
JPATS Funding Changes 
Civilian Force Changes Banked Pilots 
Pilot ShortagesJOverages 

It is important we recognize these forces for change and the impact they have on our mission, 
vision, goals, and objectives -- we work to influence the ones we can and minimize the adverse 
impacts of the ones we cannot. 



MISSION ANAL YSIS 

Customer and Supplier Requirements. By identifying our customers and 
suppliers, and by determining our mutual requirements, we are more able to 
anticipate needs and exceed expectations. The following "contracts" 
declare the commitment Team Vance leaders and members have to their 
customers, suppliers, and to each other. 

VANCE LEADERSHIP We, the leaders, will establish a climate of openness, 
mutual respect, and teamwork, and provide a safe, wholesome work environment. 
We will empower you with authority, support, and resources. As you accept 
responsibility and account for your progress, we will recognize your 
contributions. 

TEAM VANCE We, the team, will strive to continuously improve our service 
and products. We will accept responsibility for our resources and account for our 
progress. 



MISSION ANALYSIS 

Customers define quality. We must continually ask our customers what 
they want, and how well our products and services serve their needs. 

/ E Z ; ; ~ K /  
llpEwlnNs CUSTOMERS You are why we are here. We are committed to your 

success and base our relationship on mutual respect. We choose quality over 
quantity so we can exceed your expectations. After we exceed them, we will 
continue to make improvements. 

EXPECTATIONS You must tell us what you want and when you want it. 

As in the table above, we identify and prioritize our particular internal and external 
customers, and our service or product we deliver to them. We include the mutual customer 
requirements in the functional plans. 

- 
We Require of Them 

Feedback on quality of our 
graduates - 

Support our flying training 
program. Feedback on 
quality of our graduates 
Feedback on quality of 
officer-pilots 
Equipment, skills, and 
transportation 
Be teachable. Demonstrate 
the wing core values 

External Customers 
Replacement Training Units 
(RTUs) 
Allies 

USAF 

Department of Defense 
(DoD) 
Students 

They Require of Us 
Students trained to syllabus 
requirements 
We meet students' national 
needs. Students trained to 
syllabus as officer-pilots 
Students trained as officer- 
pilots 
Worldwide deployable 
mobility personnel 
Tools and training to 
become officer-pilots 



MISSION ANAL YSIS 

Suppliers provide our resources. We must continually give them 
feedback on how they support us. 

SUPPLIERS You are our partners We will clearly define and 
pR-s INDNLY 

communicate our requirements and expectations. Our plan is to OPERAnONS 

involve you in solving problems. Together, we can develop 
innovative and superior products and services. 

EXPECTATIONS You must provide us with the highest quality resources in a 
timely manner. 

As in the table above, we identify our particular internal suppliers and the service or product 
we receive from them. We include the mutual supplier requirements in the functional plans. 

External Suppliers 
AETC 

AFMPC 

Air National Guard/ 
Air Force Reserves 
Allies 

MAJCOMs 

Northrop-Grumman 

They Require of Us 
We maintain the required 
capability to train 
We maintain the required 
capacity to train 
Feedback on students' 
progress 
Feedback on students' 
progress 
Provide for professional and 
personal development of 
IPS 
Air Force define its 
requirements 

We Require of Them 
Provide us means to 'train to 
required capability 
Provide us quality trainees 
and personnel 
Provide quality trainees 

Provide quality trainees 

Provide quality instructors 

Provide quality support 



VISION 

The "vision" is a definitive statement by our senior leadership about what 
our wing should strive to become. It is intended to be action-oriented, long- 
term, centered on customer satisfaction, and meaningful to everyone in the 

I,vr. r&; wing. The vision statement provides perspective and focus for the wing. It 
PROCFSS wmnoNs provides a central theme, a rallying point, for aligning all of our efforts. 

The vision is based on a scenario we developed during the planning process. This scenario 
represents today's trends and our assumptions about the most probable conditions in the future. 
At Vance AFB, we believe the future holds a continued transition from Undergraduate Pilot 
Training (UPT) to Specialized Undergraduate Pilot Training (SUPT), an influx of major- 
weapons-systems instructors with broad experience, a decrease in First Assignment Instructor 
Pilots, and a replacement aircraft for the T-37 after the turn of the century. In the near- and mid- 
term, we also expect realignments and closures of DoD pilot training bases, continued cuts in the 
military and civilian force structure, longer and more frequent deployments, smaller budgets, 
additional taskings, and a continuing pressure to do more with less. 



CURRENT CAPABILITIES 

The wing conducted a Unit Self-Assessment (USA) to establish a 
baseline for improvement efforts within the strategic quality plan. The 
assessment team surveyed the wing to identify strengths, weaknesses, 
barriers, and opportunities. A, IMPROVE PROCESS Q~~~ IN DAILY 

OPEMlIONS 

A team of 30 trained assessors, assembled from the major operations and support functions, 
including 11 employees from Northrop-Grumman, conducted the assessment. The USA team 
divided into seven smaller teams following QAF assessment criteria. 

Each team submitted inputs to a final report on one of the seven QAF categories. Each 
category is an independent look at different aspects of the organization's quality improvement 
process: 

1. Senior Executive Leadership. 
2. Information and Analysis. 
3. Strategic Quality Planning. 
4. Human Resources Development and Management. 
5. Management of Process Quality. 
6. Quality of Operational Results. 
7. Customer Focus and Satisfaction. 

Overall, the USA indicated the wing was in its early stages of QAF development. Quality 
awareness was evident in every unit. Some units had started making quality improvement a part 
of their daily activities. At least one organization had established a QAF "foothold." In general, 
senior executive leadership and "customer-contact personnel" were ahead of most people in 
recognizing the need for quality improvement or customer focus in their daily activities. Senior 
leadership must be "out front" for the organization to initiate a move to total quality. Leadership 
is the critical ingredient of any successful program. Customer-contact personnel, the people who 
hear customer complaints and who know what the customer wants, are focused on customer 
satisfaction. However, many of these people had the authority to improve only their personal 
service to the customer rather than the processes that increase overall customer satisfaction. 

Opportunities for improvement exist in three major areas: Quality Training, "Quality 
Improvement" Structure and Goals, and Customer Feedback. Quality training includes metrics 
and benchmarking training, technical skills training -- particularly for quality assurance 
evaluators (QAEs) -- and computer skills training. "Quality improvement" structure 
opportunities exist in areas of QAE roles and responsibilities, Quality Indicator review process, 
improved communications and feedback mechanisms, and a negotiated Statement Of Work 
(SOW) for contractors that provides incentives to continuously improve productivity. Customer 
feedback opportunities exist to improve collecting and processing feedback, and implementing 
changes to improve customer satisfaction. After reviewing the results of the USA, we focused 
several wing objectives on addressing these areas for improvement. 



CURRENT CAPABILITIES 

AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

1994 Unit Self-Assessment 

A. TRAINING 
1. Train personnel in quality improvement methods, especially in metrics; i.e., how to design 
and use them. 
2. Track within units how many people are participating in off-duty, self-improvement 
training or educational programs. 
3. Educate key personnel within the organization about the QAF criteria and how to best 
integrate these criteria into their operations plans. 
4. Modify the QAE process to ensure all evaluators are fully trained in their assigned areas. 
5. Train all managers to integrate the concept of quality, rather than compliance, in the 
processes they own. 
6. Enhance trend analyses on data collected. 
7. Provide more practical quality education at all levels. 

B. QUALITY IMPROVEMENT STRUCTURE AND GOALS 
1. Build a closer tie between the role of QAEs and the quality improvement process. 
2. Set wing quality indicator goals higher, generally, than AETC's. 
3. Provide a wing strategic quality plan that focuses on key factors set forth by the EQC. 
4. Improve communications throughout the organization concerning issues and plan 
deployment. 
5. Encourage more incentive programs at the unit level to recognize exceptional 
performance. 
6. Prepare a SOW that provides an incentive for the contractor to continuously improve, 
even exceed, AETC and wing standards. 

C. CUSTOMER FEEDBACK 
1. Improve feedback from external customers; improve feedback to suppliers. 
2. Poll customers on a regular basis for their specific expectations to collect their near- and 
long-term requirements. 
3. Develop a process for responding to customer critiques, as well as for disseminating non- 
unit customer satisfaction data, throughout the wing. 



GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Goals and objectives guide the unit's improvement initiatives and 
movement. Goals form the basis for the functional plans and direct our 
efforts toward the long term. The goals must be challenging, definable, 
realistic, and achievable. Objectives are short-term achievements that are IMrROVL QU*Lrm 

PY(KESS IN DAILY 

quantifiable and measurable, and can be accomplished within specified time L k h  OpEuTIONS 

limits. They should represent the processes within the unit that are most important and need 
emphasis. To successfully accomplish the mission, we must achieve the goals and objectives 
within each wing key thrust area of mission, professional development, and quality of life. 

Landscaping and 
Groundskeeping 

Move to SUPT 

Quality 
Air Force 

Base Recycling 

Software 
- 

GOOD PERFORMANCE 

Safety 
T-37 

8 T-38 

Obviously, we want to focus our time and resources on processes and projects that are the 
most important and need improvement. Carefully selecting our goals and objectives will ensure 
we do. At the same time, those areas where we have achieved our desired performance do not 
demand special attention, just regular monitoring. By choosing important subjects that need 
improvement, we can ensure our goals and objectives reflect the best use of our limited and 
valuable resources. 

MC Rates 
MC Rates 



PLANS REVIEW 

The planning process includes a series of reviews to assess our progress 
toward achieving the wing vision. The review process is a cycle and builds 
on itself in three general stages. First, in order to keep quality in our daily 

,mloVe aUUrrY 
operations, we periodically review the quality indicators that measure our 

°'- 0 ~ 2 ~ s  outputs. Second, to ensure our process improvement efforts are consistent T 
and on track with our goals and objectives, leadership periodically reviews unit functional plans; 
e.g., monthly for squadrons and quarterly for groups. Finally, to maintain wing-wide focus on 
the most important issues, the entire strategic quality plan is reviewed annually. 

Significant portions of our wing business remain outside the strategic focus but are very 
important to our daily operations. These are the "little q's." In order to keep quality in our daily 
operations, we must periodically review the little q's, the quality indicators that measure our 
daily, weekly, monthly, and quarterly outputs. These periodic reviews quickly identify 
undesirable trends and allow us to determine and implement necessary changes to the problem 
while expending minimum resources. A great majority of the processes in a world-class 
operation are maintained as a part of QIDO. In fact, the purpose of QAF is to make continuous 
improvement a part of daily operations. 

We periodically review the appropriate functional plans to assess our organization's progress 
toward achieving the wing mission, goals, and objectives. Unit commanders typically monitor 
group and squadron functional plans and process improvement efforts (Big Q7s) -- the EQC will 
monitor the cross-functional plans that support the wing's objectives. Depending on 
performance or changing priorities, we may need to adjust goals and reallocate resources. We 
provide results as feedback to organization members and use these results as input in the next 
periodic review. 

The purpose of the annual review is to assess the wing's progress toward the vision. This 
strategic quality plan focuses on long-term, cross-functional goals and objectives. Annually, 
senior leadership reviews the wing goals, objectives, and functional plans using measurement 
data (the wing quality indicators) and results of the periodic reviews of the functional plans. 
Organizations may need to readjust goals, objectives, and functional plans or reallocate resources 
based on performance or evolving priorities. We provide results as feedback to the wing and use 
these results as input in the next strategic planning cycle. 



FUNCTIONAL PLANS 

Where the strategic quality plan points us in the right direction, the 
functional plans ensure we hit the target. They contain the specific 
processes and strategies that achieve the objectives, and link day-to-day 

squadron-level functional plans support the wing mission in two ways: they 
activities to the unit's mission, vision, goals, and objectives. Group- and QUU.m 

PR- - s  o;;;;;Ns 

comprise the critical components of the wing's cross-functional plans to address wing objectives, 
and they are the basis for group and squadron plans to address unit objectives. 

I Functional Plans. Group and squadron functional plans serve two purposes: they focus unit 
I 

efforts and tie them to the wing's objectives, and they focus each unit's efforts on its own 

&, objectives. Because these plans cover functional areas, unit commanders, or "functional 
managers," own, or have responsibility for, the majority of the processes needed to make 
improvements. When properly integrated and executed, functional plans will maximize the use 
of wing resources in areas the wing, group, or squadron leadership identified as most important. 

Cross-Functional Plans. Cross-functional plans focus and integrate group and squadron 
functional plans, processes, and strategies to achieve wing objectives. However, because these 
wing objectives cross functional boundaries, wing "champions," or "cross-functional managers," 
may own few, if any, of the key processes needed to make improvements. The champions 
access the processes and resources through the EQC. Simply put, cross-functional plans 
integrate and coordinate functional plans across the wing toward a common goal. 

Functional and cross-functional plans supporting wing, group, and squadron objectives 
should identify the key processes to measure, analyze, and improve. They involve monitoring 
and improving current processes and developing new ones. We use them to measure changes in 
processes and customer satisfaction by monitoring trends and critical indicators of success. We 
will develop these plans through the early months of 1995 to provide specific strategies and 
measurements for achieving our goals. We will organize teams to improve the key processes 
vital to achieving our objectives and accomplishing the mission. Teams identify opportunities 
for improvement, recommend improvements to specific key processes, and design new 
processes, products, and services. To implement the plans, we involve the right people, at the 
right time, and to the right extent. By properly building the functional and cross-functional plans 
to support the wing, group, and squadron objectives, we will ensure we direct the right resources 
toward accomplishing the most important things, the smartest way. 

Team champions will maintain and continuously update separate annexes covering each 
wing objective. Organizations with a more mature quality culture include key elements of these 
plans as part of the strategic plan. As our quality culture matures, we will incorporate these 
annexes in the next version of the 71st Flying Training Wing Strategic Quality Plan, making this 
a truly living document. 



PART 3 

Group Mission, Goals, and Objectives 

This section provides the mission statements, goals, and objectives of the 
71st Medical Group, 71st Operations Group, 71st Support Group, and Northrop-Grumman. 



GROUP MISSION, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES 

71st Medical Group 

MISSION 
Promote Healthy Lifestyles while Providing Medical, Dental, Aeromedical, and Physiological 
Services to the Vance Community. Be Prepared for Wartime and Peacetime Contingencies. 

GOALS and OBJECTIVES 
1. BE PREPARED FOR ALL WARTIME AND PEACETIME CONTINGENCIES 
1.1. Ensure readiness of personnel 

Medical readiness is the cornerstone of the Air Force Medical Service. The 71st Medical 
l d 
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Group can never lose sight of its primary responsibility to be prepared for any wartime 
contingency or peacetime medical emergencies. 

2. PROVIDE HIGH-QUALITY, COST-EFFECTIVE HEALTH CARE 
2.1. Exceed Joint Commission Accreditation standards 

'The Joint Commission on the Accreditation of Healthcare Organizations (JCAHO) is the 
premier healthcare accreditation agency in the United States. The Joint Commission on 
the Accreditation of Healthcare Organizations will certify the 71st Medical Group meets 
all nationally accepted standards for the delivery of high quality medical care. 

2.2. Implement TRICARE program 
The Department of Defense (DoD) TRICARE program represents the most far-reaching 
change in the history of military medicine. This "managed healthcare" initiative will be 
the primary focus of Air Force medicine and the 71st Medical Group for years to come. 

2.3. Ensure safe, efficient, and effective transition from UPT to SUPT 
The 71st Medical Group and its aerospace physiology flight play an integral role in the 
transition from Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) to Specialized Undergraduate Pilot 
Training (SUPT), at Vance AFB. We will make an important contribution to the success 
of this exciting new training mission. 

3. PROMOTE HEALTH AND FITNESS 
3.1. Establish a health and wellness center (HAWC) 

Healthy and fit personnel are far more productive and better prepared for contingencies. 
We intend to make a major contribution to the mission of the 71st Flying Training Wing 
through the development of a wing-wide health and fitness program. 

4. ENERGIZE OUR QUALITY AIR FORCE CULTURE 
4.1. Develop a viable five-year strategic quality plan 

The modern world is characterized by relentless change and an explosion of new 
technology and knowledge. Crisis management, "putting out fires," is no way to run an 
organization in this challenging environment. The 71st Medical Group will develop a 
five-year strategic plan that will chart a course for success through these turbulent times. 



GROUP MISSION, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES 

71st Operations Group 

MISSION 
Train High-Quality Military Pilots for the United States Air Force and Allied Nations 

GOALS and OBJECTIVES 
1. ENSURE SAFE, EFFICIENT, AND EFFECTIVE FLYING OPERATIONS 
1.1. Provide adequate IP manning for effective student training 

Transition to SUPT will require our flying squadrons to start the SUPT syllabus while 
still flying the present UPT syllabus safely and effectively. We will develop, publish, 
and implement a plan that will facilitate the transition to SUPT while maintaining our 
top-quality Instructor Pilot (IP) force and UPT training. 

1.2. Provide highly trained and effective instructor force through improved flying and ground 
continuation training 

The transition to SUPT will require all instructors to be qualified and current. An 
effective monthly flying program must allow efficient student timeline management, 
instructor pilot proficiency, and training of our instructor force in the SUPT syllabus. 

2. ENHANCE COMPUTER PRODUCTIVITY 
2.1. Implement paperless coordination through local area network. 

Through the local area network, computer technology provides the 71st Operations 
Group with the opportunity to increase connectivity between units, share databases, 
communicate by electronic mail, and reduce paperwork. 

2.2. Implement a visual recognition database system through the LAN 
A Visual Recognition Intelligence System supports student and instructor training of 
real-time recognition. Putting the program on the Local Area Network (LAN) will 
provide students and instructors access from their work areas, using their time more 
efficiently. 

2.3. Implement AForms I1 
AForms I1 is the latest version of the AForms program for IP training requirements. The 
AForms I1 will replace AForms I with new scanners, computers, and programs that will 
provide real-time currency and training requirements of the instructor force, especially 
during the SUPT transition. We will use our LAN and implement AForms I1 as soon as 
possible after test cases are completed at Barksdale AFB and Tinker AFB. 



GROUP MISSION, G O U S ,  AND OB JECTWES 

71st Support Group 

MISSION 
Provide the Support Structure/Infrastructure Which Will Enable the 71st Flying Training Wing 
to Accomplish Its Mission 

GOALS and OBJECTIVES 
1. PROVIDE A SECURE AIR BASE ENVIRONMENT AND THE NECESSARY 
MAINTENANCEIREPAIR TO ENABLE WORLD-CLASS PILOT TRAINING TO OCCUR 
1.1. Ensure the availability of personnel, training, funds, and opportunities to adequately support 
our ability to meet mission needs 

To provide a physically secure base and top-notch facilities, we must allocate assets at all 
levels. Through the use of personnel and resources, the 71st Support Group will provide 
the foundation for the wing's primary mission of pilot training. 

2. OVERSEE C4 ASSETS, CRADLE TO GRAVE, INCLUDING PLANNING, 
INSTALLATION, TRAINING, AND REPAIR 
2.1. Install a computer training/procurement structure that provides for currentlfuture needs of 
the wing 

By tracking all command, control, communications, and computers (C4) through their 
life spans, the 71st Support Group will ensure the most efficient and effective use of 
these wing assets. Through implementing a system that tracks current and future needs, 
we will ensure mission completion and maximize productivity. 

3. SUPPORT PEOPLE THROUGH MOVEMENT, PROCESSING, EDUCATION1 
TRAINING, SERVICES, SUPPLY, AND INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAMS 
3.1. Provide the tools to enable professional and individual development 

By providing a framework of total support to individual service members, the 
71st Support Group can quickly and effectively meet any professional or personal needs 
that arise, and greatly enhance wing quality of life initiatives. 



GROUP MISSION, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES 

71st Support Group (Continued) 

4. ENSURE PROPERLY TRAINED QAES APPROPRIATELY MEASURE STATEMENT OF 
WORK (SOW) COMPLIANCE 
4.1. Establish standards of hiring for experience and expertise for all QAEs 

The continued use of an umbrella contract requires utilizing highly qualified Quality 
Assurance Evaluators (QAEs). By providing the best-qualified individuals to measure 
adherence to the SOW, we will ensure current and future standards are met. 

5. RECOGNIZE AND CHAMPION QUALITY PERFORMERS WITHIN THE GROUP 
5.1. Promote the submission of all eligible group members for all applicable awards 

Through the continued use of awards programs at the squadron and group levels, we will 
increase the recognition of quality performers throughout the organization. 



GROUP MISSION, GOALS, AND O B J E C T m  

Northrop-Grumman 

MISSION 
Make Northrop-Grumman Synonymous with the "Best in the Business" by Providing 
Reasonably-Priced, Quality-Based Services to the 71st Flying Training Wing, Constantly 
Meeting or Exceeding Customer Needs and Expectations 

GOALS and OBJECTIVES 
1. PROVIDE PROPERLY MAINTAINED, SAFE, MISSION CAPABLE TRAINING 
AIRCRAFT 
1.1. Plan for program changes to reduce daily mission impact 

Plan and provide a smooth transition to new aircraft and flying hour changes to avoid 
disrupting the ongoing training mission. 

2. ENSURE A SAFE AND HEALTHY WORK ENVIRONMENT FOR BASE PERSONNEL 
2.1. Reduce job-related, lost-time injury rate by 10 percent 

Lost-time injuries adversely affect productivity and program medical costs. Injuries also 
impact our ability to complete contract requirements in an effective and timely manner. 

3. PROVIDE FRIENDLY AND SATISFYING SERVICES 
3.1. Improve customer service 

Relatively high turnover at the lower end of our service-provider positions increases our 
need for improved initial and recurring customer-service training. All service providers 
and managers should receive initial and recurring customer-service and human-relations 
training. 

3.2. Improve service-providing processes 
Properly trained, natural working group teams in each service-providing area are best 
qualified to start a systematic review of each service process. The review should start 
with the most critical processes and work to be less critical. Development of process 
metrics should be a part of this review. 

3.3. Develop small computer training support programs 
Select the most qualified employees to receive instructional training on the use of small 
computers. Instructors should possess the knowledge and instructional skills to provide 
quality training to beginners and experienced students. Provide management support to 
the training effort by ensuring adequate facility, equipment, and manpower resources are 
available. 



GROUP MISSION, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES 

Northrop-Grumman (Continued) 

4. MAINTAIN ALL INFRASTRUCTURES AND FACILITIES TO MAKE VANCE AFB 
"BEST IN AETC" 
4.1. Zero environmental noncompliance violations 

The Environmental Branch will identify and monitor all compliance issues to ensure 
Vance AFB meets all reporting parameters and responds proactively to situations that 
have the potential for noncompliance. 

4.2. Improve design quality 1 

The Engineering Branch will implement quality control measures to improve design 
quality and to identify professional training required to ensure design engineers and 
Computer Aided Design and Drafting (CADD) technicians are current in state-of-the-art 
design principles and techniques. Contract modifications will be tracked to show 
progress. 

4.3. Improve work order management 
The Operations Branch will implement quality control measures to ensure customers are 
better informed, labor reporting by work order is accurate, and cost overruns are reduced. 

5. ENSURE ALL VEHICLE, SUPPLY, AND EQUIPMENT SUPPORT IS SAFE, WELL 
MAINTAINED, AND AVAILABLE IN A TIMELY MANNER 
5.1. Meet contract and AETC goals for vehicle, supply, and equipment availability 

The availability of well-maintained vehicles assists Vance AFB units in supporting flying 
training. Excessive downtime for parts or maintenance can degrade support. The 
availability of supplies, both items that should be in stock and new requirements, also 
impacts directly or indirectly on support of the flying mission. Timely availability of 
equipment requirements also can affect support of the mission. 



71st Flying Training Wing 
Mission, Vision, Goals, and Objectives 

1995-1999 

Mission 
Produce Military Pilots, Build Air Force Leaders, and 

Meet Taskings in Support of National Defense Objectives 

Vision 
Vance Professionals Building the 
Premier Flying Training Wing.. . 

The Model for Air and Space Leaders 

Goals and Objectives 
MISSION 

Provide World-Class Flying Training 
Ensure Safe, Efficient, and Effective Transition from UPT to SUPT 

Provide Mission-Ready Mobility Personnel to Meet Worldwide 
Commitments 

Ensure 100% Readiness of Personnel 
Be Safe, Efficient, and Effective 

Integrate Quality into Planning and Daily Activities 
Enhance Productivity Through Computer Automation and Training 
Reengineer Wing Boards, Committees, and Councils to Align 
Responsibilities and Enhance Communication 

Be Environmentally Responsible 
Enhance Base Recycling Program 

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
Help People Develop and Achieve Their Personal and Professional Growth Objectives 

Strengthen the Understanding and Application of Military Values, Culture, and Traditions 
Provide Education, Counseling, and Training Opportunities to Enhance Career Progression 

QUALITY OF LIFE 
Prepare and Assist Our People to Effectively Handle Current and Future Challenges in Air Force Life 

Enhance the Support Structure for Air Force Members and Their Families 
Promote Health and Fitness 




