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Mr. Ben Borden
Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425
Arlington, Virginia 22209
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Dear Mr. Borden:--- -

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

i'hope you find these useful.

Sincerely,

%’%.M;g,;?"’

obert
‘ Director
Base Closure

Enclosure

Copy to: House and Senate Reading Rooms
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
(INSTALLATIONS)

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

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

James R. Klugh .
/ Deputy Under Secretary of

Defense (Logistics)

Attachment: As stated
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BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Group for Depot Maintenance
Functional Analysis Process Summary

Section 1. Introduction/Background

In previous Base Realigrmment and Closures (BRAC)
cycles, the analyses and development of recommendations for
closures and realignments were conducted solely within the
DoD Components. As a result, alternatives that involved
"cross-service" actions were not developed.

To enhance opportunities for consideration of cross-
service tradeoff and multi-ssrvice use of the remaining
infrastructure, on January 7, 15%4, the Deputy Secretary of
Defense (DZPSECDEF) issued z memorandum creating six Joint -
Cross-Service Groups, including the Joint Cross-Service
Group for Depot Maintenance (SCSG-DM). These joint groups
were to work with the Military Departments and the Defense
Agencles in areas with significant potential for cross-
service impacts in BRAC 95.

In his memorandum, the DZI?SECDEF pointed out that
significant reductions in infrzstructure could only be
achieved after careful studiss addressed not only structural
changes to the base structure, but also operational and
organizational changes, with 2 strong emphasis on cross-
service utilization of commen support assets. Throughout
the BRAC 95 analysis process, the DoD Components were
directed to look for cross-service or intra-service
opportunities to share assets and for opportunities to rely
on a single Military Service Zcr support.

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

The Deputy Assistant Secretzry of the Army for Logistics
e The Assistant Secretary of the Navy (RD&A)
* The Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Logistics)
e The Ailr Force Deputy Chief of Staff Logistics
e The Marine Corps Deputy Chief of Staff for Installations
and Logistics
e The Director, Defense Logistics Agency
e The Joint Staff Director of Logistics




To support the JCSG-DM a Technical and. Support Group
component was established. 1Its membership was initially
comprised of the DASD (ER&BRAC); the DASD (Production
Resources); the ADUSD for Maintenance Policy; and
representatives from the Military Departments, Joint Staff,
Defense Logistics Agency, Defense Nuclear Agency, Program
Analysis and Evaluation, DoD Comptroller, and the DoD
Inspector General.

The JCSG-DM directed its efforts toward supporting the
overall DoD goals for selecting bases for realignment and
closure. These goals were outlined in the DEPSZCDEF
memorandwn of January 7, 19%4:

DoD Components must reduce their base
structure capacity commensurate with
approved roles and missions, planned
force draw downs and programmed workload
reductions over the FYDP. For BRAC 85,
the goal 1s to further reduce  the
overall DoD domestic base structure by a
minimum of 15 perceat of DoD-wide plant
replacement value. Preserving readiness
through the eliminztion of unnecessary
infrastructure is critical to our
national security.

It is DoD pelicy to make maximum use of
COMmMOn SUppOort assets. DoD Components
should throughout the 3RAC 95 analysis
process, look for cross-service or
intra-service opportunities to share
assets and locok fcr opportunities to
rely on a single Military Department for
support.

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

The JCSG-DM further established a goal that the
Military Departments should size to core, i.e., retain only
the minimum depot infrastructure neecded to preserve the
capabilities within organic depots to meet readiness and
sustainability requirements cI the weapcn systems that

support the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) contingency
scenarios.




Section 2. Joint Cross-Service Functional Analysis Process Summary
Analysis Assumptions

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

General Analytic Concept

For BRAC 95 analy51s purposes the Mllltary Deoartments
will size to core, i.e., retain only the minimum depot
infrastructure needed to preserve the capabilities within
the DoD organic depots to meet the readiness and.
sustainability reguirements of the weapon systems that
support the JCS contingency scenarios. Most of each :
Military Department’s core capability recuirements would be
retained by Service-controlled depots while the balance
would be cbtained from other Sarvice depots through
interservicing.

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

-

Analytical Baseline

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

¢ The initial focus would be on the depot maintenance
activities at 24 remaining DoD organic depot
maintenance facilities.

» The analysis would be structured and performed on a

- commodity basis.

e Standard working definitions would be developed and
provided to the Military Departments.

e The quantification of core capabilities and
capacities would be basec upon the FYDP.

\¥Y]




Production shop capacities and utilization would be
based upon the c¢urrent year funded ‘and outyear FYDP
programmed workload mix.

Capacity and utilization would be measured in
accordance with the principles established by the
Deiense Depot Maintenance Council study on capacity
measurement.

All measures would be based on a one-shiftc, 40-hour
workweek.

Data Call

Based upon the analytic assumptions, concepts, and
baselines, the Technical and Support Group developed for
approval by the JCSG-DM a sbancardlzed report and data call
for use by the Military Departments. The report which was
approved and forwarded to the Secretaries of the Military
Departments on April 4, 1994, included the following:

Section 1., Analvticel Zoundation. This ssction
contained the uncderlying JCSG-DM analytical
found=tlons including the objective, analysis
baseline, assumptions, and general analytic concept.
eces 2 tecories. The JCSG-DM identified 14
major categories or cc-ﬁodity groupings for
consideration in 3R2C 53. These categories were
chosen because they recresented the current major
and projected commodity lines serviced by DoDidepot
maintenance activities. These 14 major groupings
were further divided into 50 subgroupings.
Secticn Exce z¢itv. This section rrovided
the aezlﬁ’tlon of excess capacity and the framework
for the Military Depertiments to calculate total
capacity and excess czpacity. The concept of
maximum potential capacity was identified &nd
cdeiined.

3 M ur £ Merit/ m ta Elem .
The JCSG-DM provided suggested measures of merit for
the Military Departments use in evaluating
alternatives developed by the JCSG-DM. The measures
were cross-walked back to the applicable approved
Military Value Criteria.

\ M * . 14

and Closures (BRAC 85). This appendix provided
policy guidance issuved by the Deputy Secretary of
Defense and the Under Secretary of Defense
(Acguisition and Technclogy).

poendix =2 Workin efinitci . The JCSG-DM
developed a set of common working definitions in
order to establish a common foundation for
deliberations on BRAC 93. It was stated that while
these definitions had a basis in DoD policy,




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

e Acvpendix C. DoD Memora : i i
or Mainter . This document defined core

depot maintenance and provided the DoD-approved
methodology-to compute core depot maintenance
recguirements.

e Append] néard £ 1. The JCSG-DM
designed a standard data call to facilitate the
required cross-service analysis. The data call
consisted of two sections, one for capacity
measurement and the second for measuring measures of
merit. Instructions and standard tables were
provided to ease both preparation and evaluation.
Preparers were instructed to contact their Military
Department’s BRAC 95 ociffice for any required
clarifications.

Section 3. Description of Functional Analysis Summary-

Joint Cross-Service Analysis Tool

During the first week in June, members of the JCSG-DM
were advissd of a2 linear program, called the Joint Cross-
Service Anzlysis Tool (JCSAT), cdeveloped by the Center for
Naval 2nalysis for use in BRAC 85. It was suggested that
this program, with some modifications, could be used as a
standard tool by all Joint Creoss-Service Groups. The
Technical and Support Group was tasked to evaluate the model
to determine how it could be employed and what
specifications and assumptions would be needed for its
operation.

The stated goals of the JCSAT were to eliminate excess
DeD infrastructure, maintain a high quality infrastructure,
and generate a product that could survive in the BRAC
environment. The data elements required for operation of
the JCSAT were as follows:

e T i . The merit of performing a cross-
service function at a given site or activity.

e Functional capacities. The capacity of each site or
activity to perform a given cross-service function.

. v - i i ir . The
future DoD requirement to perform each cross-service
function.

e Militarv Values. The Military Department assessment

of the Military Value of each site or activity.

Through these data elements the JCSAT would attempt to
find the best allocation of the future DoD cross-service
funcrtional requirements to the activities for use as a

N



baseline for further analysis. The best allocation was
defined as consolidation of cross-service functional
allocations into a small set of high value sites or
activities that have the capacities required to perform the
work. Given this set of sites or activities, allocations of
core workload regquirements would be based on functional
value.

A single Tri-Department 2RAC Group consisting of
representatives from each Military Department was formed to
assist all of the JCSGs. This group was established to
execute runs of the JCSAT using certified data, objective
functions, and policy imperatives established by the JCSGs.

The Technical and Support Group received briefings and
documentation relating to the JCSAT. Notional data was
developed and forwarded to the Tri-Department BRAC Group for
a trial run. Additionally, mcdel documentation was provided
to Logistics Management Institute (LMI) for their analysis.
The trial run was successfully zccomplished in a timely
fashion. LMI advised that the JCSAT was sensitive to
Military Values and recommenced that Military Values be
provided on a broad range scale. LMI further suggssted that
the JCSAT be modified to reflect workload shifts from '
activity to activity. The firndings of the Technical and
Support Group were briefed to the JCSG-DM, and use of the
JCSAT was approved on July 25, 18%4.

Use of the JCSAT required the development cf functional
values. In order to develop Zuncticnal values, measures of
merit applicable to performancs 0f workloads a:t specific
locations were identified and maximum points were assigned
TO each category:

e Core workloads/core czpabilities - 30 points

e Unigque/peculiar core worklocad, capabilities, and

capacity - 15 points

e Unigue/peculiar core workload test facilities - 15

points

e Other workloads - 25 points

e Environmental issues - 10 points

From those broad categories specific questions were
developed to assist in the application of each value to a
commodity. It was envisioned that these weights would be
applied to each commodity at ezch activity and an overall
rating would be developed for each commodity at each
activity. Decisiond Pad Analysis Software (DPADS), a simple
spreadsheet software, was approved for use in assisting in
the calculation of these functicnal values.




Costs

‘." The JCSG-DM investigated if costs could be considered
as part of the joint analysis process. The Defense Depot
Maintenance Council had developed, apart from.BRAC, a
methodology designed to estimate the costs and savings
associated with potential interservicing of depot
maintenance workloads. There was a proposal to use this
methodology as a tool to screen alternatives for feasibility
prior to forwarding the alternatives to the Military
Departments for complete evaluation. It was recocnized that
the Military Departments would use CORBRA in their
evaluations.

It was subsequently determined that the cost accounting
practices of the Military Departments were too diverse to
make meaningful comparisons &t the commodity level without
further leveling. It was believed by the JCSG-DM that there
was not sufficient time to issue a revised data czll and
conduct the cost normalization that would be required to
conduct equitable comparisons

It was proposed and accepted that the JCSG-DM would
utilize a modified or functicnal COBRA as a cost feasibility
test for the JCSG-DM developed z2lternatives. This course of
action would be consistent wizh the expressed plans of the

‘ other JCSGs. The JCSG-DM wzs a2dvised that such a furdctional
‘.I' COZRPA was under development Dy a2 separate joint group
composed of representatives oI each of the Services.

On July 29, 1994, the JCSG-DM formally approved:

e DPrDS

e Optimization Model

e General functional valite methodology
Alternative cevelopment process

e Reguested site Military Values be provided
simultaneously with functional values in a standard
broad range scale

On August 24, 1894, the JCSG-DM approved:

e Specific functiocnal value weights

e Use of functional COBRA

e Site Military Values on a range from 0-100
¢ The over-all analytic methodology

On August 25, 1994, the BRAC Steering Group was briefed
on the JCSG-DM planned analytic methodology.

The JCSG-DM was subsequently approved to receive data
and to begin the analysis process on August 29, 19%4.

w




Data Review

Military responses to the data call were requested to
be delivered on September 6, 1995. At that time the Data
Analysis Team began meeting full-time in spaces located in
the Hoffman Building.

Initial submissions were incomplete. However, database
input was prioritized and the LMI representative began
construction of the database with the data available.

The development of the cdatabase enabled the Data
Analysis Team to identify many data discrepancies. Those
discrepancies were then provided to the representative from
the owning Service for resolution.  Purification of the
database continued throughout September and October with the
last revision being made on November 2, 1954. All changes
to the data were certified in zccordance with individual
Military Department certificz:tion procedures. 2all entries
in the database were providecd to the representatives of the
Military Departments for valicdztion. In addition to
auditing individual inputs to the database, the DeDIG
completed a comprehensive da:tzbase audit on November 2,
1854. No significant discrepencies were found.

Excess Capacity/Reduction Targets

The decision by the JCSG-DM to "“size to core” made the
establishment of excess capacity and reduction targets a
straightforward procedure. £~ target range for excess
capacity was established. Thz top of the range wzs defined
as capacity minus core worklczd. The bottom was capacity
minus total programmed worklozd. Excess capacity targets
were then established from certified data DoD-wicde, by
Service, by commodity group, &xd by activity.

The establishment of excess capacity targets resulted
in a large amount of the DoD excess capacity being
classified in the "Other” commodity group. It was
determined by the JCSG-DM that there were not sufiicient
categories of commodities to properly identify this
workload. The Services were asked for any new recommended
commodity groupings. Additionzl commodity groupings were
approved at the October 11, 1954, meeting of the JCSG-DM.
Revised excess capacity targets were updated based upon
certified data to include the new commodity groupings.

Functional Values

It was required that functional value be established
or every commodity at every location. This would result in

i
a ranking by activity, by cemmodity. across Service lines.




There were three elements necessary for calculating

functional value:

e Data required for numeric calculations (this
comprised the largest portion of the functional
value)

e Independent Service evaluation

e Data Analysis evaluation

In order to level the playing field, members of the
Data Analysis Team reviewed each of the scores. Four
scoring conventions were developed:

e Relative importance of workload is not dependent
upon size.

e For purposes of calculating functional values,
werkloads less than one work year (1615 DLEs) were
considered zero.

* II no unique and/or psculiar workload was reported
in response to the data call, then no credit was
given for unigue and/cr peculiar capacity or test

facilities.
¢ Wxen scoring for environmmental issues, a compliance
jzaiver constituted a problem by definitioz. The

distinction between & “significant” and “=inor”
problem was a Service judgment.

The JCSG-DM approved worxsheet was replicated for each
commodity at each depot in thz database. The &atzbase
applied scores to be calculz:tzd from the data. The Data
Analysis Team then reviewed the Service scoring and applied
their scores in accordance wizh the conventions ds:tailed
above.

Site Military Values

The -JCSG-DM had asked for the site Military Values on a
standard broad range scale. It was decided by higher
authority that site values would be provided on a one-to-
three scale. These values were received by the JCSG-DM on

November 16, 15954.

Optimization Runs

During the months of October and November, 1294,
several requests were processed to the Tri-Department BRAC
Group to obtain optimization runs. The results of each run

resented the top three soluticns for each of the coptimized
criteria.

The first request, dated October 14, 1924, contained
certified data from the JCSG-DM database for capacity, core,
and maximum potential core.




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

Reqguest Number 3, dated October 25, contained
functional values and changes received in certified data and
requestec new runs as requested in Request Number 2 as well
as additional runs to maximize functional value. 3ecause
runs from Request Number 2 did not sufficiently decrease
excess carzacity, this request asked that core could be
allocated up to maximum potential capacity.

Request Number 4, dated October 28, contained some
changes &nd corrections in certified data used in previous
runs. e analysis of previous runs indicated trhzt there
were many depots that the optimization model could not
select as potential closures because of core regquirements
for one or two commodity groups (termed “show stoppers”).

In order to enable the optimization model to select any
depot as & potential closure cancdidate, a notionzl depot was
created that had sufficient maximum potential to create
enough slack to absorb core for these “show stoppers.” This
reqguest established the notioral depot with selected maximum
city amounts and asxked for runs comsistent

t Number 5, dated November 1, contained some
changes i certified data and to the maximum potenzial
capacity z:ctributed to the notional depot. This request
specified that core should £ill up capacity at rezl depots
before shifting any core to the notional depot.

Regquest Number 6, dated November 2, contained some
recalculazions of functional values based on new information
from depots and some minor corrections. This request asked
that previously requested optimization calculations be
accomplished using updated information.

Request Number 7, dated November 4, corrected maximum
potential capacity for Oklahoma City ALC to zero and
indicated other minor corrections. In a subseguent meeting
with representatives from the Tri-Department ERAC Group, the
Data 2Analvsis Team was advised that the optimization model
had difficulty in processing data when the input ranged from
hundreds to millions. To overcome this, the data was
rounded, thus giving the impression that there were data
input errors. Dr. Nickel also expressed reservaticns on the
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reliability of runs and the potential for Pentium chip
problems.

Request Number 8, dated November 16, contained Military
Value information and asked for only a set of runs to
maximize Military Value combined with other constraints.

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

Runs received from the Tri-Department BRAC Group were
verified via an Optimization Model created and operated by
IMI representatives to the Data Analysis Team utilizing a
486" computer, thus avoiding any questions concerning
potential errors introduced by faulty Pentium computer
chips.

Development of Alternatives

The Data Analysis Team met on numerous occasions to
review optimization information. The first concern of the
Data Analysis Team was to ensure that the optimizaz:tion model
contained the correct certified numbers. 1In this cocntext,
many discrepancies were determined after certified data were
input into the JCSG-DM database. The correction ¢I these
discrepancies resulted in acdditional optimization reguests
being processed. : .

The rnext concern of the Data Analysis Team was whether
the optimization runs could eliminate sufficient excess
capacity. This was solved through use of the maximum
potential capacity and use of a notional depot as previously
described.

Finally, the Data Analysis Team was to make
recommendations for closures and realignments. To
accomplish this task, the Data Analysis Team reviewed each
optimization run line-by-line. The Data Analysis Team was
directed to challenge the Mildeps to consolidate workloads
including increased interservicing.

The Data Analysis Team concentrated their efforts on
optimization runs that produced significant numbers of
potential closures. The computer spread of core was then
analyzed to determine what further consolidations ol
workloads were feasible. The end results were
recommendations to the full JCSG-DM of alternatives that
included significant numbers of potential closures along
with major reductions in the number of locations periorming
work in the same commodity.




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

Using the procedures outlined above, the Data Analysis
Team analyzed the five best runs and developed two
alternatives for consideration by the JCSG-DM.

On November 21, 13894, the JCSG-DM approved the two
alternatives. On November 22, 1994, the alternatives were
forwarded to the Military Departments.




ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20301-3300

':?:32:33 December 13, 1994
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MEMORANDUM FOR BRAC 95 JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP CHAIRPERSONS

SUBJECT: Joint Cross-Service Functional Analysis Process Summary

At our December 2nd meeting, we discussed the need for a
summary describing each Joint Cross-Service Group's (JCSG)
functional analysis process to help document the Department'’s
BRAC 95 effort. Your summary will be valuable in supporting our
process during the Commission’s independent analyses and in
preparation for Commission hearings. :

Your summary should follow the general format shown at
Attachment 1. Please forward a copy to the Office of the Deputy
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Installations by January 27,
1985, to help us in drafting thz DoD report to the Commission. .

Additionally, your sub-group/study team should ke
maintaining records and files cdocumenting your process as
indicated at Attachment 2. We will give you more information on
document reproduction and distribution reguirements later.

‘..' If you have questions, contzct Mr. Bob Meyer at 614-5336.
\ e
S " j}\
’%q — N—
{5shua Gotbaum

N
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FORMAT PFOR JCSG SUMMARY

BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Group on

Functional Analysis Process Summary

Executive Summary
Section 1. Introduction/Background

- JCSG'’s text is not limited to, but should include discussion
of its vision for balancing functional requirements with capacity

"~ "and readiress.

Section 2. Joint Cross-Sexrvice Functional Analysis Process Summary

- Ceoncise/succinct, vrocess-oriented description of the JCSG's
overarching functional analysis process. (e.g., should include
organization and relationships of the JCSG and its subgroup(s):
development of overall analytical framework, internal controls,
and data gathering; functicnal capacity analysis; consideration
of non-3RaC policy for develcging functional closure or '
realignment alternatives; and the fcllow-on interactive process
with the Military Departments).

Section 3. Description of Functional Analyses Summary

ing ented descrivtion of the JCSG's
analyses and methodologies for developing functional closure or
realignment alternatives (e.g., should include criteria/measures/
factecrs, analytical methods and tools; analysis of capacity;
functional value analyses; interaction with follow-on Military
Departments’ analyses, etc.).

: ; . . .
- Concisa’/suggincs, analwvsig-crien

t
1

Sectiocn 4. Joint Cross-Service Functional Alternatives

- The alternatives forwarded to the Military Departments

Appendices (if required)

Attachment 1



JCSG RECORD KEEPING AND DOCUMENTATION REQUIREMENTS

‘." 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 framework

- Criteria/Measures/Factors
- Data Calls/Questionnaires

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

5. *Analytical tool outputs/runs with supporting data/screens/
analyses procduced to develop alternatives forwarded to the MILDEPs

6. *Alternatives transmitted to the Military Departments

7. *Meseting Minutes

* (Consistent with the requirements ¢f law and DoD policy, JCSGs will
Teprocduce and provide copies to the Commission, the Congress, and GAO.
JCSGs will maintain and make available upon reguest all othexr policy,

‘." data, information, and analyses ccnsidered by the JCSG in developing
funectional closure and realignment alternatives.

NOTE: See also ERAC 95 "Kickoff" Memorandum, Jaruvary 7, 1994, and
Joint Internal Control Plan, April 13, 19984, for documentation
regquirements.

Attachment 2




SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON - )

MAY 9 1995
The Honorable Allan J. Dixon
Chairman, Defense Base Closure e
and Realignment Commission e '., (& "2.(./ 4’:1 \D2-7

1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 2
Arlington, VA 22209

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 frorh 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, further 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,

Sheila B. Widnall
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BASE POPULATION VS 1-TIME COST $M
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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
ARMY 1 3,004 62 1,472 | 85 1.37
NAVY 2 4,841 181 1,135 72 .40
AIRFORCE® = 15,846 578 2,526 . 82 14
6,216 217 1,254 | 77 .35

Includes Red River, Letterkenny, Toelle

Includes Shipyards--Philadephia, Mare Island, Charleston, Long Beach; Aviation Depots--Alameda, Pensacola, Norfolk
Includes Kelly, McClellan (Kelly and McClellan were not recommendations to the Commission but are included

here for purpose of comparison only)

W 1IN =




CHART 4 B | :

BASE POPULATION VS 1-TIME COST $M ‘ i
. oo

l

Base : 1-Time Cost
Activity Population ' FY95 $M

Letterkenny Army Depot 3,017 : 50
Toelle Army Depot 3,024 : 77
Naval Aviation Depot Alameda 3,076 133
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 3,110 173
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk 3,606 181
Naval Shipyard, Long Beach 3,891 81
Red River Army Depot 2,97 : 60
Charleston Naval Shipyard 5,430 259
Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia 1,236 144
Mare Island Naval Shipyard 71,541 293
McClellan AFB 12,588 ; 574
Kelly AFB 19,104 582
Total 74,594 2,607
Average 6,216 _ 217
Total Air Force 31,692 _ 1,156
Air Force Average 15,846 578
Total Army & Navy 42,902 1,451
Army & Navy Average 4,290 ' 145

SOURCE: Data from COBRA reports submitted to 0SD 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
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CHART 5 oo
POSITIONS ELIMINATED VS STEADY STATE SAVINGS $M | N

Activity Positions ~ Steady State
Eliminated - ~ Savings $M
Navy Shipyard Philadelphia 701 40
Naval Aviation Depot Alameda 764 g 82
‘Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 1000 63
Charleston Naval Shipyard 1088 : 69
Mare Island Naval Shipyard 1223 : 18
Kelly AFB 1245 76
Toelle Army Depot 1268 53
Letterkenny Army Depot 1287 : 78
McClellan AFB 1438 v 87
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk 1464 113
Naval Shipyard, Long Beach 1707 ' 130
Red River Army Depot : 1861 124
Total 15,046 923
Average 1,254 : 71
Total Air Force 2526 156
Air Force Average 1,342 3 82
Total Army & Navy 12,520 - 766
Average Army & Navy 1,262 : 17

SOURCE: Data from COBRA reports submitted to 0SD commission except McClellan and Kelly, which were not submitted

NOTE: Steady state savings 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
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93
93
93
93
93
95
95
95
95
95
93
93
88
88
93
95
95
91,
95

DOD DEPOT ACTIVITIES RECOMMENDED FOR BRAC ACTION :

ACTIVITY
Navy Shipyard Philadelphia
Mare Isltand Naval Shipyard
Naval Aviation Depot Alameda

Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola

Charleston Naval Shipyard
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk
Naval Shipyard, Long Beach
Red River Army Depot
Letterkenny Army Depot
Kelly AFB

McClellan AFB

Toelle Army Depot

Newark AFS

Lexington Army Depot
Navajo Depot Activity
Savanna Army Depot Activity
Seneca Army Depot

Sierra Army Depot
Sacramento Army Depot
Ship Repair Facility, Guam

CHART 6 : R

-~

STATUS - |
Complete Closure - ,
Complete Closure S
Complete Closure
Close Depot Only
Complete Closure
Close Depot Only
Complete Closure
Close Depot
Realign '
Focused Analysis - Not recommended for BRAC action
Focused Analysis - Not recommended for BRAC action
Close Depot b
Privatization in Place - Cost & Savings not comparable
Close Depot COBRA data not available |
Close Ammo Storage - Notincluded
Close Ammo Storage - Not included
Close Ammo Storage - Notincluded
Close Ammo Storage - Not included
Close Supply Depot - Not included .
Closure of Floating Drydock - Not included

PO S




Tenant | ]Loc'ationl

AFRES (Lackland)
ANG (Lackland)

AlA (Lackland)
SIGINT (Lackland)
1849 EIS (Lackland)
DLA (Base X)

DECA (Base X)
DFAS (Base X)
Others {Base X)
Total

Tenant [ (Location)

AFRES (March)
USCG (Moffett)
Det 42 (Travis)
AFTAC (Offutt)
1827 EIS (Travis)
DLA (Base X)
DFAS (Bass 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 $5M for Det 42 and AFTAC for equipment movement

CHART 7

MAJOR TENANTS ON KELLY & McCLELLAN AFB -

Positions

673
202
3,247
813
3
873
241
179
925
7,564

Pasitions

53
190
142
388
309
603
139
618

2,442

KELLY AFB
MilCon $M

0.0

0.0

00

0.0

. 0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0

McCLELLAN AFB

MilCon $M

0.0
221
235

6.1

1.2

0.0

0.0

0.0
529

. Other $M Total $§ -
0.0 . 00
0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
00° 00
00 00
20.6 . 206

. 61 5.1

38 3.8
18.6 19.6
49.1 ~ 49.1

‘Other $M - Total §
1.1 : 1.1
40 26.1
8.0 - 316
13.2 19.3
6.6 7.8
12.8 12.8
2.9 2.9
131 131
61.8 1147
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[lon Air roé nant Units

2 ampe!

Kelly AFB ' on AF Tenant
Non AF Tenant
Non AF Tenant

Non AF Tenant

All Non Air Force Tenaht Organlzatlons Reg_rdless of S|ze ' ’ 47 768 2153 2968

Himbers are autharized personnal for FY 03/4, Caongistent with ARIAC Questionnaire data 1
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MANPOWER AUTHORIZATIONS BY UNIT

FY97/4

as of Aug 94 manpower file

ORGANIZATION

BASE: tinker

aag
acc
acc
acc
acc
acc
acc
acc
acc
acc
acc
acc
acc
acc
acc
acc
ace
acc
acc
acc
acc
acc
acc
acc
acc
acc
aet
aet
aet
aet
afr
afr
afr
afr
atr
afr
afr
afr
afr
afr
arfr
afr
afr
afr
afr
afr

Det 440 af audit agency fo
3 combat comm gp

3 combat comm spt sg

31 combat comm sg

32 combat comm sgq

33 combat comm sq

34 combat comm sg

552 air control wg

552 computer systems gp
552 computer systems sg
552 logistics gp

552 logistics support sg
552 maintenance sg

552 operations gp

552 operations spt sg

552 training sgq

552 training sqg

752 computer systems sqg

8 abn cmd control sqg

963 air warn ctrl sg

964 air warn ctrl sg

965 air warn ctrl sqg

966 alr warn ctrl tr sg
Det 6 ACC Training Spt sg
0l ad ACC Log Support gp
01 af 29 training systems
Ol bc 4525 combat appl sg
349 Recruiting sg

349 Recruiting sqg

Det 413 373 training sg
0l ac Det 6 cap usaf ap
2400 res readiness mob sg
403 combat log support sg
465 air refueling sqg

507 Civil Engineer sgq

507 air refueling gp

507 communications ft

507 logistics gp

507 logistics support sgq
507 maintenance sg

507 medical sqg

507 mission support sq
507 operations gp

507 operations spt ft

507 security police sqg
507 support gp

72 aerial port sg

54
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0 0 2

0 1

0 0]

4 15

2 1

1 43

1 1

0 2

0 0

0 0 6

0 0

0 0 2

0 0 1

0 0 6

0 0 16

0 0 68

0 0 3
0 0 20

0 0 5

0 0 8

0 0 1

0 0 2

0 0 2
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22
92
225
144
151
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101
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Page No. 22

12/05/94
MANPOWER AUTHORIZATIONS BY UNIT
FY97/4
v as of Aug 94 manpower file
FY 97
CMD ORGANIZATION OFF AMN CIV DRILL TOTAL
u aia Ol tt 67 operations spt sg 1 4 0 0 5
u amc 0l a 22 logistics gp 0 0 0 0 0
u amc 01 k 615 air mobility ops gp 0 0 0 0 0
u aws Det 7 af global wea ce 2 33 3 0 38
u elm Ol alc afelm disa jc 0 0 0 0 0
u elm Ol tk afelm def f£in acct ce 1 11 0 0 12
u elm afelm deca ag 0 6 0 0 6
u elm afelm dla-d depot dl 1 0 0 0 1
u lct af legal ser ag fo 1 1 0 0 2
u mtc 10 test sqg 14 3 1 0 18
u mtc 1818 reserve advisor sqgq 1 2 1 0 4
u mtc 1845 engineering instl gp 26 92 234 0 352
u mtc 654 Civil Engineer sq 10 259 430 0 699
u mtc 654 air base gp 8 67 628 0 703
u mtc 654 combat log suppart sqg 3 124 1 0 128
u mtc 654 comm comp Sys gp 5 179 92 0 276
mtc 654 medical gp 145 352 147 0 644
mtc 654 operations spt sqg 6 41 20 0 67
- mtc 654 security police sqg 4 306 16 0 326
‘.'K mtc 01 ac hg materiel system ce 0 0 78 0 78
mtc Ol ad Det 2 645 materiel sqg C 0 1 0 1
u mtc 01 af 412 logistics support sg 1 8 3 0 iz
u mtc 01 de 615 specialized Msn sg 0 0 1 0 z
u mtc comm sys ce 78 194 344 0 £1é
u mtc comm SysS ce 76 206 103 G SEE
u mtc oklahoma city alc ce 18 32 1842 0 1882
u mtc oklahoma city alc ce 0 0 38 0 38
u mtc oklahoma city alc ce 12 0 359 0 37

u mtc oklahoma city alc ce 15 5 793 0 813
u mtc oklahoma city alc ce 72 8 3145 0 3225
U mtc oklahoma city alc ce 8 11 1490 0 1509
u mtc oklahoma city alc ce 37 98 707 0 842
u osi Det 114 1 field investigatns dt 3 9 3 0 15
u paf 01 a 3 wing wg 0 0 0 0 0

** Subtotal **
‘ 1279 5927 10888 0 18094



Flon Air Fop

ant Units

Tikar AEG — Nox AR torant SATO 0 0 11 11
Tinker AFB Non AF Tenant kaer Credit Union ) - 0 0 61 61
All Mon Air Force Tenant Organizations Regardless of Size 232 961 2606 3799

HMumbers are authorized personnel for FY 03/4, Caneistont with NRAM Nuestionnaire data



( AR LOGISTICS CER® .. mANPOWER HISTORY (

EXY 88 EY 89 EY 3 EY 91 FY 92 FY 9 Y94 FY 9% EXY 96 X% EY 98 FY® Y0 EXY0l
TINKER AFB (Oklahoma City ALC)

Foreign Military Sales (FMS)
OFF 8 4 4 4 1 4 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
ENL - - - 1 ] i - - - - . - - .
Civ 493 502 431 421 88366 421 417 412 412 4j2 412 412 412
TOT 501 506 441 428 103 371 424 419 414 414 414 414 414 414
Depot Maintenance (Maint)
OFF 45 45 45 46 46 46 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45
ENL 109 108 109 109 109 128 128 117 117 117 117 117 117 117
Civ 1844 ___ 7851 __ 2800 ____A070 . 3991 6389 ___ 6140 __ 6047 ____ 5957 ____5957 __ 5957 ___ 5957 ___5951 ___ 5931
TOT 7,998 8,004 7,954 6,225 6,146 6,563 6,313 6,209 6,119 6,119 6,119 6,119 6,119 6,119
Matericl Management (MM)
OFF 91 91 82 82 80 71 76 79 79 79 79 79 79 79
ENL 18 18 18 57 17 17 17 17 16 16 16 16 16 16
Civ — 1321 a1 2922 2066 . L3012 L2446 1954 1704 ____L68S . L6BS __ L6BS ____L6BS . LO6RS ___ L6BI
TOT 3,430 3,186 3,022 2,905 1,169 2,534 2,047 1,800 1,780 1,780 1,780 1,780 1,780 1,780
Central Contracting (PK) ’
OFF 17 17 17 15 s 13 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
ENL - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
v — 361 538 _ 413 40 . A . .34 268 219 223 223 223 223 ___ 223 __ 223
TOT 578 555 490 135 174 347 280 231 235 235 235 235 235 235
Management Overhead (MGMT)
OFF 7 7 8 f R R 7 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
ENL 11 11 il 12 12 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Civ 83 84 91 g3 . . .9 Bl 76 63 66 66 66 66 66 66
TOT 101 104 110 103 00 92 86 74 75 15 75 75 75 75
Communications & Computers (COMM/COMP)
OFF 2 2 2 6 9 9 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 3
ENL - - - 150 162 226 193 192 184 184 184 184 184 184
Clv o S38 317 481 M1 .43y 424 92 9Q €0 a0 920 920 90 90
TOT 540 519 489 663 626 659 293 290 282 282 282 282 282 282
Medical (MED)
OFF 106 111 118 123 133 142 147 144 143 143 143 143 - 143 143
ENL 253 258 2717 272 27t 291 320 352 348 348 348 348 348 348
clv 137 123 139 452 134 14} 144 139 133 133 133 133 133 13
TOT 476 492 534 547 53R 576 611 635 624 624 624 624 624 624
Basc Opcrating Support (BOS)
OFF 69 70 7t 76 75 70 64 61 61 61 61 61 61 61
ENL 973 1,015 1,039 1,133 1,097 885 836 809 798 798 798 798 798 798
clv 2964 3825 ____ 3584 A0 L1300 1s11 L3R L34 1344 L3444 1344 1344 1344 L1344
TOT 5,006 4,910 4,664 4,510 2,002 2,472 2,282 2,218 2,203 2,203 2,203 2,203 2,203 2,203
TOTAL 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
Cciv 16921 _ 16519 __ 15903 ___Jim2 ___J2218 __1L700 __ 10477 ___ 10029 ___.9910 ____9910 ___9910 ___ 2910 .. 2910 ___ 9910
TOT 18,630 18,276 17,704 15,816 14,317 13,614 12,336 11,876 11,732 11,732 11,732 11,732 11,732 11,732

3/24/95
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1995 DBCRC LIST OF ADLRTIONS - ECONOMIC IMPACTS

( omic

Installation Economic Area ‘ Employment Total Total | Direct And
Direct | Indirect | Indirect Impact
Army )
Tobyhanna Army Depot, PA Scranton-Wilkes-Barre-Hazleton MSA 319,940 3,499 5,089 8,771 2.7%
Letterkenny Army Depot, PA Franklin County MSA 62,117 2,973 3,281 6,626 10.7%
Oakland Army Base, CA Qakland PMSA 1,160,197 725 1,167 3,030 0.3%
Fort Holabird, MD Baltimore, MD PMSA 1,357,930 0 0 0 0.0%
Space and Strategic Defense Command Madison County, AL 168,293 950 415 1,365 0.8%
Total Army 8147 9,952 19,792
Navy
NAS Atlanta, GA Atlanta, GA MSA 1,923,937 931 489 1,420 0.1%
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, NH Rockingham County, NH, and York County, ME 202,394 4,107 2,610 7,395 3.7%
Fleet industrial Supply Center, Oakland, CA Oakland, CA PMSA 1,160,197| 1,359 2,214 3,825 0.3%
NWAD, Corona, CA Riverside-San Bernardino, CA PMSA 1,032,616 810 1,848 2,827 0.3%
Engineer. Field Activity, West. Div., San Fran., CA San Francisco,CA PMSA 1,214,604| 267 164 431 0.0%
Supervisor of Shipbuilding, San Fran., CA San Francisco, CA PMSA 1,214,604 37 61 1,040 0.1%
Public Works Center, Guam Agana, Guam 66,773 676 289 556 0.8%
Point Mugu Pacific Missile Test Center Ventura, CA PMSA 332,643 4,349 2,642 2,679 0.8%
TOTAL NAVY 12,536 | 10,316 20,172
Air Force
Grand Forks AFB, ND Grand Forks County, ND 45092 5,068 1,623 13,759 30.5%
McClellan AFB, CA Sacramento, CA PMSA 763,605] 11,656 17,302 37,221 4.9%
Kelly AFB, TX San Antonio, TX MSA 730,857] 19,104 27,255 41,870 5.7%
Hill AFB, UT Salt Lake City-Ogden UT MSA 659,460 13,257 8,614 28,582 4.3%
Tinker AFB, OK Oklahoma City, OK MSA 582,865] 19,103 17,650 33,669 5.8%
Robins AFB, GA Macon, GA MSA 157,770 15,127 6,327 7,578 4.8%
Vance AFB, OK Enid, OK MSA 32,314| 1,055 396 2,645 8.2%
Laughlin AFB, TX Val Verde County, TX 16,109} 1,776 797 2,325 14.4%
Columbus AFB, MS Lowndes and Monroe Counties, MS 48953| 1,286 780 1,375 2.8%
Homestead ARS, FL Miami, FL. PMSA 1,064,241 584 375 826 0.1%
Carswell ARS, TX Fort Worth-Arlington, TX PMSA 769,553 429 284 664 0.1%
Gen Billy Mitchell Field, AGS, WI Milwaukee-Waukesha, WI PMSA 890,741 380 239 641 0.1%
Niagara Falls IAP ARS, NY Niagara County, NY 98,215 318 253 633 0.6%
Youngstown MAP ARS, OH Mahoning and Trumbull Counties, OH 240,626 380 163 717 0.3%
O'Hare IAP ARS, IL Cooke, DuPage and McHenry Counties, IL 3,654,586 379 349 922 0.0%
Minneapolis-St. Paul IAP ARS, MN Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN Wisconsin MSA 1,444,635 321 361 361 0.0%
TOTAL AIR FORCE 90,223 82,769 173,789
Defense Logistics Agency
Defense Distribution Depot Tobyhana, PA Scranton-Witkes-Barre-Hazleton MSA 319,940 289 485 485 0.2%
Defense Distribution Depot McClellan, CA Sacramento, CA PMSA 763,605 0 0 0 0.0%
Defense Distribution Depot San Antonio, TX San Antonio, TX MSA 730,857 0 0 0 0.0%
Defense Distribution Depot Hill, UT Salt Lake City-Ogden UT MSA 659,460 0 0 0 0.0%
Defense Distribution Depot Oklahoma City, OK Oklahoma City, OK MSA 582,865 0 0 0 0.0%
Defense Distribution Depot Warner Robins, GA Macon, GA MSA 157,770 0 0 0 0.0%
TOTAL DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 289 485 485
GRAND TOTAL 111,195 | 103,522 | 214,238
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UNCLASSIFIED
AIR FORCE CAPACITY ANALYSIS —\

AIR NATIONAL GUARD

EXCESS CAPACITY

AIRCRAFT SQUADRON ROBUST
FIGHTER 6 +32
F-15 1 +22
F-16 1 +60
A-10 0 +6
KC-135 0 +2
C-5 0] +5
C-130 1 +11
UNCLASSIFIED 33 227185

UNCLASSIFIED

N

* LABS

-- 3 required: Air. Space, and C4l
* TEST CENTERS

-- 3 required for AF requirements
* AIR LOGISTICS CENTERS

-- 3 required for AF requirements

AIR FORCE CAPACITY ANALYSIS |

CONSIDERATIONS

-- At least one must be an engine depot

EXCESS CAPACITY
Labs
T&E
Air Logistics Centers

(=)

UNCLASSIFIED

Page 17

34 2078k
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UNCLASSJIFIED
AIR FORCE CAPACITY ANALYSIS |

DERGRADUATE FLYING

TRAINING

R 01/4 PROJECTED MAXIMUM EXCESS
BASE PRODUCTION CAPABILITY CAPACITY
RANDOLPH (NAV) 453 485 32
RANDOLPH (PIT) 394 793 399
COLUMBUS 291 372 . 82
LAUGHLIN 316 386 70
REESE 291 359 68
SHEPPARD 220 320 100
VANCE 316 366 50
EXCESS CAPACITY

. 1 Base*
* Preliminary Air Force estimate

UNCLASSIFIED 3 22795

UNCLASSIFIED
AIR FORCE CAPACITY ANALYSIS —\
NS

A POSSIBLE BASE REDUCTIO

JOINT GROUP

TYPE BASES
. ALC (Depots) 2
T T&E o=
LABS 3*
UFT 1*

* Preliminary Air Force estimate, pending JCSG analysis

N Y,

UNCLASSIFIED s 2078

Page 18
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON DC

/YS
Nomy qoCo S

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo)
FROM: HQ USAF/RT

1670 Air Force Pentagon

Washington, DC 20330-1670

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.

D. BLUME JR, Major General, USAF
pecial Assistant to Chief of Staff
for Realignment and Transition

Attachment:
Alternate Receivers




McClellan Air Force Base

129th Rescue Group/assigned aircraft (ANG)
162nd Combat Communications Group (ANG)
149th Combat communications Squadron (ANG)
Electronic Installation Functions

Kelly Air Force Base

Field Command, Defense Nuclear Agency
68th Intelligence Squadron

Air Force Inspection Agency

Air Force Safety Agency

Some Electronic Installation functions

Tinker Air Force Base

Electronic Engineering Functions

Air Force Revised Location

Remain at Moffett Fed Airfield AGS
Remain at North Highlands AGS
Remain at North Highlands AGS
Move to Travis AFB, Ca

Remain at Kirtland AFB
Medina/Lackland

Move to Tinker AFB, OK
Move to Tinker AFB, OK
Move to Lackland AFB, TX

Move to Peterson AFB, Co and
Keesler AFB, MS
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

31 MAY 1005
MEMORANDUM FOR DBCRC (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) /z/ ?
FROM: HQ USAF/RT ,
B - YZoVh s

SUBJECT: 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 active-duty, AFRES, and ANG operational units at each ALC
installation. If you need additional information, feel free to contact Lt Col Mary Tripp at 38678.

() byt

] D. BLUME, Jr., Mdj Gen, USAF
Special Assistant to CSAF for
Realignment and Transition

Atchs: ALC Mission Impacts (RT 52 7)
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\
MAY 18 '95 12: FROM DBCRC R-A

THE DEI;'ENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22208

793.69“504 ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN
COMMISSIONERS:
AL CORNELLA
®|EMECCA COX
GEN J. 8. OAIS, USAYF (RET)
€. LERK KLING
RADM RENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, UBN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR. USA (RET)
WEND( LOUISE STEELE
May 17, 1995
P e Please refor tothis
Msjor General Jay Bfume (ATIN: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) wr oy, ASONE -
- Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff
for Base Realignment and Traasition
_ USAF
1670 Air Force Pentagon
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670
Dear Genersl Blume;

Approximately one year ago, the Air Foroe prepared “level playing field” COBRAS for all
five ALC installations, Now that the Commission has determined that all five should be

oonsi_demd for closure, we required updated COBRAS for these installations.

/ Please update the level layingﬁeld closure COBRAs for each oftheﬁveALC@

v and forward ong with all back-up worksheets, to the Commission by 24 May
1?9 X lease also prepare and submit a statement which articulates the impact of closure on the
missions at each installation.

—t

Sincerely,

is A. Cirilio Jr, PE
~ Air Force Team Leader

¥k TOTAL PAGE.DBEZ *x*



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%), OO-ALC (10%), 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 MILCON cost
- 485th EIG redirect would require review

STATEMENT: The closure of Kelly Air Force Base must include the cantonment o.
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 AFB

- - Move 84th RADS to Cannon AFB
- Move 36 F-16C/Ds to Cannon AFB
- Move 18 F-16 C/Ds to Shaw AFB
- Retain AFRES unit in range cantonment area
- O0-ALC workload transfers to SM-ALC (39%), OC-ALC (37%),

WR-ALC (14%), SA-ALC (10%)
o - 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
- UTTR 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 Travis AFB

- SM-ALC workload transfers to OO-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%),
O0-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 97/2
-- 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
v : -- 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 Initial Operational Capability (I0C) date of the JSTARS program. MILCON is
already well underway to facilitate the projected IOC date of FY 97/2. Any closure
would severely impact JSTARS initial crewmember qualification, mission ready rates,
and continuation training. In addition, Robins has already been designated as the ALLC
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
w 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 EIW to Peterson  ~

- OC-ALC workload transfers to SA-ALC (72%), WR-ALC (14%),
SM-ALC (13%), O0-ALC (1%)

- Remaining Base Population to Base X

IMPACTS:

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

- 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
v - 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.




J AL UULLELNDE BADL CLAUDUKE AND KEALIGNMENT CUI\m‘lbblg:\
: | ST aY VAR A
EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # ~ | b o = U

FROM: P(_\ R M cu@lt e D, 10 [DAXERD

T D\-\c SeOE o mree: (O A QR DN AL
ANTZATION: ' N ORGANIZATION: '
K\l (D00 95 (O C <

INSTALLATION () DISCUSSED: (4 | L L AT (3

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN FYI | ACTION | INIT COMMISSION MEMBERS FY1 | ACTION | INIT
CHAIRMAN DIXON COMMISSIONER CORNELLA
STAFF DIRECTOR o COMMISSIONER COX
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR e COMMISSIONER DAVIS
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HILL/DDO “

30 May 1995

Mr. David Lyles

Staff Directer, 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 Hill Air Force Base and again at the hearing in San Francisco. As you
requested, | am sending a copy of the "AFMC 21 Study." This is a draft, but | am told
the final product did not change much. This study was AFMC’s first step in getting
ready for BRAC '95.

The McClellan/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 wouild
oive him the best of both worlds. However, ACC’s General Mike Loh stated he would

ot take over the base and the closing of the Ogden ALC proved to not be practical.
O*he' clesure options were planned involving other pairs of ALC’s, but were not
completed {McCiellan/Keliv was onig cf those options). It was shortiy after this study
that the TRC consoiidation study begznr.

Aiso included is a paper compieted on Ogden ALC. It addresses the closing issues
for the "AFMC 21 Study." | hope this data is useful. If | can answer any questions,

please call me at (801) 629-2073.

il o

Mrr‘ ael D. Pavich
P.:s;cent, Hill/DDGC 'es

Smcerelv

MDP/ar

Encf: 2
AFMC 21 Study
2 Feasibility of Closing Hill AFB paper

Hivl-DDO

P.O. Box 1557
OGDEN, UT 84401
(BO1) 629-207a4a
FAX: (B0O1) 629-2251
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AFMC 21 STUDY

Workioad transfer from OO-ALC, SM-ALC (red centers) to WR-ALC,
OC-ALC and SA-ALC (green centers)

: Option 2A Aircraft Programs from QO-ALC and SM-ALC to OC-ALC, SA-ALC

and WR-ALC
Space Missile Command (SMC) Program to SM-ALC
Electronic S8ystems Command (ESC) Programs as follows:
C4l to SM-ALC
JSTARS to Aerospace Systems Command (ASC)
Human Services Center (HSC) Programs to ASC '
Rome Lab to WPAFB

Option 2B  Aircraft Programs from OO-ALC and SM-ALC to OC-ALC, SA-ALC

——

and WR-ALC

SMC Programs to OO-ALC

SM-ALC Space Programs and Worlkoad to O0-ALC
ESC and HSC Programs to ASC

Rome Lab to FB

( Option3 Downsize in place S

A\

Become Executive Agency for N
Fixed Wing Aircraft )

, * ICBM and Boosters ;
v Space ’
Air Munitions —

Option 4 Close eazh AFMC Base indiv%dus&' .
Option 5A W and WR-ALC _
Option 58 Close OC-ALC and WR-ALU

Option 5C Cioss ?is_—_A_!__E and SM-ALC

Option 8  Close ASC anc HSC
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FCRCE

HEADCUARTERS AR FORCE MATERIEL COMMAND
WRIGHT-PATIERSON AIR F_'_URCS BASE OmiQ

01 5 jon

MEMORANDUM FOR ALHQCTR/CC

FROM: BHQ ARMC/X? )
4375 Chidlaw Road. Stz §
Wright-Panerson AFB CH 45453-5006

SUBTECT: Review of Draft Final Repart for AFMC 21 Study (SUSPENSE: 10 Jun 94)

1. The =nclosed Drart Final Report summarizes the results of the AFMC 21 study. This repert,
cven in a draft stage, incindes seasitive informezion which must be closely conmolled. Access to
this document must be limiteg to the ceater comumand secdon and your senior AFTMC 21 Woridng
Group membe. '

2. Please review the exclosed draft report and provide your comments. The AFMC 21
Discussion Itemn Papers rofomed o in the repoit were provided to you under scparate Sover.
Once we hzve recgived your comements on the report, we will incorperaie thermn in the report
and provide te uodatsd report to General Yaztes for review and acknowiedgement. After
Generai Yares' review of the report, we will provide a Snai version of the repoart 1o you

3. Rewm your comments © HQ AFMCXEX by 10 Jun 4. The XPX acdon officer fur this
T=DOIT s Mz. Tom Xoepnick, DSN 787-2622.

TOR T== COMMANDER
\
DN

| QA \_ovre—

sT= SEHDN P, CVNUON
Mzior General, USAF
Direc

".
'

or of Plans ane Pregrams

Amachment
Drarft Final Repornt

cmm Apeerse 1T ALY
1 - ” e b
‘V” Vi T [P -
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AKMC 21 FINAL REPORT (DRAFT -- 25 MAY 94)
I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The AFMC 21 sy is part of our corporate planning process 10 determmne the best command
infrastrucnurs o support Air Force requirements. The study capitalized on standard dara be:'ng gathered
for BRAC 95 and used vaiid data from previous acdvities to help stucture the stugy's optons. The smdy
was performmed in the contsxt of Air Force force sgucture proposed in Secretary Aspin's FY95 Defense
Guidance (DG) decived from the Bottom-Up Review and consistent with the FY95-99 Program Budger
Suzbmission. “I'he study coaducied specific evaluations of the feasibility and cost of & set of opdons.
which provide fair and squal consideraton to each AFMC installagon within the context of projected ¢
workloads. The opnons mciuaed acamment of & eammem AFMC infrasaucture (optcn 1), !
establishment of an integrated acquisiion and sustainment space sysiems management and CAT center
(opdons 2a and 2b), downsizing in piace (option 3), and the individual closure of each AFMC instailaticn
(opdon 4).

>

The study kicked off at AFMC's Base Operating Support HORIZONS meeting on 22 Sep 93 at
Robins AFR. At this me=tng 2n integrated product weam (IPT) of HQ AFMC Directors was chartered to
diree: the study efforts of 2 Werkang Group which included both HQ AFMC and Cemter represenzatves.

At the cuet of the study, a number of geaeral principies were esmblished. The study capitalized
on standard data being gathersd for BRAC 95 and tsed valid data trom previous acdvines 10 22if
suctars the study's optons. Tae IWSM phiicsophy was accommodated to the maxinmum exieat possible
in the study. In eddition o a weapon system orienmton. the study considered capiral invesanant,
pervasive sechnologies, sapacity wZizaton, citcal siclls and customer satsiacdon in devermmning
p*onosed werkioad and progam refocadons.  Cost esgmaies for the various clostre and realignments
under study were accompiished by e Ceaters with the OSD-direcred Cost of Base Realignment Acr_*on
(COBRA) model. As recommendsd by SAF/MIL the smdy instirnied a certiicaton process, aased on if tha
used in the BRAC process, to vaiidate the accuracy and completaness of dam used in the AFMC 21 effort

The Working Group esmbiished pianning gmicdelines 1o assure consistency in the smdy. The
guidelines wers focused on beseline docurnentydury sources, LI'd.llbchb of prugrams/workloads from
losing 1o gzining sites, and geatnen: of ‘erant units.

To enable the study pardcipants to highlight areas of concemn or special interest. the study
established a 'Discussion It=m’ process. Discussion items were generated by the Working Grotp when
topics were identificd which wartanted revicw and farther discussion. ar higher iovels of managernent

. The primery findings Tom the AFMC 21 stdy can de grouped in the following four areas:

a. None of the closwre/realignment actons assessed in the stdy proved o becost- (B
effective, with a rezsonable ravback period. The primary drivers for the cost esumates were
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personnel relocadon costs and MILCON requirements. Given the farge workfcres (primarly
civilian) at mast of our bases. and the faciiity-imensive nature of our funcdons, relacation costs
alone cast doubts on the feasibility of implementng the opdons, as defined by the AFMC 21 smdy.
Siguificant savings from closurc/reaiignement actions czn only be reaiized when functons are
discontnued, rather than reiocaied.

b. Additional ciosure costs. in many cases quite significant, couicd result from tenant units’
MILZON requirements, shouid the nants have 1 be relocated from a closing AFMC inswiladon.
Thesc costs were aot included in the AFMC 21 estmates. If the BRAC '9S process considers
sceparios involving closure or realignment of our bases. tenant MILCON costs would have to be
estmeted as part of BRAC 9.

c. The AFMC Downsizing in Place strategy offers a more cost effecave aiternative to the
considerably more expensive closure/realignment approach. Downsizing m Place enables ARMC
to draw down its infrastucrure. without the high cost associated with reiocating our funcdons.

d. AFPMC is dependeat on highly skilled personnel to accomplish ifs mission. Faijure to
relocate a proper percentage of these personnel with their mission during a relignmen or closurs
would have an injtial negative fmpact ar: mission accomplishment.
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II. BACKGROUND

The A "MC 21 stucy is part of our corparale planming process to deterrmine the best infrastacrare
w suppusl Al Force requircineats. AFMC 21 provides a valuable baseline of insmilation-specific data
which will h2'p the Comrnand respond to Air StafT and OSD during the BRAC '95 process

The Air Force Base Closure Executive Group made it clear in its 1993 proceedings that the
Acqgrisidon and Logistics infrastrucaure is a contnring concemm and wiil be revisited with increased
cmiphasis in 1925, The 1995 review shouid consider the New World Order in context with the Bortom-
Up Review and Defezse Pianning Guidance (DPG) to determine furere infraszucamre needs as new
acguisitons ae reduced, the fleet size 1s redused, and two levels of maintenance drasdcally changes the
manner in which AFMC opezaies. We must size ourselves to mees our custorcess' needs at the best price.

As a resuit, AFMC initiated a mm'y ( "AFMC 21™) to evaluate options for AFMC infrastrocmre to
mest Air Force and DOD support needs. The study was performed in the context of Air Feree force
sructuxe proposed in Secrezary Aspin's FY9S DPG, derived from the Bortom-Up Review ynd consistent
with the FY'95-99 Program Budget Subrmission.

The study xicked off ar AFMC's Rase Operating Sunport BORTZONS meeting on 22 Sep 93 at
Robins AFB. At this meeting an integrated product team (IPT) of HQ AFMC Directors was chartered to
direut the study effocts of 2 Working Groap which inciuded both [1Q APMC and Center represenratives.
The AFMC 21 IPT was chaired by HQ AFMC/XP, with directorare-ievel members Som CE, DG, P,
EN,FM,JA.LG. P4, PX, ST, and XR. The Working Group was chaired by HQ AFMC/XPX, with
rorreseniatives at the O-6 and GM-15 level both rom HQ AFMC and the Centers.

The swedy conducsed specific oveluzdorns of the feasibility and cost of a set of optons. which
provide fair and equal consideration o each AFMC instaliadon within the context of projec=gd
workloads. The opacns incinded arainment of 2 minirmum AFMC infrastuictare. establishment of an
imtegrated acquisition and suswainmen: space systems management and C4I center, downsizing It place.
and the individual closure of each AFMC insmlladen (ses Figure 1). Updarss on the progress of the study
were presented to the Command's senior leadership at the HORIZONS meetings in November 93 and

P*bn;& r 84,
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AFMC 21 OQPTIONS

LOCATION OPTION 1 OPTION 2A OPTION 2B OPTION 4
WPAKFB CLOSE
HANSCOM CLOSE CLOSE CLOSE CLOSE
BROOKS REALIGN REALIGN REALIGN CLOSE
LA AFB CLOSE CLOSE CLOSE CLOSE
TINKER CLOSE
TOLL . CLOSE CLOSE REALIGN CLOSE
KELLY CLOSE
McCLELLAN CLOSE REALIGN CLOSE CLOSE
ROBINS ' ' : CLOSE
KIRTLAND -CLOSE
EGLIN CLOSE
EDWARDS CLOSE
ROME LAB CLOSE CLOSE CLOSE CLOSE

FIGURE 1
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A mirimum AFMC infrasrmcmre (Option 1) was assessed by the study first, at Seneral Yates'
direction from the Seprember 83 HORIZONS. Opton 1 described the minimium infrasguciare which
AFMC would need to oot Al Furce requirements.

To posture the command around axcraft and spaceczatt producis, Cpons 2a and b wers
defined by the Working Group 10 assecs the establishment of an integrawd space and C3I center at
McClellan (Option 2A) or Hill (Opaon 2B).

The Working Group recognized that if AFMC were to become the DOD execanve agent for
acrospace, our existing infraswuctire would need to be retzined, while continuing the downsizing in place
program to climinate any residual excess faciiity capacity. Thus. Optio1 3 was dascribed 1o document
cur bases' downsizing plans and the asseciated costs, and 10 provide 2 cintparison with the resuits and
costs associated with closure/reaiignment opuons.

The working group established Cpdon 4 10 look at the ciosure of cuch installation u-lum. Under
this option (actually consisting of 13 sub-options), individual closures were costed under the assumpton
that ail other AFMC bases remained open.

. The study completed its assessment of the above optons during the final Working Group meeting,
un 26-25 April 94 at Heuscuin ATB. The Working Group alsc idendfed, but did pot assess, addidonal
options. invoiving dual ciosures of ALCs and Product Centers. which might be explored by the Air Force
ané DOD during the BRAC 95 process. Secdon 4 of this report provides addidonal dewails on the
apdans studied in AFMC 21.
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0. GENERAL PRINCIPLES, PLANNING GUIDELINES,
PROCEDURES

SENK

At the outset of the stady, a pumber of general principles were estabiished. As directed in the
charter, the study capitaiized op standard dats being gathered for BRAC 95 and used valid dam from
previous actvitdes 1o belp swucturs the stdy’s options. The IW5SM philosophy was accormmmedated to the
maximum cxtent possibie in the study. o addifon to 3 weapon system crientaton, the study censidersd
capitzl investment, pervasive technologics. capacity utlization, critical skails and customer sztisfaction in
determining proposed workload and program: reiocations. Cost estmates for the varjous ciosure and
reaiignments under study were accempilisned by the Centers with the OSD-direct=d Cost of Base
Realignment Acton (COBRA) model. COBRA is a comparative ool that provides a censisiem method
for esdmating the cost cf tase closwre/realignment acdons. COBRA is not 2 predicdve o, an
optimizing tool. or a tudgetary tcol. Additionaily, as in all analyses the assurcptions and constraints of
the analysis drive both costs and savings. Therefore. COBRA information shonid not be the only basis
for altenative comparison. BEQ AFMC/FMC provided COBRA training matcrials and assistance to all
czarers. The cost methodology was vaiidated as common across the bases duning an item by item review
at Hanscom AFB 26-28 Apr 24. As reeommrended by SAF/MII, the smdy insttoted a cortification
process, based on that used in the BRAC process, o valicate the accuracy and completeness of data used
in the AFMC 21 effort.

B. ELANNING CUIDFITNES

The Working Group estabiished pianning gmdeiines to asstre consistency in the stucy. The
guideiines, as discussec beicw, wers focused or baseline documents/data sources, ransiers of
Fregmams/workloads from Josing to gaining sites, and tearment of 1enant wmits.

1. BASELINES/DATA SOURCES

- Tke study used approved woriload projecrions for FY 96 from the March 93 Workioad
Review. ‘

PROCI AM MANAGEVENT
- The swady used the current AFMC Program Master List to igenafy programs at a center.

S&T

- The stady identfed programs at the leb directornte level (except where a division was
geograpiticaily sevarated from its "home” directorue, t.g. Wright Lab's Muradons
Division at Eglin).
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I&E

- The study used center mission smzements to identify T&E programs and workloacs.

MANPOWER
- Manpower authonzaticns were based orn the FY2001 position in the 30 Sep 93 Unir
Manning Document, with agjustments as specified by HQ AFMCXPM. The
adjusmments wers required to accommodats pro gmmmed reductons in the acquisition ang
lab werkforces, civilian woricyear rednctions and DMRD 918 reductons. A standard

~ assumption was that a €% manpower consoiidation savings would resuit Som
consolidadng similar orgamizatons on une base vice cperating at iwo or more locations.

EN
- For facility and acreage informaton. the study used the Real Property Records
- maintained by the base Real Property Officer (RPO) in the Base Civil Enginesting office
at cach instailaten

COBRA FACTORS

- For consistency in cest medeling. the study used standard factors to account for
movement of personnel and equipment

2. PROGRAM/WORKLOAD TRANSFERS

- The process for assessing and coszng the program and workload moves o the stody
invoived both the losing ("r=d™) base and the gaining ("green”) base. The red base
provided it program. manpowez, facility and equipment requirsments o the green base to
desermrine the estimetad reiocadon and beddown requirements. The green base assessed its
cwren! infrasructore's capacity w handle the red base's requirements and provided e net
requirements baci o the r=d base for feesibiiity ansiysis and costing. Due to the
commlexiry of moving depot induswial workloads, site surveys were conducted by HQ
AFMC/LGP and CEP, with participarion by all AL Cs to vaiidare warkioad immpacts,
faciliry layouts, squipment moves, and manpower savings.

- For transfer of progrems £rom closing/reaiigning Product Centers, the stedy used the
TWSM road map for wansitien of acquisition programs to ALCs. FFRDCand SETA
personnel were ackmowisdgad as critcal to ES('s and SMC's programs, and were included
in the faciliry anc manpower Taasfer requirernents.  SwT “8ei Tcdmy

- For ALC workload tansfers, collocation of repair and program management Was
maximized. In addicon, the AL Cs collocared aggregare workioads (Le. TRCS) 1o the
remaining centers doing the same class of work. or closest reiated class of wark Engine
repair workload was centinued at both OC-ALC and SA-ALC, except when one of those
two ALCs was being closed in Opdon 4. Fer those options (1, 2a and Zb) mvolving 2
retendon of only three aircratt-reiared depots, the workioad was realigned along the
Figiner (WR-ALC), Bomber/Tanker (OC-ALC), Cargo (SA-ALC) depot concepr as much
as possible.

~}
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3. TENANT UNITS
- Tenant unit personnel were costed tc reiocate to basc "x”, assumed to be 1000 miles
from the closing base.

- Tenant MILCON requirenents were not costed in the AFMC 21 study. HQ AFMC/IA
expressed 2 number of concerns about involving other Air Force commands in the study.
A primary concern was the inaoility to guarantee certified daza would be provided by non-
AFMC organizations. In addidon, the AFMC 21 study was an internal corporate planning
cxercise, rathx than an Air Furce-wide study. The COBRA cost estimates produced in the
AFMC 21 smdy efort could be signifcanty impacted by inciusion of MILCON
.associated with relocation of large tenant units, such as the DLA warshouse operations at .
the ALCs. and cperational tenants, such as the AWACS and Navv E-6A (TACAMC) units
at Tinker AFB, the 388 FW at Hill AFB, the Joint STARS unit ar Robins AF3, and the 33
FW at Eglin AFB.

C. FROCEDURES

The Working Group recognized during the early stages of the study the need to develop
procedures to assure that data wouid be certified, and that areas of concern in the vanous options would
be documenied.

The certificatdon procedure required thar AFM(C 21 srudy pztcipants at both red and green
centers cextify that infermation, as of a certain date, was "accurate and complete © the best of my
knowiedge and betief.” Cernficd damz included reai estztz. MILCON, facility, manpower, workioad data.
Also assumptions, constraints, factars and anaiysis (including COBRA rans) werz cernfied. A
certiication sheet, using the format Som the '95 BRAC certificazion process. wes used. with both base-
level and MATJCOM-level cerufiers.

To enabie the swudy parmcipants 10 highlight arces of concern or special interest, the stdy
estaplished 2 Discussion Iten’ process. Discussion items wers generated by the AFMC 21 Working
Group when topics were identfied which warmrantea review and further discussion at higher levels of
management. The OPR for the Discussion Item produced a paper and brefing charts an the ropic, then
circulated it to the other Werking Group members for review and comments. Aftsr eccommodatng the
comments and concerns of the Weridng Groug, the Discussion Itom was forwarded for IPT ieview and
approval. A list of the Discussicn Items is shown in Figure 2. The compiete texts of the Discussion
Iremns have Leen provided o the Canrer Commanders and the AFMC 21 IPT as 2 separate package.
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DISCUSSION ITEM INDEX

i
’ » TITLE OPR
f

1. ‘ FTRDC'S HQ/E.\ 5

2. Military Value of HSC HSC/CCX

kR Alignment of Brooks HSC'CCX

4 ICBM OL at Hill ATB 00-ALCAM

3. Munitions OL at Hill AFB 00-ALC/fM

6. Mothball of Hill AFB Devot OO-ALCAM

7. Retention of ALCM at Hill AFB QO-ALC/FM

8. Retention of Photonics Capability at Hill AFB | ©  O0-ALC/FM

9. Retention/Transrerence of Xirtiand AFS | BQXPX
10. .Movement of 485 EIG from Hill AFB | HQ/XPX
11. Immact of Closing/Realigning Commmand on HQ AFMC l HQXPM

12 Rome Lab Enclave/Relocarion |- HQ/STESC/CS
13. Retention of Neutron Radiography for AF I SM-ALC/FM
14.{A) | Engtne Depot Consolidation (1 Both OC-ALC and SA-ALC Remain | OC-ALC, SA-ALC

Open) f

14. (B) | Risk of Ensine Depot Consolidation Under Optioh 4 | OC.ALC.SA-ALC
1s. Rezention of HvdrauliceInsruments ot McClellan ATB | SM-ALC/FM
16. Approach to Handling C41 |  SM-ALC.ESC

7. Lizstion of SMC Acqmsition Uncer Option 2A O0-ALC, SM-ALC

1 ssMC
18. | Retention of Landing Gear at Hill ATB Under Ovtion 28 |- 0Q-ALCTM |
19, | Retendon of Climartic Lab at Eciin AFB i AFDTCXR {
20. | Retention of Guided Weapons Eyaigaton Faciity at Egiin !f AFDTCXR i
o1 | USAF Suace Core Commperency ! SMC |
22. | Retention of Larve Test Stands at Edwards AFB if Edwards Closes | SMC i
23. i Retention of Large Directed Enercy Weanons R&D ar Kirtland AFB | SMC !
24. | AFMC Responsibiiities to Major Temams if Kirtland AFB Closes ! SMC i
2%, | Relocaton of AEDC io Anothar Site i AEDC |
26. ! Impact of Moviny the USAF Museum from WPAFB l ASC '!
27, | Armamen: Directorate’s b unitions Divisior EncizveReiocation | ASC '
28. | New Mexico Gross Receints Tax Excuision \ 377ABW/XP
29. | Retention nf Generator Workioad at MeQlellan AFB | SM-ALC/ M
30. ! Tmpact of Separaring Manasement and Source of Repair ? WR-ALC
31. Linpaz uf Separarng Avionics Source of Supply, Source of Repair, and
WR-ALC

Software Support

Figure 2
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IV. AFMC 21 OPTIONS -- DESCRIPTIONS AND ASSESSMENTS

A. MINTMI™M STRUCTURZE

1. DESCRIPTION OF OPTION 1

Option 1 was the initial task which the study accomplished, and does not indicate that this
opton is tte AFMC preferred infrastructure for the futmre. The opdon Joes represent tae commanc's
asscssment of costs and issucs luvulved in ransidoning 1o the minimum infrastructire required to support
Air Force requirements.

Under thJs option. the four product centers wnuld be reduced to a single preduct center at
Wright-Patterson AFB, acguiring both afr and space systems. To accomplish this. the funcdons of ESC,
HSC and SMC wouid be wansferred to Wrnight-Patrerson.

The iaboratory structure would be further consolidatred by moving the Reme Lab fonctions at

Griffiss and Hanscom AFBs to Wag ght-Patterson AFB. The Phiilips Lab fanctions at Hanscom AFB
would move to Kirtland AFB. Asa result, the lzboratary stucture would censist of three labs:

Armnstong Lab, Phillips Lab, and a combined Wright-Rome Lab.

To provide a min_'mx.m sustinment infrastrocturs, Option 1 involved the closure of the ALCs at
131l and McCiellan AF3s. The werkioads and programs from these twe ALCs were reiccated 1o the

thres remaiming ALCs.

Option 1 éid not invoive the tealignment or closure of the Test and Evaluation actvities at
Ameld, Egiin or Edwards AF3s.

By way of summary, Option . would result in an AFPMC infrastuctare 2s oudined beiow:
- One Product Cenizr at WPAFS

- Three Laborarcries: AL, PL., WL {incinding RL functons)

Three Air Logisdcs Centers: WR-ALCSA-ALC/OC-ALC
- Tkree Test Centers: AFrT CAXrSTCAEDC
Orvcon | would resuit in the clozure of the following AFMC installatives: MuCiellan AFB | Hill

AFZE, Hanscom AFB, Los Angeles AFB, Rome Lab at Griffiss AFB. The opton would also entall 2
realigonmen: of Brooks AFB, since ESC would move 1o Wright-Pattersoe AF3.

10
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2. ASSESSMENT OF OPTION 1

After the program/woriload transfers discussed above were analyzed for manpower and £ facility
impacts.on the gaining sites, cost znalysts at the closing/realigning installations used the COBRA model
to compute the costs for unpmncntmg Opdon 1. As shown in figure 3, the tota! estimated one-time cost
for implementing this.opdcn wes $4.39 billion, in FY54 doliars. Neither the option as 2 whoie. nor any
of the individual closure/realignment compenents showed 2 payback period of less than 100 vears. To
put this dollar amount in perspective, the toral esrimated one-dme cost to implemens gil the DOD geticns
in BRAC '93 was $1.7 biilion.

- During the review of the program/workioad tansfers which would be required under Option 1,
major feasibility concerns were raised by ESC, OC-ALC, SM-ALC and Rome Lab. The conczms were
documnented in five discussion items: FFRDCs, Retention of Silo-Rased ICBMs, Relocatdng Convendonal
Munitions, Roree Lab enclave, and Rerentdon of Neutron Radiography. The basic concerns document=d
in thege discussion items are as shown bclows

FFRDCs -- The critical skils base for C41, satellite systems, ground systems, launch and
integration wouid be severely impacted inidally if 40 percent or more of the FFRDC work
foree did not reiocaze with ESC and SMC. There are also significant costs associared with
relocating FERDC persomnei or termincting the contracts.

Silo-Based ICBMS -- Movement of the ICBM mission from Hill AFB is not cos:
effactve, dre 10 land acquisition, faciiges costs. storage. equipmcn: and environmenral impact.
DsPesaL F Blaneo—
Munitions -- Although wansfer t¢ Eglin AFB is feasibic, major issucs in the arcss of
tesang, storage, and disposal of mmnidcns need o be resoived before such such a move could be
acempied. Esvidon mEATT A, Cont E‘\—f—tgnv:&‘asl Lawd

> Rome Lab Enciave — Reiocadon of the Rome Lab from Griffius AFS would jecpardize
the Air Faorce's congoued lcaacr«tuv in CA4I, since it is andcipated that most of the civiliau

won:ror- would not rejocate. Retuiiding the C4] skills base could take as long as 20 vears.
i ST € T \MPN_L

Neutron Radiograpky — Carrently the AF is the lead in using this technciogy. Further,
this technelogy has the potenmai to be used in other applicafions thereby recucing AF costs.
Tezmination af this capability is a langthy process which would requirc continuing carctaker
costs.

In summary, based on cos. Option 1 do=s not appear 1o de a feasible approach to ke for
stuctunng AFMC 10 mest the chalienges of the Z1st century. In addinon, the five areas of soacem
discussed above represent issues which wonld nead to be c:msxaercd if some portons of Opdon 1 were to
be pursued.

1l




BASE

Hill
Mc(Clellan
Brooks
Hanscom
Los Angeles
Rome

TOTAL
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AFMC 21 COST ESTIMA'TES
OPTION 1

COST (FY943 B)

1.880
856
042
762
J16 .
134

$4.390

Figure 3
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B. O N TA..
(McCiellan AFB)

1. DESCRI?TION OF OPTION 2A

“The working group recognized a need o provide an assessment of postenng the Command's
infrastrucare around zircraft and spacecraft products. The approach taken was to sTucture an aircrart-
related infrasgucture, similar to much of opgen 1. while creating an integrated space and space C4
center at either McCleilan (Option 2a) or #ill AFB (Option 2b).

, In Opton 2a, the functons of HSCT and the aircraft-related C41 tuncdons of ESC transfer 0 a
single product center for aircraf: systems at Wright-Panerson AFB. The functons of SMC and the
spacecraft-relared C4! funcdcns of ESC would transfer to McClellan AFB.

As in Option 1, the laboratory strectare in Option 2a would be further consolidated by moving
the Rome Lab functions at Criffiss and Hanscoim AFBs v Wrign-Panerson AFS. The Phillips Lab
faunctions at Hanscom AFB would move to Kirtland AF3. As a result, the laboratory structure wounld
consist of thrae labs: Armstrong Lab, Philips Lab, and a combined Wright-Rome Lab.

The aircraft sustainment infrastructure in Opton 2a consisted of OC-ALC, SA-ALC and WR-
ALC. The aircrast workioad would wansia we these ALCs from OO0-ALC and SM-ALC. Enclaves
("DOD recained areas™ for IC3Ms and Munitons wotid be remined at 2 closed Hill AF3. Space and
Cai-reiazed susminment werkioads wouid remmein at McClellan AFB to become part of the misgrated
Space and Space C4I Cenrer.

Optdon 22 did pot invoive the realicnment or closwze of the Test and Evaluaton acidvitics at
Arnold, Zgiin or Edwards AFBs.

By way of summary, Cpicn 22 would resuit in an AFMC inaszucture 2s outlimed below:

One Alrcraft Product Cezter at WPAFS

- One Integrated Space and Space CT4I Center ar McClellan AFB
- Three Laberatories: AL, 2L, WL (indluding RL foncdons)

- Three Ai- Logsdes Cemters: WR-ALT/SA-ALC/OC-ALC

- Three Test Centers: AFE L C/AFDTC/AEDC

Optdon 23 wouid resultin the closure of the following AFMC nswailzadons: Hill AFB IC3Ms
und Munidons enclaves) . Hanscom AF3, Los Angeies AFB, Rome Lap at GrifSss AFB. The opton
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would alsc entail reudignments of Brooks AFB. since HST would move to Wnght-Pariemson AFB, and cf
McClellan AFB, since SM-ALC wouid close and an imegrated center would be established.

2. ASSESSMENT OF OPTION 2A

After the progmrrﬂworkload transfers discussed above wers anaiyzed for manpower and facility
impacts on the gaining sites, cost analysts at the closingfreaiigning installaricns used the COBRA model
to compute the costs for implementing Opton 22 As shown in figure 4, the total estmated one-time cost
for implementng this opton was $2.389 billion. in FY94 dollars. Neither the opdon as 2 whole, nor any
of the individurl closurc/realignment componeats siowed a payback period of less than 100 yewrs. As
aiready noted, the total estimated onc-tirme cosi 10 impiement all the DOD actions in BRAC 'S3 was §1.7
biilion.

During the review of the program/werkioad transiers which would be required under Optien 22,
sorze of the same major feasibility conccms were raised as under Option 1: mancly relocadon of
FERDCs and the Rome Lab. Two additional issues emerged for Opnon 23 and were docmncntui in
discussion items, as shown below:

Retention of Hydraulics/Instruments at SM-ALC — It may not be.in the best int=rests
of AFMC to transfer this workload under Option 23 mercly becawsc it is aviaton oriented and
because it is assurmed that it will resuit in reducsd capacity. It may be more crudent 10 leave the
workload in place and mke advantzge of the modem faculities, state-of-the-ant equipment and
highly qualified technicians.

‘Retention of Cenerator Workloac at SM-ALC -- The same concerns shown Ior ths
hydraulics/inszuments workiocads apply in this area as well

In summary, based on cost, Opzion Za does not appear o be 2 feasible approach to take for
stucturing AFPMC along aircraft/spacecraft lines. In addition, the areas of concemn discussed above
represent issues which would need 0 he considered if all or part of Option 2a were to be pursned.
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McClellan
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COST (FY94% B)

980
374
042
724
638
134

$2.389

Figure 4
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, C. OPTION 2B--A[RCRAFT/SPACECRAFT ORIENTATION
W (Hill AFB)

1. DESCRIPTION OF OPTION 2B

In light of Hill AFB's responsibilities for suppor: of straregic missiles, the working group
dezcrmined that a possibility for postiring the Command's  infrasgucture around aircraft and spacecraft
products could entail creating an integrated spacs, missiie and space C4] center at Hill AFB. As a resuit,
Option 2b was developed and assessed.

v . In Opton 2b, the functions of HSC and the amrcraft-reiated C41 funcdons of ESC mansfer to a
- single product center for aircrall sysierms ¢t Wrigin-Panierson AFB. The foncdons of SMC and the
spacecraft-reiated C41 functons of ESC wouid transier to Hill AFB.

“The laboratory stucture in Option 2b was the same as in Options 1 and 2a. Rome Lab functions
at Griffiss AFB and Hanscom AFB wounld move to Wright- Panerson AFB. The Phillips Lab fuactions a:
Henscom AFB would move to Kirtland AFB. As a resuit, the laboratory structure would consist of duce
labs: Armstrong Lab, Phillips Lab, and a combined Wright-Rome Lab.

The aircraft sosizinment infrastruciure in Opdon 2b consisted of OC-ALC, SA-ALC and WR-
ALC. The aircraft workioad would transfer to these ALCs from OC-ALC and SM-ALC. Space aod CAI-

relased sostainment workloads world move from McClellan AFB to become part of the integrawed Spacc,
Missile and Space C4I Center at Hiil AF3. Munitions sustinment remzin=d at Hiil AFB.

Opdon 2b did not ‘nvolve the realignment or closure of the Test and Evaluation actvides at
Arnold, Eglin or Edwards AFBs.

By way of summary, Optioa b wouid resait in en AFMC infrestructure as outlined below:

One Aircrait Prodac: Center at WPAFS

Cne Integrzated Space, Missile and Space C4I Ceneer at Hill AFB

- Three Laboratories: AL, PL. WL (including RI. functions)

Three Air Logistics Ceaters: "WR-ALC/SA-ALC/OC-ALC

‘Ihree T'est Centers: AFFTC/AFDTCO/AEDC

Optdon 2b would result in the closure of the following AFMC installagons: McClellzn AFB,
Hanscom AFB. Los Angeles AFB, Rome Lob at Griffiss AFB. The option weuid also curail realignments
of Brooks AFB, since H5C would move to Wright-Patterson AFB, aad of Hiil AFB, since O0-ALC
would cluse und an inregrated center would be established.

w - °
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2. ASSESSMENT OF OPTION2B

Cost analysts a the closing/realigning nswallations used the CUBKA model to compure the costs
for implementing Option 2b. As shown in figure 5, the total estmated one-time cost for impiemendinag
this optioa was $3.C38 billion, in FY94 dollars. Neither the opdon as 2 whole, ner any of dhe individual
closure,/reclignment components showed a pavback period of less than 100 years. As aiready noted, the

totzl estimated one-time cost to implement gll the DAD actions in BRAC '93 was $1.7 billion.

During the review of the program/workload transfers which would be required under Opdon 2b,
some of the same major feasibility concerns were raised as under opton 1: relocaton of FFRDCs and
the Rome Lab, retention of Neutron Radicgrapity. An addidonal issue emerged for Option 2b on
landing gear repair and was documentzd in 2 discussion itemn, as shown below.

: - Retention of Landing Gear Repair at Hill AFB -- Since Hill AFB remains open under

. this option, and becomes an integrared center for space, missiles and space-related C4L. te
landing gear repair facility could renain at Hill AFRB as an operaring Incation. Relocatimg this
capabiliry wouid creare the potential to lose AFMC's technological advantage over other DOD
ad commervial lrading geur facilites, wd could effectively remove AFMC from intarservicing
oppartunites.
In samumary. based on cost. Opdon 2b does not appear to be a feasible zpproach to wice for

stocaming AFMC along aircraft/spacecraft lines. In addidon, the areas of consern discussed above
r=oresent issacs which would need to be considered if all or part of Cption 2b were to 5S¢ pozsusd

w
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Hill
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Figure 5
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COST (¥Y94$ B)

980
319
042
619
444
JA34

$3.038
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D. QPTION 3..DOWNSTZE N PLACE. EXECUTIVE AGENT

FOR AFROSPACE

1. DESCRIPTION OF OPTION3

To provide an assessment of downsizing in place, as an altemative to closure/realignment
acdons, the Working Group established Option 3. This option would eaable the AFMC to remtin the
necsssary infraswucnure to serve as DOD Executive Agent for Aerospace, while stili redacing excess

capaciry.

Under this option. eaci center reviewed and updated its Resource Managemsnt Plan
(RMP). The RMP is tracked as part of the Cornrnand's meuic reportng system, recording divestirures
(disposals plus banking) of facilities. AFMC has 2 Command-wide goal of reducing facility square
footage by 10% by the end of FY97, using FY92 as the baseline. By the end of FY93, AFMC had
divested 3.8 million square feet of faciiines, or 5.8% of the FY92 baseline.

._’%:
2. ASSESSMENT OF GPTION 3

After the AFMC 21 roview and vpdate, the toral projecterd  divestomes by the end of
FY97 reached 11.6% — excesding the 10% goal The additonal funding required to compiete the
projected divestnmes was estmauxi at $35.7 million — & fractou uf the closure costs esumated in other
AFMC 21 optons. The romi square foowage to be ivested by the end of FYS7 (7.75 million square fees)
is greater than the current total squars footage a: Hanscom and Los Angeles AFBs combined. In view of
the high cost and potsndal disrapdon o customer support associated with closures az majer
realignments, downsizing in place sheuid remain the Command's primery aitemative and preterred
aprroach for "rnight sizing" our infastucure 0 mect funxe needs.

E. QPTION 4 INDIVIDUAT, CLOSURES
1. DESCRIPTION OF OPTICN 4

Ovticn 4 was established to provide 2 "level playing feid” assessment of each base in the
Comm:zad for closwre and retepdon. It is important to remember that under this option, c2ch bese was
ciosed in isolation, with 2il other bases in the Command remaining open. Therefore, if aiternatives
explored in the BRAC 'S5 process invoive closure of more than ons AFMC base. it would not de
acceptable to simply combine the ingivicual base information from Option 4 to assess multipie-base
ciosurc optons. Such adcidonal opdons wouid have o be assessed separately Som the results of
Opdon 4.
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Under Option 4, AFMC's majer funcuons weze relocated individually as follows:

~ For the Wright-Patterson AF8 closure (Opton 4a), ASC's acquisiton functions were
transferred to the corresponding IWSM parmer at the ALCs (G.e. C-17 © SA-ALC, F-22 to SM-
ALC, etc.). Wright Leboratory and the Armszong Lab's Crew Systems Directorate wers moved
w Eglin AFB. The Ammstong Lab's Human Resources and Or:cupationsi and Environrmental
Health Direcicrates were relocared o Brooks AFB. HQ AFMC was moves: to Tinker AFB.

- For the Eanscom AFB closure (Opdon 4b), ESC's axquisition functons were
runsferred W the vomesponding IWSM parmer at the ALCs, with the excepton of MILSTAR
witich moved to Los Angeies AFB. The Phillips Lab Geophysics Directorate moved to Kirtiand
AFB, and thes Rome Lab's Elecoomagnetics Directorate moved to Wright-Parerson AFB.

- For the Brooks AFB closurs (Opton 4¢), 35C and the Armsmong Lzb relocated to
Kelly AFB.

- Yor the Los Angefes AXB closare (Opton 4d), SMC moved to Kiriland AFB.

— For the Tinker AFB closure (Option 4e), OC-ALC's depot maintenance and
management funcdons relocated 10 the rermaining ALCs, with most of the work going to SA

ALC, due 0 engine woriload.

~ For the Fill AF3 closzme (Opdon 4f), CO-ALC's depot maintenance and managerment
funcdons reiocated to the remaining ALCs. The closure was priced both as a to1a] base
closure, and with munitions and IC3Ms remaining as an enclave.

— Fur e Kelly AF2 clioswre {Opton 4g), SA-ALC'S depot muinemance and manzgemnent
funcdons relocated 1o the rameining ALCs, with most of the work going 0 OC-ALC. due to
engine workioad.

~ For the McCleilan AF3 closure (Opton 4h), SM-ALC's depct maintenance and
management funcdops reiocared to the remaining ALCS.

— For the Robins AFB closure {Opden 41), WR-ALC's depot maimenance and
management funcdons reiocared 1o the remaining ALCs.

.- For the Kirdland AFB closure {Cpton 4i), the Phillips Lab was reiccated to McClellan

— For the Eglin AFB clesurs (Option 4k), the AFDTC Suncdons were reiocated to
Edwards AFB. The Wdght Lab's Munitions Division was moved to Hill AF3. The Wright
Lah's Weanans Fiight Mechanics and Advanced Guidance Divisions and the ASC SPOs were
moved o Wrgar-Paaerson AFB.
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-- Far the Edwards AFB closure (Opdon 41), the AFFTC funcdons were moved to Ealin
AFB. The Phillips Lab's Rockst Propuision Direcorate was moved to Kirtland AFR, but the
large rocket cnginc tost stands remained at Egwards in an enclave.

— For the Rome Lat at Griffiss AF3 closure (Opdon 4m), the Reme Lab's functons
weze moved to Hanscom AF3.

— Amold AF2 waos judged to be irreplaceable and was not studied for closure.
Discussion item 25 provides detaiis on this exclusion.

2. ASSESSMENT OF OPTION 4

, Cost analysts at the ciosing installations used the COBRA model to compute the estimated
costs for implementing the individual closures in this opton. With the exception of Kirtland AFB
(payback in 21 years), none of the individual closurss in this option showed a payback pezod of levs dian
100 years. The estimated closure costs for Option 4 are shown in figure 6, 2nd range from 3.16 billion
$2.548 billion. To put some of these costs in perspective, the reader is reminded that the total estimated
one-time cost to implern=nt il the DOD actions in BRAC '3 was S1.7 hillion

During the analysis of the various closures in Opdon 4. the Woriing Group ideatificd
numerous issues, in addidon to those already highiighted in eariier opdons. Key areas documented in
discussion items included: misk of engine deper consolidaron if either Tinker or Kelly are closed.
aprroach 10 handling C4L and the imrpact of separanng management ang <onree af repair. These issues.
were docurnenied in discussion items and are briefly summanized below:

Risk of Engine Depot Consolidation — Organic dual sourcing of engine repair
shonid be considersd 2 stat=gic and coptngency necessity w0 assure DOD readiness
supporz. Tn the event that either SA-ALC ar OC-ALC wers 0 be closed, a seeong DOD
orgsnic repair scurce for engines shouid be eswabiished.

Approach to Handling C4I — Opzon 4b entailed the break-cut of ESC's C4l
funcdens 10 thiree ALCs and SMC. However. the Joint Staff’s "C41 for the Warmicr”
concept and the Alr Force's scategy for suppordng this concept provide a compeiling
rationale for weatng C41 as a single product line. By consolidadng the acqwsinon,
RDT&E, and sustainment management for C41 nnder one commander and at one
location (where reasonzbly possible), the IWSM concept would be eahanced.

Collocadon of Sustainment Management and Repair — There are advantages in
coilocating sustainmen: managemen: with both e acquisition aciviness as well as
with the organic depot repair cotvides. Collocztion with acquisidon actvites would
enhance the Tansitdon from acquisidon management (© suslainment magagement of
weapon systems.  Collocadon with organic depot repair orfers nunerons advaniages: it
creates a link berween suszainment managers and depot repair acavides similar to that
which exists between acquisidon maragers and prime vendors: it enzpies system enginess
tn imprave product reiiability and to reguce depot repair costs: and It creates synTgy In the
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arca of exchangeaovic components. Overall, collocaton of susixinment management with
organic depot repair 1s of grearer value in the long term support of weapon systems.

To sum up Option 4, significant one-umse clocure costs are asscciated with the closure of
any of AFMC's installatons, with no closure paying back within the 20 year period that the BRAC
Comrmission considers. The individual closures studied under Option 4 do pot appear 0 be a feasible
approach for reswucuring AFMC's infrastructure. As was the case with Opdons 1, 25 and 2b, closure of
AFMC installations presents critical arsas for censideration (Engine Depot Copsolidadon, C4L, ec.).
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OPTION 4
BASE _ COST (FY94$ B)
Wright-Patterson 2.451
Hanscom .646
Brooks 406
Los Angeles 505
Tinker 7 1.203
Hill (Total Closure) 1.932
Hill (ICBMs & Munitions Enclave) 1.022
Kelly . 1237
McCiellan 793
Robins 1.313
Kirtland 738
Eglin - 2.548
Edwards 2.168
Rome 160
Figure €
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V. CONCLUSION

A. PRIMARY FINDINGS

The AFMC 21 study ~miaiied an exhaustive review of functons, programs and workioads across
the Command and where those acdvites couid be perfommed in the future, under 2 given set of
infrastructure optons. The pimary findings from the study can be grouped in the following four areas:

a. None of the closure/realignment actons assessed in the study proved to be cost-
effective, with & reasonable paybacx period. The primary drivers for the cost estimates
were personnel relocation costs and MILCON requirements. Given the large workforce
(primarily chvifinn) at most of our bases, and the faciliry-inrensive nature of omr funczons.
relocation costs alone cast doubts on the feasibility of implementing the optons, as
defined by the AFMC 21 stady. Significant savings from closure/realignement acuons
can only be realized when functions are discontinued, rather than rejocated.

'b. Additional closure costs. in many cases quite significant. could result from
tenant units' MILCON requizements, should the tenants have to be relocated f£om a closing
AFMC instailadon. Thesc costs were not included in the AFMC 21 csdimarcs. If the

'BRAC '95 process considers scenarios involving ciosure or realignment of our bases.
tenant MILCUN costs would have to be estimated as part of BRAC WS,

¢. The AFMC Downsizing in Place smategy offers a mare cost effectve aliematgve
to the considerably more expensive closure/realignment approach. Downsizing iz Place
enables AFMC o0 drew down its infrasmucture, withour the high cost associated with
relocatng our funcdons.

d. AFMC is dependent on highly skilled personnel to accemplish 1t3 nssion.
Failure to reiocate a proper perceatage of these personnel with taexr mission duxng 2
realignment or closure would have an inidzi negadve impact on mussion acTempiishment.

-
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B. MPLEMENTATION ISSUES

In addidon to assessing the AFMC 21 oprons. the Workdng Group identified three issues which
warrant further study if we nesd to assess the ::zsbm'y of ‘mplementng specific closure or realignment
ptcnosms air quaiity Impacts ﬁom programm/workload mansfers, an assessment of the avaiiability of
cridcal siclls at our bases and in therr mewcpofitas aress, and the synergy which our bases have with
lenaauLs.

Air quality impacts wouid accompany the mansfer of workloads and programs in realignment
and closure scenarios. A suggestzd approach for reviewing this isvue is for the "losing” center to idenufy
the type and amount of emissions cf air pollutants asseciated with the workloads and programs being
transicrred. The “gaining” center would asseas the: informadon, in ight of the "gaming” center’s
artzinment states, and provide @ “go/no-go” fezsipility assessment of ransferring the workloads and
programs. In this manner, specitic mcnmmm couid be ruied out, if they resuited in sxgmﬁcam
egvironmental problems at the proposed "gaiming” site.

Pelocadons of pro grams and workloads to specific "gaining” bases skould be pursued only if it
can be demonszated that the "gaining” base and its mezopolitan area can provide the cntical skitls
nescessary to accomolish the nrcvoscc new Irssion. The suggested approach to address this issne wouid
be for the. "losing” center 10 idendfy crtical skiils requirements to the "gaining” center Zor review. The
"gaining" cenmer wouid survey hieir ;c:scn:z-. oifices. contact local Chamibers of Conmmerce, 2ad consult

me=cpclitan ares czosus dam to determine the availahility of the requisite skiiled personnel on pase and

iz the lccal community. The "gaimrg” center wouid provide an assessment of the difficuity of zeplacing
Ui cidval siills asswciated with the "losing” coaier’s '*mwa.ms The ATMC 21 stady iden=fied cmideal
siciils, inciucding governmen: 2nd FFRDC personnel. ai "losing” centers. An imual assessment by tie
"gaining” centers indicaed that cidzal sidils were generzily available, although thers would be an mrdal
pesiod of program sk as the =chnicai expertse was rebuilt at the gzining site . As in the cose of the air
cuality issue. a mors dewiled assessment of the cxtical sidils issue wouid enabie AFMC 1o dewemnine
w'x-d"cr SDCCCC D"D‘DOSCC r:a.z.znrrc 1S shouid be ruied out

A thirg ars: wnich should be locked at is the synergy which our installations enjoy with their
tomanst units. It would heip AFMC demonsmate the militzry vaiue of our instailations if we had 2 method
of porTaying the benefiss of lecaang non-ArMC unis on our bases Over the vears. meay tenant
OI"”“‘"'"“OHS have locat=c on cur bases cecanse of an interest in benermr" from our DL’I’IZIV scmvines
sach as Research & Development, Acouisidon, Test & Evaiuation. and Legistcs Suppert. The AFMC
21 Worndng Group reviewed the tenam aczvides ar our bases to dersrmine synergistic rejadonsiips.
Some examples of synergy we snjov With tezants are 2t 3rooks and Tinker AFBs. Al Broois AF3, ESC
berefits bv collocation and direc: daily interaction with the Air Force Medical Support £gency and the
Air Force Center for Environmenml Excallence. These tenants are the on-site representanves for Two of
HSC's maror customers: AF/SG and AF/CE. This collocadon facilitmates the customners’ parncipanon n
placning and cxccudon of acquisidon programs, and fwther cnhanees anc reinforces [WSM goals. In the
case of Tinker AFB, the 552 Air Control Wing and the Navy TACAMO mission have benedied from
being collocared with the ¢eper maintenance acdviry. Repair costs for these units have been reauced.
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B. IMPYEMENTATION ISSUES

In addition to assessing the AFMC 21 opdons. the Working Group identified three issues which
warrant firther study if we nezd to assess the feasibiiity of impiementing specific closure or realignment
proposals: 2ir quality impacts from program/workload mansfers, an assessment of the avaiiability of
critical skills at our bases and in their megepolitas aress, and the synergy wiich omr bases have with
leatalits.

Air quality impacts wouid accompany the tansier of workloads and programs in realignment
and closure scenarios. A suggestzd approach for reviewing this issue is for the "losing” center to idendfy
the type and amoun: of emissions cf air pollutants associated with the workloads and programs being
tansferred. The "gaining” center would ossess the: informadon, in light of the "gaming"” center's
attainment states, 2nd provide 2 "go/no-go" feasipility assessment of wansferring the workloads and
programs. In this manner, specific realignments could be ruled out, if they resuited in significant
eavironmentai problems at the proposed "gaiming” site.

Pelocations of programs and workloads 1o specific "gaining" bases skould be pursued only if it
can be demonswated that the "gzining” base and its mezopolitan area can provide te critical skifls
necessary to-accomplish the proposed new mussion. The suggested approach 10 address this issue wouid
be for the "losing” center to idendfy cizcal skills requirements to the "gaiming” center for review. The
"gaining" center would survey their persenaei offices. contact local Chambers of Commerce. 2ad copsult
mezTopalitan area census Gara 10 determine the availahility of the requisite siifled personnel on hase and
ia the local corzmunity. The "gaiming” center would provide an assessment of the difficuity of zepiacing
the critival skills assueiated with the "losing” ceawer’s programs.  The ATMC 21 stady iden=fed cmincal
sidlls, inciuding government and FFRDC pezsonnel. 2t "losing” centers. An irtal assessment 0y te
"eaining” centers indicated that cdzal skills were generally available, although there would be an mizial
period of program nisk as the technical expertise was rebuilt at the gainmg size . As in the case of the ar
quality issue. a more dewiled assessment of the critical skills issee wouid emanie ATMC w dezrmine
whcther specific proposcd realignments shouid be ruied out

A thirg zres which should & Jocked at is the synergy which our inszbiations ezjoy with their
tenan: units. It would help AFMC demonsTate the military vaive of our instafladons if we had a method
of porreying the benefics of lecatng non-AZMC units on owr bases. Over the vears. meny tenan:
orgamizations have locarsd on cur Dases Secause of an interest in benefiing from our prmary zcavines
such as Research & Development, Acquisidon, Test & Evaluation. and Leg:stcs Suppert.  The AFMC
=1 Working Group reviewed the enant aCTviEes 2 our bases o demrmine SYRergisic relanonsiips.

Some examples of synergy we enjoy with t=aans ass at Brooks and Tinker A¥Bs. At Breoks AFB, ESC
nefits by collocaton and direct daily interaction with the Air Force Medical Support Ageacy and the
Air Force Center for Environmenm] Excailence. These teasnts are the on-site representanves jor two of

HSC's major customers: AF/SG and AF/CE. This collocaton facilitates the custormners’ parncipanon 1
planning and exccugon of acquisition programs. and further enhiznces and reinforces [WEM goais. In e
case of Tinker AFB, the 5352 Air Contol Wing and the Navy TACAMO mission have benedted rom
being collocated with the depet maintenance acaviry. Repair costs for these units ave besn reduced
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sinve OC-ALC |s the source of repair for the eagices and for many of the aircratt cormnedity iterns. The
Air Force and Navy units ar Tinker AFB beaefit by sharing the alert facility and 2 joint maining contract.

C. BRAC '95 CONSIDERATIONS

The BRAC 95 process invoives data collection and analysis both from an instailation
perspecave and frmm a fimcrional pesspective. Joint Cross-Service Groups have been established by OSD
10 analyze cptions for consolidaticn of "Laboratory” (includes engineering developmeat and sustaining
engineering), Test & Evaluation, aud Dsput Maintenance funcdons. We andcipate that the Cross-Service
Gronps will develop options for assessment. which were not explored in AFMC 21 (e.g. realignments and
closmes involving both Air Force angd Navy facifides). Since AFMC 21 did not i a Joint-Service
approach in asscssing the feasibility of closures/realignments. the data coflected in AFMC 21 should enly
te directdy applied to BRAC '95 when the opton being considered has the same paramet=rs and baselines
ac in AFMC 21. For examvle, if multipic closurs options (c.g. paired closings of ALGCs) are punsued in
BRAC '95, cost estimartes cannot be accomplished by simply adding together AFMC 21 esumatzs from
Option 4. Ccst esumates would need to be accormplished in the specific context of the ciosure options

, Some other areas which we anticipate the Cross-Service Groups will cxpicre in BRAC 95
inclads 2 review process for achieving increased efficiencies and lower costs as a resuit of propesed
reziignments/closures, and an approach 1o assure optimization of capacity utilization. To the extent that
the BRAC '95 efforts use the paramerers and baselinas used in AFMC 21, informauon on capacity and
costs coilscted in the AFMC 21 effort can serve as a basis for analyzing BRAC "95 proposais.
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FEASIBILITY OF CLOSING

HILL AIR FORCE BASE

PURPOSE: The purpose of this paper is to determine the feasibiiity of transierring
missions and workload to other operating locations and ciesing Hill AFE.

INTRODUCTION:
a. There are virtually no workioads or missions that can not be transterred or rejocated

to other faciliies. The primary issues are the zvaiiabiiity of required acreage,
supporting infrastructure, mission support, and costs. Transierring the mission
assignments at Hill AFB combine several of these issues and add the impact of
intemational treaties to complicate ihe transfer and closure process.

b. The teasibility zssessment considered relocating operaiing locations for major
weapon systems as outlined in Option 1 of the AFMC 21 exercise. Additional
consideration was given !o the legal and risk potentiai issues of relocating workload

obtained through competitive worklozd.

¢. Contracting officers may cnoose not to exercise options ang recompete workload or
v reassign the workload within their DoD entity. Competitive workloads were awarded by
offerors developing a highly competitive rate. The risk of another organization
nerforming at the bid price s very high and will likely result in & loss to AFMC.

d. The assessment is grouped into major areas. Each arez and relaied show stcppers
to the relocation are discussed in the subseaquent paragrapns.

SILO-BASED INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILE (iCBM)

Introduction:

a. The major issues considered in this analysis are 1)Changing the present operaung
location of the ICBM to Tinker Air Force dase (AFB) or contractor facility, and 2)
Changing the present prime managemeni responsidilities fram organic to contractor.
The daily cperation of the ballistic missile sustainment programs require direct
involvement of the complete integrated weapon system management (IWSM) team to
coordinate maintenance and test operations, the required faciiities, equipment,
mazterial, and personnel. Collocatior of weapon system management with the suppon
infrastructure with the daily operations is critical to maintain operational control.

B. Implementing changes to the operating location or management of bailistic missiles
has far reaching implications that are out of the control ¢f Air force Material Command
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(AFMC) perscnnel. Minuteman and Peacekesper weapon systems and their related
maintenance, testing, storage, and destruction facilities are elements of the Strategic
Arms Readuction Treaties (START fand ll). As such, movement or replication of the
facilities can not begin until agreed upon ty all signatories, and new treaties
negotiated, including all possible ramifications of ihe treaiy procsss.

Show Stdppers:
a. More than 37,780 acres are required to supporti the ICBM operationai and storage

mission. It is also needed to comply with the guanitity distance explosive safety and
“environmental toxic plume requiraments.

b. The present Strategic Arms Reduction Treaties (START | and ) stipulates Rill AFB
and associated ballistic missile support facilities s the location ior fulfilling the treaty
requirements. Changes to those facilities, including ransfer, replication, moditication,
etc. require prior approval by all signatories before the work beging. Negotiating new
treaty criteria opens the door for enlarging the scope of the treaty to include new
elements not presently available for inspection (i.e. silo access, silo design, B1, B2).

c. Ballistic missile capability can only be sustained for 3C days of interrupted asset
support. Therefore, new faciiities must be replicated, tested, and qualified prior to
closing Hill operations.

d. A Civii Enginesring replication and relccztion cost estimate is $78C million. This
cost does not include land purchase or envircnmental studies and licensing. [t should
be notad that 2 SPC estimate places a retocation and replication cost in excess of $1

biilion.

Summary:

The analysis is provided in the paper on the feasibiiity to transter the operating location
of the ballistic missile IWSM ic Tinker AFE ar & contractor {acility. The analysis is also
provided determine the feasibility of having a contractor takeover "prime management”
responsibilities using the Hill AFB infrastructure. The Minuteman and Peacekeeper
infrastructure, in its entirsty, is unigue to Hill AFB and not available at another single
source.

AIRMUNITIONS

Introduction:
a. Kelly AFB, TX; Eglin AFB, FL; or Kirtland AFB, NM developing a capability (o
assume the Ogden ALC conventional munitions mission were considered in this
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analysis. Ogden ALC is the devz\mate'* Air Force ArmamentMunitions Program
Manager provicing an mteqr o, streamlined and synergistic workforce 0 accomplish
cradle-to-grave functicns in ¢ ohcnce with the integrated Weapon System
Mznagement {IWSM) mmat:ve 'nc collocation has provided enhanced apility to
ensurz mission support. The procasses include maintenance, repair, modification, test,

siorage, and destruction of airmunitions.

b. Adjacent storage, test/repair facililies and close access to Utah Test and Training
Range (UTTR) and Dugway ailows cognizant engineering to inspect, witness the
loading, the live drop and have test data for immediate analysis, all in the same work
day. This close proximity allows ue to perform emergency testing to resolve operational
iaifures and periorm anomaly anaiysis (e.g., Canridge/Propellant Actuated Device
(CAD/PAD) iailures which will ground the flest). Rapid ceployment is provided irom the
munitions bunkers to the hot pads and runway. Throuch dual usage of expertise and
capabilities (manpower, eguipment, faciiities, and response-time), the available
resources have been maximizsd.

Show Stoppers:
2. The required land acreage is not availabie at the other ALCs. Land must be

expansive enough to include Testing, Maintenance, Destruction and associaled
v Storage to accommodate quantity cistance and clear zones.

b. Suppoaing the varietv and guzniity of air munitions at Eglin AF3, weuid recuire
additicnal storage capability 1o meet clear zone requirements for separate compalibility
xoansicn capeniiity and encroachment on thg surraunaing

groups. £glin aiso has no EXTa;
community is an issug. =glin has endangered species in the area, which would impact

construction of required faciiities and testing requirements. Eglin does not provide
depot level business and managemeni systems used {o support the Dagot
Maintenance ingustrial Func (DMIF).

c. To supgport the variety and quantity of air munitions, Kirtland A8 recuires additional
storage capabiiity 10 meet clear zone requirements for sepzarate compatibility groups.
Construction of rzquired bunkars is approximately S86 miilion (conservaiive estimaie).
Kinland's present storage capaniiity is not munitions compatible. It is interconnected
with no separation for compatibiiity groups. Kirtland is obligatea to Space Command, is
a test complex, and does not provide depot leve! business and managemeant systems

e

usea to support the Depot Mazintenance Industrizl Fund (DMIF).

Summary:
Kelly AFB, TX: Eglin AFB, FL; or Kirntland AFB, NM lack the capability to assume the

Cgden ALC conventional munitions mission. The main factor is the non-avaiiability of
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v the large amount of land recurred to suppon air the munitions mission. Based on thesa
factors, Kelly, Egiin and Kirtland are unlikely candidates for the AFMC conventional
munitions mission. Recommend operzation locaiion remain zt Hill AFB.

LANDING GEAR OVERHAUL

Introduction:
a. Ogden ALC's fully automated Landing Gear Overhaul Facility is the only specifically

designed depot level maintenance landing gear repair facility in the Air Force. The
facility and processas are used to overhaui, repair, and recondition the landing gear,
wheels. brakes, and associaied comoonents for the Air Force; approximatety 70
percent of all DoU landing gear requirements.

b. The Hill AFB iacility was designed for the purpose of overhauling landing gear
components o provide minimal human intervention. This results in a higher output at a
demonstrated 50 percent lower ¢cost than with conventionai operations.

c. A shortage of reparable assets necessitates facilities, tested processes,
environmental licenses, and associated infrastruciure must be in placs prior to closura
of the Hill AFB facilities. Specialized equipment that is part of the Hill AFB faciiity
” would need to be replicated rather than transierred (i.e. cleaning, strioping, and plating
tanks; walk-in ovens; filtering and scrubber systems; gutomated conveyors).

Summary:

The landing gear faciiity cesign gives the landing gear facility excess capacity and
enhances the Air Force's vision cf consolidating DoD lenging gear tarough
intersarvice. Transfer to Tinker AFB could be accemplisied. however, the life cycle
cost will increase uniass and automated process is installed. Although the facility
modification and preparztion cost at Tinkar AF3 is unknown at this time, the equipment
relocation cost will exceed $52.3 million. Wherein the infrastructure required to support
the landing gear processes will remain ¢pen 0 support the ballistic missiie and
muniticns operzatons, recommend landing gear remain at Hill AFB at a cost savings to

DoD.
AIRCRAFT AND RELATED COMPONENTS

Introduction:

Transfer of the aircraft workioad is ieasible. The C-130 workload was absorbed from
Kelly AFB as excess and would return upon closure of Hill AFB. The F/A-18 workioad
is competitively assigned by contractvwork assignment documents (WAD). in the event
a closure occurs prior to completion of the contract the contrecting officers would be
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expected not to exercise options and return the workload to the Navy. The F-16
workioad consists of organic and competed workload. Organic workload could be
transferred, while contracted workload may be resiricted. However, if transferred the
risk of another organization performing at the bid price is very high and will likely result
in 2 loss to AFMC and jeopardize AFMC pricing sirategies.

Summary:
With transfer of the aircraft workload, there are a number of procedures, processes,

and capabiiities that would have to be moved or be eliminated. They include the
robotic canopy polishing, robotic/manuaily controlled media paint removal, and robotic
derevitor. Although thase are not ebsolutely necessary for the accomplishment of the
workicad they have enhanced the through put and quaiity of aircraft delivered from Hiil

AFB.

WESTERN REGIONAL PROCESSING CENTER

Introduction:

a. A tenant organization, the Western Regional Processing Center is one of the top
ihree DoD Information Proczassing MegaCenters. 1t leads the Air Force Material
Command (AFMC) in the technology to improve efficiency in computer operations.

b. It provides the only operations recovery Hot Site in DoD. Twice yearly our people
test and evaluate the capability 10 backup the Defense Finance and Accsunting Service

computers in Dsnver.

¢. The MegaCenter provides tcp secret security communications for DoD, the
operational regional center for standard base level processing for the Wesiern States,
western regional center for Defense Informaticn Systems Organization (DISC),
supports 26 Air Force Bases, and serves 2g an independent software deveiooment

platform.

Summary:

Relocating or replicating the recently constructed Regional Processing/MegeCenter
wouid be in excess of the $15.2 miliion criginal construction cost. This does not
inciude the costs for computer haraware, communications network, utilities equipment,
or land purchase. Downsizing ana consolidations have already occurrea within the
DOD communications/ computer procassing industry. Additional downsizing is not
anticipated. The Hill AFB MegaCenter will continue to be a viable tenant.
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OTHER TENANTS

Introduction:
The majority of the ienant organizations at Hill AFB are military or in support of military

functions, and as such are normally mobile. These {enant organizations would not be
expected to relocate in support of their mission, unless the base in its entirety clcsed.

Summary:
Retention of the operating locations for ballistic missiles and munitions at Hill AFB wiil

require the base, or portions thereof, to remain open. Due (o the expense, agent
commands would be expected to continue operations at Hill AFB, rather than relocate.
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FEASIBILITY PAPER
ON
OPERATION OF THE SILO-BASED
INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILE (ICBM)

a. Changing the present operating location of the ICBM to Tinker Air Force
Base (AFB) or contractor facility

b. Changing the cresent prime management responsibilities from organic o
sontractor.

INTRODUCTION:

2. The daily operation of the ballistic missile sustainment programs require
direct involvement of the complete integrated management team 1o coordinate
maintenance and test operations, the required facilities, equipment, matenal, and

-personnel. Collocation of weapon system management with the support
infrastructure for the daily operstions is critical to maintain control.

b. Impiementing changes 10 the operating location or management of ballistic
missiles has far reaching implications that are out of the control of Air force
Marerial Command (AFMC) personnel. Minuteman and Peacekesper weepon
systems and their related maintenance, tesung, storage, and destruction facilities
are elements of the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaties (START | and 1l). As such,
rmovement or replicaticn of the facilities can not begin until agreed on by zil
signatories and new trezties negotiated. This process includes all possible
ramifications of the treaty process.

c. The analysis provided in Part A is to determine the fezsibility {o fransier the
operating location of tne ballistic missile Integrated Wezpon System Management
(IWSM) 1o Tinker AFB or a contractor feciiity. The analysis provided in Fart B is 10

.....

responsibilities using the Hill AFB infrastructure.

d. The Minuteman and Pezcekesper infrastructure, in its entiraty, is unigue 1o
Hill AFB and not available at any other single source. Uniess otherwise stipulated,
the data provided in Part A is epplicaole 1o both Tinker AFB and an unknown
contractor. The contractor data is based on knowledge of the facilities available

within the {CBM support arena.
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PART A

FACILITIES:-

Buildings {maintenance, test, and storage) - not available - must be realicated
Ecuipment - not aveilable - some to transier - others must be replicaied
Utilities - aveilabie

Air Field Pavement - Tinker AFB has access. The proximity to the Tinker AFB
missile location or to  contractor’s location is unknown (ref real estate

availability}

Special Requirements - ‘
. Clean rooms with raised iloors should be available at kaer AFS. Most

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

. Quantity distance and toxic plume restrictions - Not available (ref. real
estate avaliability)

"REAL ESTATE AVAILABILITY:

Tinker AFB - 150 acres availehle, the remaining 37.630 acres must be
purchased. The avalighility end proximity to the AFB is unknown.

Contractors- acreage would need 10 be purchased

- Required acreage-37,780, of which 27,000 is to support the Thermal
Treatment Unit. Hill AFB provides close proximity to the oniy known
Thermal Treatment Unit avaiiabie in U.S. The Navy is presently negotiating
10 use our faciiities for rocket motor destruction.

The acreage is required o ensure the toxic plume resuiting from destruction
cr explosion coes not present & potential danger 10 the residents,
environment, or wildlite.

LEGAL/REGULATORY CONSTRAINTS:

Tinker AFB - START 1treaties negotigtion requirements and imolications

Contractor -
- START trearies negotiation requirements and implications
- Possible legal issues between subcontracior and their interface with the

contract facility
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TRANSPORTATION: (surface, rail, and eir)

Tinker AFB - available
Contractor - surface avaiiable, rail and air may be limited

- Must comply with siate laws for transporting explosives
- Limits- no known unworkable restrictions

Hazardous materials: -

- Transporting to and from Tinker AFB increases the oversil transport time and
distance which in turn provides an increased exposure potential to

accidents/incidents.

- Disposzl of materials after dissection is time sensitive. Close proximity to the
Thermal Treatment Unit is critical.

ENVIRONMENT:

- Environment impact studies must be completed. The impact on air quezlity
standards during operation of the Thermat Treatment Unit will have g major

' impact.

- Present facilitizs must be properly deactivated and cleaned.

CUSTOMER SUPPORT: The short supply of serviceable assets necessitates the
workload transier period, from support termination at Hill AFB to full support, be
tess than 30 cays to ensure CONUNUOUS MISSION SUPPOrT.

MANAGEMENT CONCEPT: (Collocation critical) - Availatle at Tinker AFB and
contractor ’

- Collocztion of System Program Office (SPO) management and Sustaining
Engineering Technical Assistence (SETA) with the ballistic missile operatons will
continue at the selected operating location

- Collocation includes accommodating
- Sustaining engineering/associated contractors (SE/ASCON) approximately

303-400 personnel represanting 17 companies

- Sustaining Engineering Technical Assistance {(SETA) approx
personne!l will be refocated with workioad. The civilian contractors are
required 1o provide continuec engineering supoart.
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COMMUNITY: Infrastructure in place

COST: The transfer cost of the iCBM programs is in excess of $780 million
excluding any land purchases and environmental studies and licenses. These
costs reflect civil engineering estimates for the structures and do not account for

unigque facility infrastructure.

NOTE: The cost data provided was developed using civil engineering cost
estimate information. A very thorough SPQO study indicates the replication cost,
less environmental studies and licenses, is significantly greatar than the civil
engineering estimates (approximately $1.5 billion). In some cases the replication
cost variance is almost dauble that of civil engineering. - -

CONCLUSION: Daily interface of SPO management with the ballistic sustainment

process is critical and must be collocated. Transfer of the operating location of

ICBM and the integrated infrastructure from Hiil AFB to Tinker AFB or contracting

tacility can te cone but is not cost eifective or in the best interest of national

defense. The proposed transfer will immediately drive negotiation issues to the

START | AND |l tresties that must be agreed on before proceeding with the
~necessary land purchase or faciiity replication.

RECOMMEND: Transferring the operating location for IWSM of the beilistic
missiles is not feasible.

PART B

(CLS) contractor provide prime management responsibility for the ballistic missile
operaticns using the in-place faciiities anc processes at Hill AF3.

INTRODUCTION:

a. The management philoscphy tc be used throughout the life cycle of the
Minuteman and Peacskeeper missiles weas developed and implemented cuning the
initial phases of wezpon system acguisition. 1he philosopny included the use of
an organic systems program menager and associated team 10 work with &
contracting team that provides Sustaining Engineering Technicai Assistance
(SETA). The SETA contracior {TRW) is not ellowed to compete against any
supporing contractor. In exchange, they have access 10 subcontreclor
engineering data and other data not procured with the weapon systems. The data
is used to provide life cycle engineering support as requested by the system
program mansgement team.
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w b. Each of the feasibiiity issues are presanted below. As this scenario
proposes use of Hill AF3 in-place processes and facilities, issues presenied reiate
to contractor management of these operations.

Facilities - In-place - all special requirements in compiiance
Real Estate Availability - In-place - with grewth potential
Legal/Regulatory Constraints -

- AFMCAC 83-002 - may not allow contracting this type of organic workload.

- Contracting - Prime contracting responsibilities raise legal implicstions for access
10 engineering support data, authority and accountabiiity for subcontractor
performance, produclion slippage, and directing increased output in 2xcess of
schedule and warranty obiigations.

Personnel - In - place

Transpottation {(Surface/Rail/Air) - In-place

Environmental - In-placse - compliant with regulations and directives.
Customer Support - Expect to continue a1 the same acceptable level.

Management Concepts:

* z. Coliocation of the SPO system engineering, logistics management,
zssessment and integration functions, and the acguisition functions in the day-to-

day support activities et Hill AFB provices an excallent example of the IWSM
phiiosophy.

6. All ICBM contractors and vendors are reliant upon the organic SEICSM
infrastructure to perform their sustaining engmeering, assessment and SUPPOIT
roles. No single associateg contracior hes the datz or system expertise for more
ihan its portion of the wezpon system nor does the SETA contractor possess the
proprietary datz of the associated contractors.

c. Balancing and integrating the requirements and actvities of the IC8M
gssociated contractors angd vendors who use the IC8M infrastructure a2t Hill AFE is
a SPO function. Contracting out the operstion and maintenance of the [CBM
industriel operation test and storage facilities does not decrezse the need for SPO
10 be collocated with them in order 10 perform integraied weapon sysiem
management. Ratheér, conmractling out these functions would further complicate
dey-to-day operations by adding another set of contractor interfaces and level of
management in the daily operztions. The SP0 responsibility for determining
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access requirements, resource priaritization and scheduie integration wiil not
change. The need for SPO access to and oversight of operations occurring within
ihe IC8M complex would not be lessened.

Community Infrastructure: - In place

Cost: -

a. To develop an ICBM prime contractar would require the SPO and the Air
Force to acquire all proprietery data, reversa engineer missing cata, and compile a
competition package documenting over 30 years of development and support
actions affecting the deployed systems' configuration and support processes. This
effort would be time consuming, expensive, and, at best, incomplete. Further, the
strategy wiil require a contracicr, without full knowledge of the system, 10 accept
the risk of ensuring weapon system performance is maintained at the current high
level with no weapon system degradation.

b. Transition to CLS from the present organic management iS estimated to take
up 1o seven vears; requiring the SPO to continue its current support of the
systems while concurrently preparing the acauisitien package, awarding the
‘contract and effecting the hand-off of system support activities 10 the contractor.
Costs associated with this activity are conservatively estimated to be over $500M
above current system requirements and couid easiiy be twice this amount given
the risk being assumed by the contractor. The life cycle costs, after transition,
would not be expected 1o change as a direct result of having & prime contractor,
but, given & decision 10 begin the process of transiticning to @ prime contractor in
1288, implementation could not be compieted before 2003 raising the question &s
10 whether the transition costs could be recouped over the remaining lite of the
current sysiams.

Conclusion: Contracting for the operation and maintenance of the [C3M
infrastructure alone will not enshie the reiocation of the ICBM SPO. Decreasing
SPQ invoivement in the day-to-day management Of The weapon system activities
within the S3IC8M infrastructure at Hill AFB to the point that 1t could relocate
elsewhere would require the creation of 2 system prime contrector. The schedule
and cost of deveicping a contractor !C3M prime approaches that of relocatung the

SPO in its entirety.

RECOMMEND: Retain IWSM of baflistic missiles at Hill AFB with the in-piace
organic management strucrture.
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- FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT OF
RELOCATING CONVENTIONAL MUNITIONS OPERATIONS
FROM OO-ALC

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

Kirtland AFB, FL.

INTRODUCTION:

a. Ogden Air Logistics Center (OO-ALC) at Hill Air Firce Base is the designated Air
Force Armament/Munitions Program Manager providing an integrated,streamlined and
synergistic workforce to accomplish cradle-to-grave functions in compllance with the
Integrated Weapon System Management (IWSM) initialive. This organization is the
System Program Director for the AGM-65 Maverick Missile, Product Group Manager for
all air-to-ground munitions and the USAF Central Tank Management Office. These
programs require the maintenance, repair, modification, test and storage of weapon
systems such as aircraft guns, efjection/seat egress components, tactical missiles (AlM-
7/8, ALCM/ACM (AGM-86/128), SRAM (AGM-6¢), GBU-10, 12, 15, 24, 28 and AGM-
130), aircraft external fuel tanks, and associated support equipment such as launchers,
adapters, bomb racks, pylons and munitions containers.

v b. The collocation of many functions required to support these weapon systems, that
is the repairfovernaul/modification, test, and storage, provides numerous opportunities
for synergism. Adjacent storage, test/repair facilities and close access to Utah Test and
Training Range (UTTR) and Dugweay allows cognizant engineering to inspect, witness
the ioading, ine live drop and have test date for immediate analysis, all in the same
work day. This close proximity allows us to perform emergency testing to resoive
operational faiiures and periorm anomaly analysis (e.g., Cartridge/Propellant Actuated
Device (CAD/PAD) failures which will ground the fleet). Through dual usage of
sxpentise and capabilities (manpower, equipment, facilities, and response-time), the
available resources have been maximized.

c. There are major limiting factors that prevent Kelly AF8, TX, Eglin AFB, FL and
Kirtland AFB, NM from developing a capability t¢ assume the Hill AFB conventional
munitions mission. The main factor is the lack of real estate required to meet explosive
safety and gquantity distance limitations for munitions storage, maintenance and test
opereations. 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 testing requirements. Based on these
restrictions, Kelly, Eglin and Kirtland AFBs are unlikely candidates for the AFMC
conventional munitions mission.

d. This assessment does not address relocation of the AGM-65 Maverick Missile to

@YW Robins AFB.
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The following information is provided as & comparison between Kelly AFB and Hill

AFB, UT.

Facllities not avaiiable at Kelly AFB

Maintenance/Production Buildings

. Maintenance facility for all-up-rounds (ALCM, ACM, SRAM - 38,060 sq ft
facility on 9 acres, 30,000 Ib NEW of 1.3 explosive)

« 65,000 Sq. ft facility for Repair of various Products - 20mm/30mm guns,
ACES Il ejection seats, external tanks, launcher raits, munitions racks, pylons
and other munitions related items.

« Other needed support facilities: Cable manuifacturing, Investment casting,
Optical support, Rubber shop, Battery maintenance, Bead Blast/Sand Blast
Facility, and Propellant Dissection.

- Special requirements exist for these facilities.

*

Quantity/Distance requirements: - Air Launch Cruise Mlssﬂe (ALCM),
Conventional-Air Launch Cruise Missile (C-ALCM) and Advanrced Cruise
Missile (ACM) - 190",

Fuel/Defuel Facility required for the ALCM and ACM - Capacity for fueling
and detfueling JP-9 and JP-10, must be licensad for completing work on
five missiies.

Significant barrier walls required for component checkout.

Monorail (10,000 Ib minimum) movement system indigenous to facilities
for movement of repair articles.

Overhead bridge crane with 10,000 Ib capacity required for asset
movement

Buildings must be contained in a secure/controlled arez.

Adjacent storage for NEW of 13,000 Ibs. "

Facility must be able to handle 1,000 b , non-removable, C-ALCM
warhead.

ACM Imaging Radar System (AIRS) facilily is a one of a kind repair facility
and must be adjacent to the other ACM repair facillties.

Test Buildings

» 45,000 Sq. ftin 5 buildings for various test operations. One building of

36,000 Sq. ft is required.
Special Requirements exist for test facilities.

« Quantity/Distance requirements for these facilities range from 265 to
1,250 feet.

« Significant blast proof barrier walls.

» Rocket Motor test stand required.

« Ling Vibration Facility with a requirement for 5,000 Ibs NEW.

. All test facilities are utilized for both ICBM and munitions testing.
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. Capability for testing classified munitions items and handling classified
test data.
« Altitude chamber qualified for functioning of munitions.
« Collocated conditioning chambers required for testing. -
. Close proximity of Utah Test/Training Range, Dugway, and Hill AFB provides
unique opportunity to test different types of munitions.

. 62,000 acres for 500,000 Ib NEW propagation testing.
. 100 x 200 mile footprint (over land) required for ALCM/C-ALCM/ACM

testing.(UTTR is only available location for Maximum Operational
Realism using fully digitized TERCOM maps)

« Repair/refurbishment/testing accomplished at Hill AFB (Depot).

« Supersonic flight corridor available for flight testing.

Equipmeni Requirements

L]

*

Two 5,000 galion nitrogen storage tanks.
All repair and test equipment for ALCM, C-ALCM, and ACM would havet

replicated or moved. This includeas the AIRS facility.
Computed Tomography (CT) Scanning equipment.

Airfield Requirements

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

Storage Requirements

Igloos required for additional munitions storage. Additional NEW of 1,853,440
Ibs, adjacent to test/maintenance facilities, required for storage of present
munitions. :

Sufficient facilities are required to separate various compatibility groups.
2,860 acres requirad to accommodate clear zones for munitions storage 1AW

AFR 127-100.
Special Requirements Include:

« Some facilities must provide environmental control and motion sensors for
secure storage of ALCM/C-ALCM/ACM.

+ Standard Air Munitions Package/Standard Tank Rack Adapter Pylon
Package requires backup storage for munitions packages. Current
utilization includes 25 igloos, 2 magazines and 3 maintenance buildings.

Tooele Army Depot (TAD), in close proximity to Hill AFB, provides 802 additional
storage igloos on 17,000 acres and 202,950,000 lbs NEW storage capability.

+ Precision Guided Munilions repaired/tested at Hill AFB are stored at TAD.

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
INFRASTRUCTURE SENSITIVE
3




FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
INFRASTRUCTURE SENSITIVE

Real Estate Availability

‘ . No expansion capability at Keliy AF3, due to encroachment of surroundlng
w communities. Limited growth at satelite facility.

Legal/Regulatery Constraints
« Although legalregulatory constraints exist, they are not insurmountable.
. Hill AFB, UT is licensed by the EPA 10 fire small rocket motors.
« License for the application ¢f Radar Absorption Material for ALCM/C-

ALCM/ACM.

Personnel Requirements

. Although constraints exist, personnel requirements are not insurmaountabie.
+ Experienced repair and test personnel available in loc.J area. Experience with

explosive items is essential.

« Training for repalr/test personnel is extensive and unique. Eigctronic
Technicians, Optical Technicians, Infra-red Technicians, High-Speed Photo
Technicians, Chemists/Chemical Engineers, Electrical Engineers, EOD,
Computerized Tomography Technicians, and X-ray Technicians.

Transportation: Available

Environmental Requirements

« Weather paiterns may preciude munitions testing. Rain and lightning may
oreciude iesting and wezther inversions provide atmospheric conditions for

sound wave propagation.
Customer Support
- Avaziiaoiiity of ranges may impose scheduiing constraints zffectng testing
availability a1 SA-ALC ranges.
- Requirement for immediate testing o satisfy operational failure analysis is limited by
at Kelly AF3. Immediaie, 24-hour testing capepiiity for CAD/PAD items required for
emergency egrass is recuired to limit grounding of combat aircraft fieet

Management Concepts

« Due to lack of required land, physical collocation at Kelly AFB may not be
feasibie.

Community Infrastructure

« Must absord 400-500 personnei (highiy technical skilis mix).

I FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
INFRASTRUCTURE SENSITIVE

”
-




o ..
ST e TaITL LS. Y SN

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
INFRASTRUCTURE SENSITIVE

The following information is provided as a comparison between Eglin AFB, FL;
Kirttand AFB, NM; and Hill AFB, UT.

Facilities not available
Maintenance/Production Buildings (Eglin/Kirtland AF3s)

. Three Maintenance Facilities Requirad for All-Up-Rounds (Maverick, ALCM,
ACM) - 60,500 S1. ft in facilities on 60 acres with combined license for
45,000 Ibs NEW.

. 65,000 Sa. & faciiity for Repair of various Products - 20mm/30mm guns,
ACES il ejection seats, externaj tanks, launcher raiis. munitions racks, pylons
and o-her munitions reiated items.

« Other needed support facilities: Cable manufacturing, Investment casting,
Optical support, Rubber shop, Large X-ray suppon, Baitery maintenance,
Bead Blast/Sand Blast Faciiity, and Propeilant Dissection.

« Special requirements exist for these facilities.

» Quantity/Distance requ:re*wents Maverick Facility - 1250, ALCM/C-
ALCM/ACM - 190"

. Fuel/Deiuel Facility required for the ALCM and ACM - Capacity for fueling

and defueling JP-9 and JP-10, must be licensed for compieting work an
live missiles.

» Significant barrier walls required for component checkout.

« Monorail (10,000 Ib minimum) movement system indigenous to facifities
for movement of repair ariicles.

« Overhead bridge crane with 10,000 Ib capacity required for asset
movement

. Buiidings must be contained in a secure/controiled arez.

. Adjacent storzge for NE'W of 13,000 ibs.

. fagciiity must be able tc hangie 1,000 b, non-removeble, C-ALCM
warhead.

. Additional storage required for Maverick repair assats {Approximataly
1.000 missiles). Faciiities exist at Tooele Army Depot (1 hour crive) for
siorage of these assets.

. ACM Imaging Radar Sysiem (AIRS) faciiity is a one ¢f a kind repair faciiity
and must be adjacent to the other ACM repair facilities.

« Maintenance facility for ail-up-rounds (AGM-85 missile - 22,750 sq ft
facifity on 112 acres, 15,000 Ib NEW of 1.1 expiosive)
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Test Buildings (Eglin/Kirtland AF3s)

W « 45,000 Sq. ft in 5 buiidings for various test operations. Cne buiiding of
36,000 Sq. ft is required.
Special Requirements exist for test factiities,
« Quantity/Distance reguirements tor these faciiilies range from 265 to
1,250 feet.

+ Significant tlast proof barrier walls.

» Rocket Motor test stand required.
Ling Vibrat.on Facility with a requirement for 5,000 lbs NEW.

Capability for testing classified munitions items and hancling ciassified
test data. '

» Altituce chamber auzlified for functicning of muniticns.

. Collocatec conditioning chambers required for testing.
» Close proximity of Uiah Tes¥/Training Range, Dugway, and Hill AFB provides

unique opportunity to test different types of munitions.

« 62,000 acres for 500,000 b NEW propagation testing.
100 x 200 mile footprint {over land) required for ALCM/C-ALCM/ACM
testing.(UTTR is oniy available location for Maximum Operational
Realism using fully digitized TERCOM maps)
« Repairirefurbishmenvtesting accomplished at Hill AFB (Depot).

v Equipment Requirements (Eglin/Kirtland AFBSs):

« Two 5,000 galion nitrogen storage tanks.
All repair and test equiomeant for Maverick, ALCM, C-ALCM, and ACM would
have to be replicates or meved. This includes the AIRE faziiity.

« CT Scanning eguioment.

Kirtland AF3:
- Large munitions X-ray eguipment.

Airfieid Requirements (Eglin/Kirtland AF8s)

- Joint military/civilian use of runway must be preciuded during contingiency
situations wnen staging munitions ¢argo operations.

. Augmentation runway required tc support 15,000 Ib, BLU-82 bomb testing by C-
130 aircraft. Cannot use sharec civiiian runway.

. Standard Air Munitions Package/Standard Tank Rack Adapter Pylon Package

Program cannot be implemented irom a civilian runway.

Transporiation of Hazzardous material requires military oniy runway.
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Storage Requirements (Eglin/Kirtland AFBs)

w

Igloos required for additional munitions siorage. Additional NEW of 1,883,440
Ibs, adjacent to tesymaintenance facilities, required for storage of present
munitions.

Sufficient facilities are required to szparate varicus compatibility groups.

2,960 acres required tc accommodate clear zaones for munitions siorage.
Special Requirements Inciude:

Some faciiities must provide environmental controf and motion sensors for
secure storage of ALCMW/C-ALCM/ACM.

Standard Air Munitions Package/Standard Tank Rack Adapter Pylon
Package requires backup storage for munitions packages. Current
utilization inciudes 25 iglocs, 2 magazines and 3 maintenance buiidings.
Tooele Army Depot (TAD) provides 802 additional storage iglcos on 17,000

acres and 202,950,000 ibs NEW storage capability.
Precision Guided Munitions repaired/tested at 0O-ALC are stored at TAD.

Real Estate Availability
Eglin AFB:

No expansion capability cue to encroachment of surrounding communities.

. Kirtland AFB:

*

w

The Electromagnetic Pulse testing faciiity would prociude testing of munitions
near this area. Testing of static sensitive devices would be preciuded.

Legal/Reguiatory Constraints (Egiin/Kirttand AFBs)

Although legal/regulatory constraints exist, they are not insurmountable.

Hill AFB, UT is licensad by the EPA to fire small rocket motors.

Chemical Licenses at Hill AFR, UT, inciude: Pro-Seai 820, De-Solv 292,

Xviene.

. License for the application of Radar Abscrption Materiai for ALCM/C-
ALCM/ACM.

Personnel Requirements (Egiin/Kirtland AF8s)

*

>

Although personnel constraints exist, they are not insurmountaple.
Expernienced repair and test personnel available in local area. £xperence with
explosive items is essential.

Trzining for repair/test personnel is extensive and unique. Eiectronic
Technicians, Optical Technicians, Infra-red Technicians, High-Speed Photo
Technicians, Chemists/Chemical Engineers, Electrical Engineers, EOD,
Computerized Tomography Technicians, and X-ray Technicians.
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Transportation Requirements (Eglin/Kirtiand AFBs)

L4 . Shared civilian/miiitary runways limit munitions airiift and prohibit certain missicn
types.

Eglin AFB
« No rail head currently exists.

Environmental Requirements

Eglin AFB:
Several Endangered species (Snail Daner, Red Caucated Woodpecker, White

Breasted Tiimouse) are resident on the Egiin Raservation. Any new construction
or testing missions would require extensive environmental review and planning.
This would preclude any large munitions tests.

« Weather pattemns preclude munitions testing. Daily rain and lightning preciudes
testing and weather inversions provide atmospheric conditions for sound wave

- propagation.
« The high water table causes many problems with weapons testing.

Kirtland AFB:
-« Munitions testing would be affscted by incidence of lightning in the vicinity.

Customer Support (Eglin/Kirtland AFBs)

4 . Scheduling consiraints affect testing availability at ranges.

Requirement for immediate testing o satisiy operational faiiure analysis is
limitec by conflicts . Immediate. 24-hour testing capabiiity for CAD/PAD
items required for emergency egress is reguired 1o limit grounding of combat
aircraft flest

Management Concepts (Eglin/Kirtiand AF3s)

. Wouid have io establish depot levei business/management structures to handle
repair and testing. Replicating this structure wouid require extensive personnel
and management computer sysiems (0 support munitions storage, shipping,
receiving, accounting, inspection, maintenance, and accountabiiity under
Munitions Accountabie Systems Officer (MASO).

- Cannot collocate management, production, modification, repair, maintenance,

testing, and storage.
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Community Infrastructure
Eglin AFB.
« Small Technical labor pool.
- Research testing facilities are filled to czpacity.

Kirtland AFB:
« Although the availablity of labor is high, technically qualified workers are very
scarce. :

There are a large number of munitions iglocs not utilized at Kirtland AF3, {Monsano
Mountain munitions storage faciiity) at the present time. However, Strategic Missile
Command (SMC/CUB) is doing a study to determine the feasability of using the
structures for ICBM storage. This would take priority over a convestional munitions
mission and would require censiruction of additicnal munitions storage facilities for
conventional use.
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PRO's AND CON's OF
RELOCATING CONVENTIONAL MUNITIONS
FROM OO-ALC

EGLIN AFB, FL

PROs

Large engineering and scientific community available.

CONs

EPA concemns (Air, Water, Endangared Species, Elc.).
Population encroachment limits large-scale rocket motor and propagation

-testing.

Explosive and inert storage capabiiity does not meet expanded needs.
Weather may limit the numier of test days due to inversions, electrical
storms, etc. .

Range scheduiing conilicts probable. Fiight test and developmental testing
would take priority.

Must develoo an industrial funding system.

Must develop a munition accounting system, far beyond Combat Ammunition
System - Air Staff (CAS-A) and Combat Ammunition System - Base (CAS-B),
capable of handling 11,000 munitions stock numbers.

Runway is a joint civilian/miiitary facility and is not capable of handling large

munitions transiers.

KIRTLAND AFB, NM

~280s

Large engineering and scientific community avaiiabie.

CONs

.

Explosive and inert storage capability does not meet expanded nesds.
Weather may limit the number of test days due to inversions, electrical
storms, etc.

Range scheduiing conflicts probable. Fiight test and developmental testing
woulid take priority.

Must develop an industnal funding sysiam.

Must develop a munition accounting system, far beyond Combat Ammunition
System - Air Staff (CAS-A) and Combat Ammunition System - Base (CAS-8),
capable of handling 11,000 munitions stock numbers.

Runway is a joint civilian/miiitary facility and is not capabie of handling large
munitions transfers.
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FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT OF
RELOCATING THE CONSOLIDATED LANDING GEAR OVERHAUL

FACILITY FROM OGDEN ALC

Introduction:

Qgden ALC's fully automated Landing Gear Overhaul Faciiity is the only depot.evel
maintenance ‘anding gear repair ‘aciiity in the Air Force, and the iargest and most
modern in Ded. The iaciiity consists of live mgjor huuo'r*.c:s with a total floor soace of
more than 300,000 square feet, and was gasigned to saecmcally mest the Air Forca's
vision of a fuilv consolidated landing gear overnaui czoabiiity. The landing gear {acility
performs overhaul. repair, and reconditioning of all the lanading gear, wheeis, brakes,
and asscciated comoonents for the Air Sorce and approximately 70 percant of all Dol

landing gear requirements.

b. Hiil's customers reap the benefits of our unigue processes, which inciude tasks
designed for the purpose of overhauling {anding gear componenis {0 provide minimal
human intervention. This rgsuits in a higher output af a lower cost than with
conventicna! operations. 1t is iliustrated sy an overall cost reduction of 50 percent 10
ihe Navy in the overhaui of their C-130 main landing gear.

c. Facilities, testec procasses, environmental licensas, and associzred infrastructure
must be in p*ac p'xo ‘o cicsure of the Hill AFB faciiities. Speciziized equipment that
is part of ine Hill AF2 faciiity would need o be resiicated (i.e. cieaning, sinoong, anc

pza-.mc 12nks; walk-in ovens; filiering and scrubber sysiems; automated convevors).

d. All landing gegzar mwstn;! processes s must meet current CSMA, as well as siate
safsty, and health directives. The sngingering Sl ensures t 2t the mostcument
state-of-the-zr environmeniai equipment upgrades wiil permit uninterrupies coeralions
ior many years.

2. The srocasses usss in the overhaul and repair i landing gear require r;--e
voiumes of cmemicais and generate hazardous residue. Organizations that implement

net im
derz!

new processes are reguired 1o comply with the most current siate and Fe
snvircnmentai requiztions. The time to obtain snvironmentzi licensing and the
asscciated cosis ior iaciiities that are not licensed are unknown but are expecied to be

gxiensive anc expensive.

Summary:
a. The landing gear faciiity at Hill AFS is the only depot facility aesigned specificaily 10
consolidate ianding gear overhaul/repair capability as 2 cost benefit to the Air Force.
This design gives the landing gear faciity excess capacity and enhances the Air
Force’s vision of 2 landing gear overhaul capatiiity to mest not oniy Air Force, put all
DoD fanding gear reauirements. Transier to Tinker AFZ couid be accompiisned, but to
maintain the present level of continuea customer subpor, automation anc straight-line
processing mus: be 2 major consideration. Hill's unique, iully automated, processes
FOR CFFICIAL USZ ONLY
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‘nclude tasks designed.for the purpose of overnauling landing gear components 1o
provide minimal human intervention resuiting in higher output 2t a iower cost than other

A A

-cnventional operations. in addition tc major equipment, the iaciiity contains mors than
2,300 special tools, fixtures, and pieces of suppon squipment. All facilities, tested

processes, anvironmental licenses, anc associaizd infrastructure must be in place pricr
to ciosure of the Hill AFB {aciiities.

b. Because ihe processeas used in the overhaul and repair of janding gear require
large voiumes of chemicals and generzis nazardous residue, crganizaticns that
implement new processes are required to comply with the most current stats and
Federal environmental requiations. The time {0 obtain environmentzi licensing anc the

associated costs for facilities inat are not licensed are unknown but are expected tc be

exiansive and expensive.

c. Tinkers current plan is w0 use building 3001 wnich has the required 500,000 sguare
fest of floor space o develco a conventicnal overnaul/repair iacility. The follewing is
proviced for modification reguirements 1o facilities being considered for the landing
gear workload to maintain current customer cost henefits.

Maintenance/Production Buildings: Landing gear repair/overnaui workioad is

periormed in five speciaily designed industrial buiidings located adj

acent i ezch other

to form an integrated complex which nas approximately 500,000 square fest of floor
soace. There are several other facility considerations reauired to support the landing
v qear workioad to meet customer requirements.

-~

A matenal handling system ‘o move pans to each work area that can handle

narts up to 1,500 b and ¢ long x & wide x 3' high. Jib cranes for disassemply

and assembiy arsas with a 12 high minimum Clearance anc¢ range from 1,000 w0

2,000 Ib capzacity.

Lifting devices, such 2s an overnsad crane. with 2,000 b capecity are necessary

10 load the landing gear compeonenis and/or fixtures onio the machines such 28

grinders, lathes, hones, s1C. :

A minimum 12 hook height ciearance is.required over all dip tanks and piating

tanks. Aisle spacs must zlso be zcequate 10 Move large parts in anc out of

gach work area. '

An air handling scrubber system is necessary for the cieaning, plating and paint
tripping operations to meet EPA reguiations.

A 5,000 sq ft walk-in oven and 2 3,000 gallen nitrogen system also nesc o be

inciuded into the overnaul faciity.

Equipment: Overhaul equipment was soecifically identified and purcnased according
:0 the workioad requirements aczounting for such factors as size, capacity, and afficie-
ncy tc support the lanaing gear processes.

v o

Landing Gear Cverhaui/Repair equipment is "NOT" weapon system unique, but
IS process unique.
Shop layout for the Tinker AFS landing gear faciiity provides ior the necessary
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flcor space. but utilizes several different discrete areas in 3C01. Straight-line

orocessing is the mos: sffective precessing method to aveic excessive cans
movement. and decrezse the potential for damage to lancing gear and
zcompenents.

Space ior movemen: of the quantity of very large pans {C-3/C-141 landing gear)
is extremeiy limitec in at least two areas; plating shop and ion vapor aeposition
(1VD) aluminum coating.

A potential exists 10 miss critical time windows such as the four hour window
betwesn plating and bake and the ons nour wincow berween adrasive blast anc
piate.

Lancing gear recuire cadmium plate. The cadmium clating process required
utilizes cyanide solutions.

The majority of piating fixtures at Hiil AF3 are for chrome, cadmium, nickei, anc
anodize. The fixtures are designed ior Hill AFZ's piating faciiily and are peculiar
to the tank configuration at Hiil. (t may be cessitls to "mirrer” Hill's tank
configuration, »ut approximately 70 percent of the fixiures are not transferable,
thereiore, there are three major cCsts associaled with new fixturing:

design time

materiaf cost

manuiacturing cost

W1

Utilities: Utility requirements for the overhaul srocess inciuce, slecrricity, backup
cenerators, compressed zir, potable water, procass steam, naturai gas, sanitary sewer,
sterm drains, fire orotecion, watsr service, dreathing air, anic 2 3600 psi nitrogen
system.

Real Estate Avaiiabiiity: The zvaiiabiiity, in ierms of square iegl, is not &n issue. Tne
layout, distance, anc processes are, however, a consideraucn in an eficient process.

Legal/Regulatery Consiraints: Hefer o Environmentai paragrach

Personnei: Assuming workload wiil Gownsize in FYE8, 542 personnel wiil be required
10 suppor ianding gear repair/overhaul. These personnel will recuire the following
sKiils.

GENERIC: Al generic skills are avaiizbie.

SPECIALIZED: Thermal Spray
rieat Treating
Eiectre Plating (Larce Landing Gear Components)
Shot Peening '
Macnining (High Strengih Stesi cn Large Landing Gear Comgonents)
Grinding (Migh Strength Steel on Large Landing Cear Comgonents)
icn Vapor Deposition ’
FOR OFFIC!AL USE ONLY
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Foundry
Investmeni Casiing
" Nondestruc:ive inscection
w Welding
Aercspace Snginegr
industrial Engineer
Chemical Znginesr
Process Engineer
Mastar Schedulers
Utitity Systems Operzior
Pattern Maker
Tool Maker
Computer Analyst _
Production Management Specigiist
Logistic Management Specialist
Equipment Speciaiists
ltem Managers
Machining Programming and Design

Transportation: Movement of hazardous and/or foxic material wiil not oceur,
assqming that the equipment wiil be cecontaminatec.

Environmentai: All incusirial processes must meet current CSHA, as well as state and
v'ocas safety, 2nd heaith directives. Hiil's wg'qcenng staff ensures that the most
current state-oi-the-art snvironmental equicment upgrades wiil permit Lninterructec

operations for many years.
. The processes usac in the cverhaul ang repalr of lancing gear reqQuire iarge

volumes of chemicais anc generale hazaroous resicue. Organizations that
ot =

implement new processes are recuirec 0 comply with the mest current siate 2
Sederai environmentai reguiations.

. The time {o obtain environmental iicensing and the associa osts for fzciiities
ihat are not licensec are unknown ut are exgected (C be EXIEHSIVE and
sxpensive.

Customer Support: Much of the workioac done at Ogden's landing gear facility
cznnot currently be cone anvwhers else, if current customer costs and benelits are to
be maintained, Hiil AF3's {zcility supgorns over 70 percent of DoD landing gear
workload and customer suppon must continue during a transition tc another focation.
Hill's customers are supponed by a jusi-in-time (JT) concept with no larce stockpile of
soara landing gear components. Landing gear assemblies supporiing the program
deoot maintenance (PDM) aircrafi are precuced in the quarter they are needsd and just
ahead of the requirad neeq date of the aircrafl. Changeabie iiems ¢n snock strut
assemblies, wheeis, and brakes are crocuced less than one quarter aheac of the
neeced date. This ieaves four options to provide uninterrupted CusIOMEr SUPPOM.
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OPTION 3: Buy mcre spares. Some assemtlies are not available and would
reguire the contractor to reteoi in orcer 10 manuiacture them. i.e. B-52 Landing
Gear assembiies. This opzicn i very cesily, with some compenants costing
over $ 440,000 (i.e.C-% main ianding gear sirut) anc lead time (0 procure many
of these iterns is over three vears.

CPTICN 2. Replicaie the faciiities/equipment currently in use. Only small
quantities of ecuipment couic be ransterres wilh minimal interrudtion in
custemer support. This option is less 2xpensive than Option 1, but wouid

. insiuce expendiiures to insure atl carsonnel arg preceriy trained on the use of

the equipment.
OPTICN 3. Increzse the ouiput of reparables, and shorten throughput days dv
hiring mere personnel, adcing additional snifs. or threugn large amounts of
overtime. Regarzbles are seversiv iimited and this.cption would provide oniy 2

few weexs/months cushion baicre & sarious negeative affect to customer support

woulc unaccepiabiy degrads combat capabiiity. An sffective transition pericd
wouid be two - three vears.

CFTICN 4. A comtination of Cttions 2 2nd 3 would be the best way o reaiist-
iczily provide uninterrupted cusiomer support whiie transferiing workload to
arciher location. The Landing Gear Division supports many non-ianding gear
(i.e. missiies and munitions) customers on Hiil AF3. These customers will have
to iind aifternate sources ior their work or deveico organic capabilities.

coNCep s utilized &f any given base wiil be
Hezdguansrs AFM JSAF, and other applicable

'-o-

in iine with (hcse prescribed by Headgu

government cirecuon. Sowever. these con certs are acapted locally to various degrees
to account for differences in wezpon sysiems, pro ouczs, Droc*sces urGaﬁIZch"ﬂS elC.
The landing gear faciiity at =il AFZ su D: ors the enlire base in sUCh SPECiEiy
crocesses s pialing, weiding, heat freat, invastment casung, anc machtning.
Uniess the eniire pase in closed, muc h of this capability wouid have to be
niicated to centinus suoporn for cusiomers &t Hill AFB or the support woulc

nave tc oe obtained sisewnere increasing leadtimes and ultimately impacting

cusiomer support.
Concerts such s Integrated Weapons Sysiem Management (IWSM) anc' JT
couid be accommogaied in any rsiccation. At Hill AF3 the ianding gear jacility
has teen pursuing the JIT process, wnich has resuited in a lessening of
inventcry. This creales the neec jor 2 very careiuily pianned transition which
cannot ce zllowed o impac: cusiomer supoor. The impact of this aspsctis
aacressed under "Customer Sucport®,
Hill AF3 was designated, under the Techniczl Repair Center (TRC) cancept, as
the overhaui/repair center for landing gear. Tne Hill AF3 ianding gear faciities
were designed and buiit specifically for that purpose. These facilities have
cemonstraied the capacity to overnaui ail Co0 landing gear. Cost savings and
gfiiciency within oD must be a consideration in any relocztion consiceration.
The current TRC flexibiiity and capagiiity would, in zil likelinood, be lost to tuture

CoD consclidaticn considerations and mignt even impact surge capability.
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Community Infrastructure: An fam of consideration in any relocation is the

w infrastructure and capaciiity of the gaining communily to absorp the resultant impact in
such areas as housing, schocis, hazarcous wastes, atc. It can be assumecd that
community infrastruciure will be in place: nowever, as in any retocation, it is anticipated
that 2 percentage of empioyees woula not relocate. This is particularly applicasie te
the most senior and most skiled individuals. This in tum wiil create the neea o araw
upon the Ioczi iabor pooi for such expertise as ultra hich strength steel machining,
piating, heat reating, etc. In coniunciion wiih the laber concem would aiso come the
need for locai educztional czpabilities. There are currently 530 indiviguais assigned o

the Hill AFS landing gear organization. !t is prebable thal only 15 percent wouic oe
willing {o relocate.

Cast: The ccsis identified in this paper were developed using various {achnigues and
assumpticns. Whiie we peiieve they are within a reasonable range of accuracy, bzsea
upon 40 years of landing gear experience as weil as actual records of cost, inese costs
should be validated if more iinite accuracy is needed. There are many vanables wnich
can impact the actual costs involved in any relocation action. Following are cesis oy
category which we believe wouid be incurred in part orin toial,

. Facility Modification anc Preparziien at Tinker AF3 ... Amount 10 te finalized
dunng site survey 15 - 19 Nov €3
v . Fixture Remanuiacture ........coeeeeeenee..n. 3501 Miifion Zased on estimate for
gaining activity 10 Remanuizcturs fixtures for lanks, which are integral 1o and
cannot be movey {from Hill AFS.

o EouiDment RelCCaUCN..ciieire v ceeeeeinn $52.3 Million The cost to meve mission/
supocort equipmens to Tinker AFS {exciuaing overhead conveyor sysiems, 2ridge
cranes, slc.) but including 12neling, packing/unpacking, dne time Mmeving costs

and ransconrzton by truck are §52.232,681.

o Environmental COSL vt eeceeee $22.2 Millicn The estimated cosis i
compiy with environmental reguirements such as air, storage, and waisr permils;
NEPA documentation generation; and improvements/expansion of facilities such
as hazarcous wasie contrei, sicrage, dispersion, and treatment are esumated to
bse 378,803,000.

Environmental restoration cosis 10 be accomolisned, decontamination of
equipment and {zciiilies and disposal of unrecoveranie matsriais is esumated to
be $3,475,200. Total environmental costs are estimated at S22,278,500.

« Transition Downtime Cost.iivevveneireninnn. $40 Million per month Basad on
estimates {0 procure parns anc spares to Keeg assels in operation during
transition period.
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Flying Operations
(Non-ALC Functions)

Issue Hill AFB Kelly AFB McClellan AFB Robins AFB Tinker AFB
FY 97/4 Force e 54F-16 14 C-5 (AFR) o« 4 HC-130*anG) [ 6 E-8 JSTARS) e 30 E-3 (AWACS)
Structure e 15F-16 (AFR) 12 F-16 (ANG) s 5 HH-60*@NG) e 4 B-1(ANG) e 8KC-135(AFR)
o 16 Test Aircraft e 4HC-130(G) |e 12KC-135 e 1EC-135
(* If Moffett move is e 1EC-135 e 16 E-6 (TACAMO)
approved.) e 1EC-137
USAF Ops Eval Green Green- Green- Green- Green-
Overall Flying
USAF Operational | e F-16 LANTIRN Relocation of e Prevents ANG o ALC for e Relocation of
Concerns training AFR C-5s and rescue unit JSTARS AWACS,
e Relocation of ANG F-16s move from e Delays JSTARS TACAMO, and
AFR F-16s Wilford Hall Moffett 10C AFR KC-135s
o UTTR-CM test uses runway e Relocation of e ALC for
o UTTR-SS range ANG B-1s AWACS and
o Missile Mx TACAMO
e Weapon storage
Unique Facilities | e UTTR Air Intelligence [e AF Technology |[e JSTARS e AWACS
(non-ALC) Agency Application e HQ AFRES e TACAMO
AF News Center
‘ Agency
Pros o Excellent Flying Large Ramp e [large Ramp
Range
Cons ¢ Poor Winter Wx e Limited Force
Structure
R&A Stalt 202/311 189/311 147/311 205/311 237/311
Eval

6/13/95
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Air Force Depot Flying Operations
R&A Analysis Description

Forces -- Total Possible -- 56 points
e Hill AFB -- 25 points
e 54F-16 [15 points]
e 15F-16 (AFR) [5 points]
e 16 Test Aircraft [5S points]
e Kelly AFB -- 10 points
e 14 C-5 (AFR) [5S points]
e 12F-16 (ANG) [5 points]
e McClellan AFB -- 10 points
e 4 HC-130/5 HH-60 (ANG) [5 points]
e 4 HC-130 (Coast Guard) [5 points]
e Robins AFB -- 37 points
e 6E-8(JSTARS) [25 points]
e 4 B-1(ANG) [5 points]
e [2KC-135 [5 points]
e 1 EC-135 [1 points]
e [ EC-137 [1 points]
e Tinker AFB -- 56 points
e 30E-3 (AWACS) [25 points]
e 8KC-135 (AFR) [5 points]
e 1EC-135 [1 point]
e 15E-6 (TACAMO) [25 points]

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

Distance to alternate airfield (Alt Airf) -- 5 points
e Score=5-distance/50

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

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

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

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



Distance to electronic range (EC RA) -- S points
e Score = 5-(Distance/4), (Distance>200=0)

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

Distance to a range used to drop live or inert weapons (DR RA) -- 5 points
e Score = 5-(Distance/4), (Distance>200=0)

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

Distance to Military Training Route (MTR) -- 10 points
e Score = (Distance<400=10), 10-((Distance-400)/80)

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

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

Distance to drop zone (DZ) -- 10 points
e Score = 10-(Distance/50)

Distance to landing zone (LZ) -- 10 points
e Score = 10-(Distance/50)

Percent weather is better than 200 feet (ceiling) and 1/2 mile (200&1/2) - S points
e Score=percent-95

Percent weather is better than 300 feet and 1 mile (300/1) — S points
e Score=percent-95

Percent weather is better than 1500 feet and 3 miles (1500/3) — 5 points
e Score=percent-95

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

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



Quantity in thousands of barrells of jet fuel storage (Fu St(k)) — 10 points
e 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
e Score=10 for Green; 8 for Green-; 7 for Yellow+; 5 for Yellow; 3 for Yellow-;
2 for Red+; 0 for Red

Runway Length in feet (Run L) — 20 points
e Score=#/600, (>12,000=20)

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

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

Compatible for noise encroachment — S points
o Score=5 if yes, 0 if no

Average number of noise complaints per month (Noi C/M) — 5 points
e Score=(15-#)/3

Number of C-141 equivalent aircraft can be loaded or unloaded at one time (C-141 loa) —
S points
e Score=#/2

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

Air Quality — 10 points
o Score=10 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
o Score=10 for Green; 8 for Green-; 7 for Yellow+; 5 for Yellow; 3 for Yellow-;
2 for Red+; 0 for Red
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DBCRC STAFFER DATA REQUEST

1. Data verbally requested by Ms. Anne Reese 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. Data provided below in the same format as Table 3.1.b from the JCSG-DM data call and is
updated based upon the latest Planned Labor Application, dated April 1995, and differs from the
data submitted to the Air Force in October 1994, Airframe and engine work is supported by
various commodities beyond the obvious ones, therefore, the portion of the associated workload

from each commodity group is identified.

C-5 AIRFRAME Support FY99 DLH
1C1 C-5 Airframe 826,927
2B Aircraft Components - Structures 142,202
2E Aircraft Components - Landing Gear 227
2G Aircraft Components - Avionics/ Electronics 38,929
2J Aircraft Components - Manufacturing & 33,138
Fabrication
3A Engines (GTE) Aircraft 31,034
12A Software - Tactical Systems 471
12B Software - Support Equipment 9,894
13C Specisl Interest Item - TMDE 821
C-5 AIRFRAME Total 1,083,643
C-5 ENGINE (TF39) Support FY99 DLH
21 Aircraft Components - Other 1,417
3A Engines (GTE) Alrcraft 1,289,891
13C Specisl Interest Item - TMDE 6,355
C-5 ENGINE Total 1,297,663

4. Data requested by Mr Cantwell on 97/4 manpower for Cryptologic Support

Directorate:
20 Officers
178 Enlisted
339 Civilian
537 TOTAL 97/4
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™ ey ST FRANK CANTWELL
; BRAC Staffer
v Kelly Tenant Visit Itinerary
5 Jun 95
1000 Depart Kelly AFB for Airport - U-Drive with driver
1033 Flight arrival - NW 1167
1100 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
1130 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 w/ LTC Boyd, LTC Marsillio & Maj Hogan
POC LTC Boyd Phone: 5-1394 Fax: 5-1393
LTC Marsillio Phone: 5-6722 Fax: 5-9231
| O'Ciub Phone: 924-7341
1300 433rd AW Courtesy Visit - Col Bentley B 809
POC Sgt Coleman Phone: 6-4331 Fax: 6-4917
1400 AIA Courtesy Visit - Col 7 B 2007 favleting,
POC LTC Ackerly Phone: 6-2001  Fax: 6- =t
Home: 679-8018 Pager: 244-6451 4 38
G-297I
1430 IAAFA Courtesy Visit - Col Hining B 1440
POC Col Hining Phone: 3-4507/4109 Fax: 3- _
1500 307th RED HORSE Courtesy Visit - LTC Jones B3757 fpt ke l/y 7
POC LTC Jones Phone: 5-6051/3562 Fax: 5-9362
|
1530 AFNEWS Courtesy Visit - Col Panvanni (sp) B3107 Fest kd(y
POC MAJ Lefforge Phone: 5-6161 Fax: 5-9904 |
Home: 402-1590 ?
1600 838th EIS Courtesy Visit - Capt B3820 |-45f /Lel(\/ J
POC Mr Bales Phone: 5-0838 Fax: 5- —
(b-172 ;> Home: 665-9500
‘ | 0
AS OF 4 June, 1995 5:27 PM (505 ¢ Ct)(?S b

Cophy fupot = 205¢




FRANK CANTWELL
\ 4 BRAC Staffer
Kelly Tenant Visit Itinerary
5Jun 95

1000 Depart Kelly AFB for Airport

1033 Flight arrival

1100 149th Courtesy Visit Lo / Aals +on
1130 4 ASF Courtesy Visit Dr L 0‘@"“

1200 76th MUNS and Manpower Courtesy Visit & © %7 yol
/Working Lunch @ O’Club

/1 1300 433rd Courtesy Visit (s / Bemt }‘Y

1400 AIA Courtesy Visit (g S utfhpn

1430 [AAFA Courtesy Visit

1500 307th Courtesy Visit i () (A, Dre 4 p
T
4104 205~
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AIA C41 SYSTEMS RELOCATION COST ESTIMATES

v The following estimates are associated with relocating ATA (Security Hill C4X Systems)
With these estimates are three assumptions. First there is a need to recreate the C41
infracstructure 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-than”
cost in each category. :

Engineering and Installation charges 6M
Long-haul circuit costs 3.2M
Rehoming charges ' 2M
Long-haul circuit termination (150 circuits) ™
Sun Systems (CONSTANT WEB) 4.5M
CONVEX (JC2WC) 4M
UNISYS Systems (LT & IWC) M
IDHS 5M
VAX (TWC) 1.5M
Intelligence Systems Wide Area Net (plus
other LANS) &M
1,000 Workstations M
UPS and Generators (Computer Room) 4M
v Tech Control 1.5M
Security System M
NEWSDEALER System SM
Telephone Switches 1.2M
VTC/MINX IM
Conference Rooms (Audio/Vis Support) 3M
Operations Support Central 4M
Contract Maintenance 2M
TOTAL 63.7M

-

TOTAL P.B2
JUN 5 '95 16:05 2180 8968 4478 PAGE.pB?



w Legend

Option 1
(] Closed Facilities

[ Retained Facilities
[ Facilities Requiring Relocation
N Additional Acreage Required




v Legend

Option 2
200 x e
oL [] Closed Facilities
[1 Retained Facilities
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1-time cost
annual
savings
ROI
positions
eliminated
positions
realigned

Hill
1,025.0
20.9

100 + years
346

5,583

ALC only closure

Tinker
612.4
30.7

31 years
520

8,492

Robins
461.9
28.0

23 years
476

7,804

Kelly
467.0
32.6

19 years

495

8,055

MecClellan
3334
30.4

13 years
448

7,239



COBRA SUMMARY

Air Force Revised Full Closure

Hill Kelly  McClellan
One-Time Cost (§M)
New 1293 582 574
Old 1409 660 524
Milcon (3M)
New 656 105 98
Old 689 97 47
Annual Savings ($M)
New 71 76 87
Old 70 74 95
Net Present Value ($M)
New -442 283 392
Olid -514 218 589
Return on Investment (years)
New 27 9 7
Old 30 10 5
Personnel Eliminated
New 1194 1245 1438
Old 1450 1492 1756
Base Population
New 14362 19104 12588
Old 14019 18400 12182

WORKLOAD TRANSFER

Workload Transfer %

Hill N/A 10
Kelly 10 N/A
McClellan 39 0
Robins 14 1

Tinker 37 89

70

N/A

25

Robins

9
10

3
2

-2
-1

11
17

162
154

12
30
58
N/A
a

25
21

16
00

62
76

50
27

22
17

89
44

89
54

Tinker

1332
1324

732
687

73
69

472
-454

28
28

1284
1393

21743
18530

72
13
14
N/A
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DATE: June 6, 1994 TIME:
TO: [Laura Perritt FAX:
[76 ABW/Q]
FROM: [Mr. Beck]
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RE: [Subject: Visw Graphs]
cc: [For: Mr Cantwell]

Number of pages including cover sheet: [5]

Message
[As request by Mr Cantwell]

1:50 PM
[5-8246]
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RUNWAY FOR DEPLOYMENT OPERATIONS
« LOSS OF GOVERNMENT COURIER SERVICE

« MIGRATION TO COMMERCIAL CIVILIAN
COURIER SERVICE
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+ WHAT MAY CLOSE/RELOCATE
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- RUNWAY

- COMMUNICATIONS HUB
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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 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:

e 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 opera:ions, (2) industrial plant equipment software, and (3) plating.
Correspondence from the Air Force Headquarters, in response to Commission questions,
indicates that San Antonio "~ill 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
hydraulics/pneumatics.

e Relocate the following activities to Kelly Air Force Base: (1) 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 numbe: 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 mcthball 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 zction eliminates capacity by laying away workstations and

mothballing space.

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

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD

t Savi

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:

Net (Costs) and Savings Curing Implementation:

Annual Recurring Savings:

Break-Even Year:

Net Present Value Over 20 Years:

$ 183.0 million
$ 138.7 million
$ 89.0 million
2000 ( 2 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:

- 0 0 o e
.

One-Time Cost:

Net Savings During Implementation:
Annual Recurring Savings:

Break-Even Year:

Net Present Value Over 20 Years

$ 29.7 million
$ 524 million
$ 22.3 million
1999 (1 year)

$ 265.2 million

Kelly portion of the ALC cost savings (11 April version) are:

One-Time Cost:

Net Savings During Implernentation:
Annual Recurring Savings:

Break-Even Year:

Net Present Value Over 20 Years

DRAFT

$ 31.1 million
$ 42.0 million
$ 209 million
2000 (2 years)

$ 2425 million
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MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS

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 recommendations:

Military Civilian
Baseline (AFB) 4,220 12,678
1 March recommendation
Reductions(ALC) 10 458
Realignments 0 0
11 April update
Reductions(ALC) 9 437
Realignments 0 0
Gains
from Kirtland and Brooks 408 368

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 future missions.... and (there will be) no impact on the endangered species which rely on
(this water supply).

REPRESENTATIQN

Senators: Phil Grainm

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: 750,857 jobs

Percentage: 0.2 percent decrease

Cumulative Economic Impact (year-year): 1.0 percent decrease

DRAFT
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\ 4 MILITARY ISSUES
e None at this time
COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES
o 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-vice group proposal to close 2 air logistics centers. The joint
cross service group proposed ar. alternative which suggested that the San Antonio center was one

of the recommended closures.

Reese/Cross ServiceTeam/05/31/95 12:53 PM

DRAFT
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West Ramp Opt

: 97/4 AUTH . OCCUP SF REGULAR ' MOVING . REPLACE
ORGANIZATION IASSGND AUTH BRAC NEW| MILCON* | COSTS EQUIPMT OTHER NOTES
MOVING TO WEST RAMP
307th RED HORSE 212 63,155 5,301,706 9,161,858
IAAFA 48 38,206 3,061,529
Def Courier Svc 15 4,731 1,000,000
4th Aero Stg Fight (LAFB) 32 1,700 158,589 ‘
SUB TOTAL: 307 97,792 9,521,824 0: 0, 9,161,858 0
[ Y
; ] L | y =
CONSTRUCTION REQUIR%D TO SUPPORT WEST RAMP L ; T
! ] i | i
Base Support Structure ! 1
Land : ! 1,390,000 [212 Acres West Ramp North 148th
Ramp/Aprons 6,628,945 :
Taxiway . L i 6,084,947
Other Moves 1
Operations Support : 57 . - 894,254 -
Transportation/Fuels 110 | 75,213 . 10,186,824 iIncludes Refueler Maint Shop&LOX
Deployment | 4" 11,414,395 . L ~
76 Munitions 1 . 8% 2,178,925 :
SUB TOTAL 260 75,213 - 37,388,290 ! 0 0! 0 1,380,000
+ i , i
i : N ; | | ;
ORGAHNIZATIONS LEAVING[ OR RELOCATING WITHIN SAN ANTONID : j I
| T T i
838th EIS 433 ' 65,308 4,714,154 6,200,000 27,502,598 | 21,769,545 ;Other is 200 Man Dom
DLA i 396 4,311,342 100,000,000 Disperse/Disband N
DISA J 218 119,700 10,759,578 - 1,478,733 4,400,000 |Other is renovation §'s at other DMC vs new MILCON
AFNEWS 169 ‘ 27,378 2,554,025 279,548 2,035,350 1,000,000 |$1M for comm/fumishing- part of original MILCON
DeCA/Midwest Reg 89 . 15,552 1,450,807 72,754 | 490,229 |DeCA could lease GSA downtown
DRMO 78 : 391,631 12,100,000 386,000 . ; 2,200 jIncludes open stg/stays in SA
Office of Complaints Ll 1,648 : 6,000 | 100,000 Other is annual lease option in SA
Defense IG 6 3,530 ; |
GAO 6. 470 :
' = ; - 1
SUB TOTAL 970 4,336,559 31,578,564 * 6,200,000 102,223,035 | 29,537,949 | 27,761,974 .
GRAND TOTAL 1,230 5011,772 | 68,966,854 6,200,000 | 102,223,035 ; 29,537,949 | 29,151,974 -
4 i | :
1* MILCON for currently programmed construction
BRAC97.XLS

6/5/95 12:55 AM
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DRAFT

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
SUMMARY SHEET

INSTALLATION MISSION
The San Antonio Defense Cistribution 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 mission is to provide rapid response to this customer.
DOD RECOMMENDATION: None
COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE
Commission added Defense Distribution Depot San Antonio for consideration for closure.

JUSTIFICATION

o The requirement to study the disestablishment of the DLA distribution depot is driven by the
Commission’s decision to stady the closure of the Kelly Air Force Base--the distribution depot’s
primary customer.

e 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, collocated depots will also be disestablished.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

¢ Environmental considerations do no prohibit this recommendation from being implemented.

REPRESENTATION
Senators: Phil Gramm
Kay Bailey Hutchison
Representatives: Frank Tejada, Henry Bonilla, Henry B. Gonzalez,
Govemor: George W. Bush

DRAFT
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ECONOMIC IMPACT *
e Potential Employment Loss: 42,123 jobs
(17,660 direct and 24,463 indirect)
e San Antonio, TX MSA Job Base: 730,857 jobs
e Percentage: 5.7% percent decrease
Cumulative Economic Irapact (1996-2001): 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 Wasleski/Interagency IssuesTeam/05/31/95 5:07 PM
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BASE VISIT REPORT
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS

5 APRIL, 1995

L MISSION

None

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONERS:

None

COMMISSION STAFF:

Bob Cook, Interagency Team l.eader

LIST OF ATTENDEES:

Colonel George McCleary, USAF

¢ The Defense Distribution C'epot 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.

DOD RECOMMENDATION;
* None, the visit was for orientation purposes to explore expansion potential for the depot.
D TI

e N/A
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MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED:

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

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED:

The depot has a total of 31 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 maintenancz 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 manpower authorizations but will reduce to 696 by 30 June 95.
The depot can accept additional mission, if required.

UPS and Federal Express cari receive shipments as late as 11:00PM daily.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES:

N/A

REQUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: NONE

Bob Cook/Interagency Issues Team Leader/ 05/31/95 4:30 PM
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FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

USAF BASE FACT SHEET
KELLY AIR FORCE BASE, TEXAS

MA JCOM/LOCATION/SIZE: AFMC base five miles southwest of San Antonio with
4,661 acres

MAJOR UNITS/FORCE STRUCTURE:

« San Antonio Air Logistics 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 Intelligence Agency (FOA)
-- 67th Intelligence Wing
-- Air Force Information Warfare Group
— Intelligence Systems Group
» Headquarters, Air Force News Agency (FOA)
e 433rd Airlift Wing (AFR)
-- 14 C-5A
e 149th Fighter Group (AN(3)
-- 15F-16A/B
« Joint Electronic Warfare Center

USAF MANPOWER AUTHORIZATIONS: (As of FY 95/2)

MILITARY--ACTIVE 4,339
GUARD 977

RESERVE 3,167

CIVILIAN 11,656 <
TOTAL 20,139

ANNOUNCED A CTIONS:

e 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 civilian employment levels in line with overall force
reductons and results in a decrease of 1007 civilian manpower authorizations at Kelly
AFB.

Basing Manager: Maj Brackett/XOOB/77357
Editor: Ms WrightXOOBD/:t6675/22 Feb 95
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KELLY AIR FORCE BASE, TEXAS (Cont’d)

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM ($000):

FISCAL YEAR 9%4:

Add/Alter Dormitories [DBOF]

Alter Weapon System Support Center (Ph II) [DBOF]
C-17 Add/Alter NDI Facility [DBOF]

C-17 Alter Depot Avionics Facility [DBOF]

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 Structural/Utility Facility [AFR]

Base Supply Warehouse [ANG] (Congress Insert)
IAAFA Flightline Maintenance Training (Base Closure)*
TOTAL

FISCAL YEAR 95:

Upgrade Hydrant Fueling Systems
Add/Alter Dormitory

Upgrade Sanitary Sewer Lines
TOTAL

Note: * Project forecast for funding by the Base Closure Account. Associated with the
1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission recommendation to realign
Homestead AFB, FL. The Iater-American Air Forces Academy (JAAFA) is on Lackland

2,000
7,800
4,500
731
2,600
3,000
2,900
3,550
560
2,300
4,300
1.600
36,241

3,700
2,250
3.000
8,950

AFB, TX; however, IAAFA uses Kelly AFB for its flightline related courses.

SIGNIFICANT INSTALLATION ISSUES/PROBLEMS: None

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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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-135 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) platin;z.

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 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 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:

e One-Time Cost: $183.0 million
o Net (Costs) Savings During Implementation: $138.7 million
e Annual Recurring Savings: $ 89.0 million
e Break-Even Year: 2 years

DRAFT




Net Present Value Over 220 Years:
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 220 Years

The Tinker portion of the savings are (11 April version):

One-Time Cost:
Net (Costs) Savings During Implementation:
Annual Recurring Savings:
Break-Even Year:
Net Present Value Over 2.0 Years:

$ 991.2 million

$ 39.7 million
$ 123.2 million
$ 46.7 million
1999 (lyear)

$ 569.6 million

$ 24.1 million
$ 43.7 million
$ 19.6 million
1999 (1year)

$ 231.3 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
Baseline 7,425
1 March recommendation
reduction 19
realignments 0
11 April update
reduction 9
realignments 0

ADDITIONAL OPTION FOR CONSIDERATION:

Close or further realign Tinker Air Force Base.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

Tinker Air Force Base has besn 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

2
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to be needed to restore the biase by the year 2023. Environmental impact from the ALC
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
e Potential Employment Loss: 1,107 jobs (430 direct and 677

indirect)

e QOklahoma City Metropolitan Area Job Base: 582,865 jobs
e Percentage: 0.2 percent decrease
e Cumulative Economic Imipact (1994-2001): 0.2 percent decrease
MILITARY ISSUES
None

COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES

The Air Force ranked the derot 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 EMFHASIS

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-1B, 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 certer specializing in cradle-to-grave overhaul and production testing
of air launched cruise missile engines.

Reese/Cross-Service Team/May 30, 1995/9:45 AM
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1995 DoD Recommendations and Justifications

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 workloads at the designated receiver locations:

Commeodity/Workload

Composites and plastics

Hydraulics

Tubing manufacturing

Airborne electronic automatic
equipment softwzre

Sheet metal repair and manufacturing

Machining manufacturing

Foundry operations

Instruments/displays

Airborne electronics

Electronic manufacturing
(printed wire boards)

Electrical/mechanical support equipment

Injection molding
Industrial plant equipment software
Plating

Receiving Locations

SM-ALC, McClellan AFB

SM-ALC, McClellan AFB

WR-ALC, Robins AFB

WR-ALC, Robins AFB, OC-

ALC, Tinker AFB, OO-ALC,
Hill AFB

OO0O-ALC, Hill AFB, WR-
ALC, Robins AFB

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

SA-ALC, Kelly AFB, OO-
ALC, Hill AFB

SM-ALC, McClellan AFB
(some unique work remains
at OO-ALC, Hill AFB and
WR-ALC, Robins AFB)

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

WR-ALC, Robins AFB

SM-ALC, McClellan AFB

SM-ALC, McClellan AFB

SA-ALC, Kelly AFB

OC-ALC, Tinker AFB, OO-
ALC, Hill AFB, SA-ALC,
Kelly AFB, WR-ALC, Robins
AFB

Move the required equipmert 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. Mizimal workload in each of the commodities may continue to be
performed at the other ALCs as required.




1995 DoD Recommendations and Justifications

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 demolish or mothball facilities, 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 work reductions, downsizing through contracting or transfer to other
Service depots, and the consolidation of workloads recommended above result in the reduction of
real property infrastructure equal 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 Logistics 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 overall Department of Defense’s closure and realignment
recommendations. The downsizing of all depots is consistent with DoD efforts to reduce excess
maintenance capacity, reduce cost, improve efficiency of depot management, and increase
contractor support for DoD requirements.

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 recurring savings after implementation are $89 million with a return on
investment expected in two years. The net present value 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 2 maximum
potential reduction of 3,040 joos (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 arza’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 maximum potential decrease equal to 0.3 percent of employment in
the economic area. Environmental impact from this action is minimal and ongoing restoration of
Tinker AFB will continue.

ROBINS
Impacts: Assuming no econo:mic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 1,168 jobs (534 direct jobs and 634 indirect jobs) over the 1996-t0-2001
period in the Macon, Georgia Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.7 percent of the economic




1995 DoD Recommendations and Justifications

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-t0-2001 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-t0-2001
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 BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-t0-2001 period could
result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.9 percent of employment in the economic area.
Environmental impact from ttis 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 employment losses or significant environmental impact.
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BASE'S PRESENT MISSIQN:

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 DEFENSJE 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.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION:

Reductions in force structure have resulted in excess depot capacity across Air Force depots.
The recommended ALC realigaments 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 prodiction 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 asscciated 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.

MAIN FACILITIES REVIE'WED:

Industrial Shop Area, Building 3001

Blade Repair Facility, Building 3221

Avionics Integrated Support Facility, Building 3220
Engine Test Facility, Building 3234

Composite Repair Facility, Building 2211

B-1 Avionics Facility, Building 3707

B-2 Avioinics Facility, Buildingz 3708

Fuel Control Facility, Building 3902




KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIEL
it Force I 7 P I

The Tinker base officials could not explain the manner in which the workload shifts were
determined. Air Force headquarters 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 1161 civilians, but the base analysis indicates
they should only be losing 651 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 suggests 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
McClellan’s current instrumernt 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
3707. The building was constructed in 1991, and walk through indicates that the facility is
modern and had ample open space to accommodate added workload.

In accordance with the Secretary’s downsize recommendation, Tinker has identified 10
different buildings totaling 42:,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 from mothballing will be minimal at best, because heat and

light will still be provided regzrdless 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, the 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 previously planned.

Maintenance Depot Capacity

Tinker officials provid:d a variety of information describing how DOD computes
capacity numbers. Based on DOD methodology capacity is determined on the basis of usable
workstations. The officials explained that the existing infrastructure at Tinker could produce
12.9 million hours of work Ttis higher level of work, was reported to the joint cross service
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group depot maintenance data call. The higher number is called maximum potential capacity.
The difference between maxinmum potential capacity and the DOD reported capacity is the
number of used workstations. They sited an analogy within the conference room. The room
with chairs in it can accommodate 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 infrastructure. In the 1980’s Tinker performed approximately 12
million hours of work. While 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 which indicate that based on the
maximum potential capacity of all five ALC’s, the Air Force’s tier I and tier II 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 Mai Facilis

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 2quipment valued at more than $900 million.

Building 3001 is 7/10 raile 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 includ:s 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. 210 modular cubicles were left in place and the space could easily
be converted to provide additional computer and administrative work spaces.

The blade repair facility 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. Plart and equipment is valued at about $13 million. The building
will be significantly under utilized if the DOD downsizing option is implemented. Most of the
composite workload would be transferred to McClellan.

The B-1 avionics buildiag was constructed in 1991 and provides about 84,000 square feet
of workspace. The building and 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 support 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 currently 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 on two C-5 aircraft, personnel in the building would be unable to
perform their primary corrosion 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.

Navy Interservice Use of Tinker Air Force Base

Strategic Communications Wing One has a collocated a wing of E-6 aircraft on Tinker.
Collocation allows utilization ¢f depot support and joint training programs. Currently about 15
percent of Tinker’s engine wor<load results from interservice agreements with the Navy.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED:
General Burpee present:d a briefing on behalf of the community. The group was

concerned that the Air Force dcwnsize alternative would relocate workload from a tier I (most
valued) to a tier III depot. General Burpee also said the community has additional 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.

REQUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT:

Continue to validate the Air Force numbers.

Glenn Knoepfle, Cross Service Team, 4 April 1995
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USAF BASE FACT SHEET
TINKER AIR FORCE BASE, OKLAHOMA

MA JCOM/LOCATION/SIZE: AFMC base eight miles southeast of Oklahoma City with 4,524
acres

MAJOR UNITS/FORCE STRUCTURE:

Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center

-- Supports: KC-135, B-1, B-2, and B-52 aircraft
72nd Air Base Wing

38th Engineering Installation Wing

552nd Air Control Wing (ACC)

-- 21 E-3B/C, 2 EC-135K, and 4 T-37B

507th Air Refueling Wing (AFR)

- 10 KC-135R

Strategic Communications Wing 1 (Navy)—provides USSTRATCOM and NCA with an

airborne C2 capability
-- E-6A (TACAMO) aircraf
) USAF MANPOWER AUTHCRIZATIONS: (As of FY 95/2)
4

MILITARY-ACTIVE 7,539
RESERVE 1,130
CIVILIAN 11,048
TOTAL 19,717
ANNOUNCED ACTIONS:

o The 552nd Air Control Wing; was to lose 3 E-3B/C 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 317 full-time military and 10 civilian authorizations.

Note: PCR in coordination which readdresses timing of aircraft transfer

Basing Manager: Maj Brackett XOOB/77357 \
~ Editor: Ms Wright/XOOBD/46675/14 Feb 95
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TINKER AIR FORCE BASE, OKLAHOMA (Cont'd)

@+ 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 civilizn employment levels in line with overall force reductions and
results in a decrease of 834 civilian manpower authorizations at Tinker AFB.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM ($000):

FISCAL YEAR 94:
Alter Hydrant Fueling System 4,129
Engineering and Contract Support Facility 5,900
Industrial Wastewater Regional Connection [DBOF] 5,400
Seal Fuel Containment Dikes 620
Underground Fuel Storage Tanks 4.700
TOTAL 20,749

FISCAL YEAR 95:
Alter Ventilation System/Corrosion Control Facility [DBOF] 8,400
Extend/Upgrade Alternate Runway (Congress Insert) 10,800
.. Upgrade Ramp/Hydrant Fueling Fecility System [AFR] (Congress Insert) 10,200
\Upgrade Storm Drainage System 1,243
‘T OTAL , 30,643

SIGNIFICANT INSTALLATION ISSUES/PROBLEMS: None

FCR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
SUMMARY SHEET
DEFENSE DIS'TRIBUTION DEPOT OKLAHOMA CITY (DDOO)
INSTALLATION MISSION

The Oklahoma City Defense Distribution 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--Tinker Air Force Base--its largest
customer. [ts primary mission is to provide rapid response to this customer.

DOD RECOMMENDATION: None
COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE
Commission added Defense Distribution Depot Oklahoma City for consideration for closure.

JUSTIFICATION

e The requirement to study the 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.

e 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, collocated depots will also be disestablished.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

¢ Environmental considerations do no prohibit this recommendation from being implemented.

REPRESENTATION
Senators: 1Don Nickles
James M. Inhofe
Representative: J.C. Watts
Governor: Frank Keating
1
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ECONOMIC IMPACT *
e Potential Employment Loss: 43,668 jobs
(19,967 direct and 23,701 indirect)
e Oklahoma City, OK MSA Job Base: 582,865 jobs
Percentage: 7.5% percent decrease

e Cumulative Economic Impact (1996-2001): 7.5% percent decrease

* These economic impact numbers include the complete closure of Tinker Air Force Base as
well as the attendant Oklahorna City Defense Distribution Depot.

Marilyn Wasleski/Interagency IssuesTeam/05/31/95 5:00 PM
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INDUSTRIAL/TECHNICAL SUPPORT - DEPOT Subcategory

up the measure of merit scores. The individual commodity scores were then multiplied by the weight of that commodlty group relative to the other
commodity groups. These weights (3,2, or 1 multiplier), approved by the BCEG, reflected the commodity group’s relative importance to the core workload
accomplished in support of DoD.

For example, the Engine commodity might receive scores of 20, 17,6, 7, and 0 for cach of the Measures of Merit (Capacity, Core Workload and
Capabilities, Unique and Peculiar Core Workloads, Unique and Peculiar Core Workload Test Facilities, and Other Workloads). This sum (50) of the
measures of merit was multiplied by the weighting applied for that commodity. Engine workload 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 established with the highest total being
green, the lowest red, and the others yellow, These colors were for eace of reference anly and were not rolled up ncing the narmal eolor grade rollup

system,

After deriving a score for each commodity for every depot, those scores were summed, providing a “Commodity Roll-Up” for cach depot activity. .
These commodity totals were then compared by applying the standard deviation grading scheme, detailed in Tab X. The overall commodity color grade
reflects the position of particular depot's commodity score in the distribution of depot commodity scores.

The Other Factors (Cost) grade was determined by applying the standard deviation grading scheme to the two subelements for cost comparison,
then rolling up the resulting colors into an overall cost factor color grade. After developing a commodity color grade (80% weighting), and a cost factor
color grade (20% weighting), these two grades were then rolled up into an overall depot value functional grade, using the standard color roll-up
methodology. This final color represented the first part of the Criterion I grade, reflecting the depot value.

The second part of the Criterion I grade was an Operational capabilities analysis. The operational analysis measured how well a base could AR
perform a small aircraft, bomber, tanker, and airlift mission. A grade for each mission capability was assigned, then those grades were rolled up with equal
weighting for cach mission. The rolled-up grade constituted the Operational Grade portion of the Criterion Foverall grade.

The depot functional grade and the operational grade were then rolled up into one Criterion I grade, with 70 percent of the grade based on the depot
grade and 30 percent based on the operational grade. The remaining criteria were determined in a manner consistent with the other categorics of bases. All
criteria were then reviewed prior to tiering by the BCEG using secret written ballots.

The Air Force was also tasked to provide a “military value” of depot activity bases to the 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 categorics. In addition 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. The
following values were forwarded to the Depot Joint Group:

21 Feb 95 Appendix 8§ 2
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INDUSTRIAL/TECHNICAL SUPPORT - DEPOT Subcategory

Base Installation Tiering Depot Activity Tiering
Davis-Monthan AFB l N/A Not analyzed as a depot, but the AMARC portion of Davis-
Monthan AFB was analyzed by the Joint Group

Hill AFB 1 1

Kelly AFB 3 3

McClellan AFB 3 2 S T
. Robins AFB 2 1 N

Tinker AFB 1 2

‘The Atr Force was also directed to provide an analysis of various alternatives provided by the Joint Group. The Air Force analyzed the
alternatives, comparing them with the Air Force analysis, accomplished a functional feasibility review, and participated in COBRA analysis accomplished
by the losing Service. The following alternatives were analyzed:

Description of Alternative COBRA Analysis Functional Assessment
(One-time costs, NPV, ROI)
Close Kelly AFB depot activities | $589 M, ($255M), 9 yrs Can be accommodated with high costs
Close Kelly AFB and McClellan | $1,159 M, ($626M), 8 yrs Decrease in available capacity imposcs excessive risk and entails extremely high
AFB depot activities cost, High mission impact by disrupting workload supporting mission readiness

The Air Force continued to discuss possible realignment and closures options concerning depot activities with the Depot Joint Group throughout:
the process.

21 Feb 95 Appendix 8 3
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INDUSTRIAL/TECHNICAL SUPPORT - DEPOT Subcategory

9 Feb 95

OVERALL
-53 .g E ;"b =i Y E
2§ 35 BE 3EE sy g r 3
& & n O  ° El-3 o ) g% = 3
E Q9= bR wn O o E s o g =] E 2
55 He 2’ S 55 g g <) s &
g2 53 S oS 2> S g g £F
W N N - E < ~ R —~
g S5 U8 = ° q
Base Name 1 11 111 1V \4 \4! VII VIII
Hill AFB Green- | Yellow + | Green - | 1,409/ 514 30 131,908 (4.8%)* |[Green- |Yellow +
Kelly AFB Yellow Green - Yellow + | 653/-180 10 43,136 (5.9%)* Green - Red +
McClellan AFB Yellow + | Yellow + | Yellow + | 514/-607 S 132,772 (4.3%)* Yellow Yellow +
Robins AFB Green- |Green- |Green 1,011/ 133 18 (31,103 (19.7%)* 1Green- | Yellow +
Tinker AI'B Yellow + | Green Green 1,312/ 633 42 147,733 (8.2%)* |[Green- | Yellow +
L UNCLASSIFIED ]
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INDUSTRIAL/TECHNICAL SUPPORT - DEPOT Subcategory
ANALYSIS RESULTS at TIERING (13 Sep)

The following grades and data reflect the information on which the BCEG members based their tiering determination. Information in this chart

was updated as the result of a number of factors between initial tiering and final recommendations.

Appendix 8 74

3 LBl ~
£, 55 && 7THE =% o 2 g
I~ = 1 =l - O i~ ] D v
Cf ff g5 g8F E§ 8% I
2 oy Y ’ @ o ~ @ &
25 §§ EF 355 §8 g8 §E 55
S a& ST S g &5 [ S
‘5 ) LQE‘ @] b [ ! Q =]
A )
Base Name 13 | 1 111 IV \% VI VII VIII
Hill AFB Green - | Yellow + | Green - 1,409/ 514 |30 38,748 (6.8%) Green- | Yellow +
Kelly AFB Yellow [Green- | Yellow + |653/-179 10 41,125 (6.4%) Green- |Red +
McClellan AKB Yellow + | Yellow + | Yellow + | 514/-607 S 32,438 (5.2%)* Yellow | Yellow +
Robins A¥B Green - |Green- |Green 1,011/ 133 18 32,004 (24.3%) Green - Yellow +
Tinker AFFB Yellow + | Green - | Green 1,312/ 633 (42 47,590 (10.1%) Green- | Yellow +
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INDUSTRIAL/TECHNICAL SUPPORT - DEPOT Subcategory
TIERING OF BASES

As an intermediate step in the Air Force Process, the BCEG members 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
Hill AFR
Tinker AFB
TIER 11
Robins AFB
TIER 111

Kelly AFB
McClellan AFB

6 Feb 95 Appendix 8 75
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, UNCLASSIFIED
AIR FORCE CAPACITY ANALYSIS

—

TRAINING
. 01/4 PROJECTED MAXIMUM EXCESS
BASE PRODUCTION CAPABILITY CAPACITY
RANDOLPE (NAV) 453 485 32
RANDOLPH (PIT) 394 793 399
COLUMBU!3 291 372 82
LAUGHLIN 316 386 70
REESE 291 359 68
SHEPPARD 220 320 100
VANCE 316 366 50
EXCESS CAPACITY

. 1 Base*
* Preliminary Air Force estimate

UNCLASSIFIED 3 2279s
UNCLASSIFIED
AIR FORCE CAPACITY ANALYSIS —\
AS OSSIBLE BASE REDUCTIONS
JOINT GROUP
TYPE BASES
. ALC (Depots) 2%
T T&E o*
LABS 3*
UFT 1*
* Prelim.nary Air Force estimate, pending JCSG analysis

'\ J

UNCLASSIFIED 36 227185

Page 18
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‘ UNCLASSIFIED

EXCESS CAPACITY

AIR FORCE CAPACITY ANALYSIS |
AIR NATIONAL GUARD \

S

N

AIRCRAFT SQUADRON ROBUST
FIGHTER 6 +32
F-15 1 +22
F-16 1 +60
A-10 0 +6
KC-135 0 +2
C-5 4] +5
C-130 1 +11
UNCLASSIFIED 33 2127705
UNCLASSIFIED
AIR FORCE CAPACITY ANALYSIS
- CONSIDERATIONS
¢ [ ABS

-- 3 required: Air, Space. and C4I
* TEST CENTERS
-- 3 required for AF requirements
* AIR LOGISTICS CENTERS
-- 3 required for AF requirements
-- At least one must be an engine depot

EXCESS CAPACITY

Labs 3

T&E 0

Air Logistics Centers 2
UNCLASSIFIED 34 22708
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McCLELLAN AIR FORCE BASE
TENANT RELOCATION/ELIMINATION DATA

FORCE| TOTAL| MIL ClV | TOTAL MiIL Civ MIL civ MiL MVG
NON-ALC TOTAL| MiL | cIv |STRUC| PERS |PERS| PERS| PERS | PERS | PERS |RELGD|RELGD RCVG RCVG CON | COSTS | COMMENTS
TENANT PERS | PERS | PERS [REDUC| ELIM |ELIM| ELIM | RELGD | RELGD |RELGD % % BASE #1 BASE #2 (M) (£1.)]
DLA -DISTRIBUTION| 565 | 1 | 564 | 138 | 203 | 1 [ 202 | 224 0 | 224 | 0% | 53%
DLA - DRMO 61 0 | &1 30 o Fan 1Tz c 31 |#eAsE] 1% | STOGUKTON
DEF COMMAGCY | 101 | 11 | 90 101 | 11 | 90 0 0 0 | 0% | 0%
DFAS 127 | 9 | 118 c o o | 127 9 | 118 | 100% | 100%| SAN BERN
DISA 138 | 0 | 138 138 1 0 | 138 0O 0 0 || 0%
AFAUDITAGENCY | 23 | O | 23 23 1 0 | 23 0 0 0 [wHEHE 0%
364THRECRUITSQ | 26 | 23 | 3 0 0| 0 26 23 3 [100%[100%
HQATHAIRFORCE | 49 | 0 | 49 0 0| o 49 0 49 |##Ha#] 100%] MARCH
" 1849TH EIS 283 {265 | 18 0 0] 0 | 283 | 265 | 18 |100%|100%| TRAVIS
TECH OPS 356 | 328 | 28 0 0| 0o | 35 | 328 | 28 |100%]100%| OFFUTT
US COASTGUARD | 190 | 190 0 0 0] 0 | 190 | 190 | 0 [100% |##H5H| MOFFETT
FAA 80 | 0 | 80 0 0] o0 80 0 80 |####]100%| LOCAL
FMS 378 | 4 | 374 0 0] 0 | 378 4 | 374 | 100%] 100%
MAINTENANCE | 4695 | 215 | 4480 704 1321 672| 3991 | 183 | 3808 | 85% | 85%
MATERIEL MGT | 1543 | 103 | 1440 231 | 15 [ 216 | 1312 | 88 | 1224 | 85% | 85%
CENTRAL CONTING]| 122 | 10 | 112 18 | 1 | 17 | 104 9 95 | 90% | 85%
MGT OVERHEAD 49 | 19 | 30 24 | 9| 15| 25 10 | 15 | 53% | 50%
COM & COMPUTER | 399 | 272 | 127 60 [ 41| 19 | 339 | 231 | 108 | 85% | 85%
MEDICAL 691 | 550 | 141 345 [275] 70 | 346 | 275 | 71 | 50% | 50%
TOTAL 9876 [2000] 7876 [ 138 | 1877 | 385 | 1492 | 7861 | 1615 | 6246 ] 81% | 81%
BOS (R&A) 1847 | 757 | 1090 1164 | 629 | 535 [ 683 | 128 | 555
FINAL TOTAL 11723[2757[ 8966 | 138 | 3041 [1014] 2027 | 8544 | 1743 | 6801 | 63% | 77%

-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

6/9/95




KELLY AIR FORCE BASE
TENANT RELOCATION/ELIMINATION DATA

FORCE|TOTAL| MIL | CIv | TOTAL| miL | civ | ML | cwv MIL | MVG
NON-ALC TOTAL| MIL | CIV |STRUC| PERS |PERS|PERS| PERS | PERS | PERS |RELGD|RELGD|  RcVG RCVG CON |COSTS| COMMENTS
TENANT PERS | PERS | PERS |REDUC| ELIM |ELM| ELiM | RELGD | RELGD|RELGD| % % BASE #1 BASE#2 | (sm) | sm)
DLA - DISTRIBUTION| 955 4 |1 951 | 382|269 ] 4 | 265 304 0 304 | 0% | 53%
DLA - DRMO 84 0 84 42 0 | 42 42 0 42 |#HAEEE 50% | FTHOOD | CORPUS
DEF COMM AGCY 303 1 302 303 | 1 {302 0 0 0 0% | 0%
DECA - MW RGN 108 | 14 94 0 0 0 108 14 94 |1100%] 100%
OFAS 162 | 10 | 152 0 0 0 162 10 | 152 7100%]100%| LOCAL
DISA 210 | 23 | 187 210 | 23 | 187 0 0 0 0% | 0%
AIR INTEL AGY 2975 12142} 833 0 0 0 | 2975 | 2142 | 833 | 100%]| 100% | LACKLAND 3
AF INFO SVC 159 | 84 75 0 0 0 159 84 75 |100%| 100% { LACKLAND 0
433RD AW AFRES | 665 5 660 0 0 0 665 5 660 | 100%| 100% | LACKLAND 0
149THFTRGP ANG | 253 | 51 | 202 0 0 0 253 51 202 1100%} 100%
DET 1, 615TH AMOG | 78 77 1 0 0 0 78 77 1 1100%| 100% | LACKLAND 0
AF AUDIT AGENCY 30 0 30 30 0 30 0 0 0 |#HBAEH 0%
OLB, CIVIL ENG SPT| 28 12 16 0 0 0 28 12 16 | 100%| 100%
FMS 723 | 16 | 708 0 0 0 723 15 | 708 [100%] 100%
MAINTENANCE 5520 | 162 | 5358 828 | 24 | 804 | 4692 | 138 | 4554 [ 85% | 85%
MATERIEL MGT 2307 | 227 | 2080 346 | 34 | 312 | 1961 | 193 | 1768 | 85% | 85%
CENTRAL CONT'ING| 370 | 13 | 357 56 2 54 314 11 303 | 85% | 85%
MGT OVERHEAD 64 19 45 32 110 | 22 32 9 23 | 47% | 51%
COM & COMPUTER | 498 | 232 | 266 75 1351 40 423 197 | 226 | 85% | 85%
MEDICAL 232 | 168 | 64 116 | 84 | 32 116 84 32 | 50% | 50%
TOTAL 157241 3259(12465) 382 | 2307 | 217 {2090| 13035 3042 | 9993 | 93% | 83% 3 0
BOS (ANG/AFRES) 0 0 0 0 0 0 165 10 155 |#HHHHE | HHEHAE
BOS (OTHER) 0 0 0 0 0 0 1091 { 269 | 822 |#HHHHE|IHHEHE
BOS (TOTAL) 23121734 | 1578 0 1056 {455 | 601 | 1256 | 279 | 977
FINAL TOTAL 180361 3993{14043] 382 | 3363 | 672 [ 2691]| 14291 3321 [10970| 83% | 80%

-ONLY THOSE ORGANIZATIONS WITH MORE THAN 25 PERSONNEL AUTHORIZATIONS (MIL OR CiV) ARE LISTED
-BOS FACTOR OF 18% WAS APPLIED TO REALIGNING ANG/AFRES PERSONNEL
-BOS FACTOR OF 9% WAS APPLIED TO OTHER REALIGNING PERSONNEL

6/9/95




HILL AIR FORCE BASE
TENANT RELOCATION/ELIMINATION DATA

FORCE|TOTAL{ MiL | civ | TOTAL| miL | civ | ML | cv ML | MVG
NON-ALC TOTAL| MIL | civ |STRUC| PERS |PERS| PERS| PERS | PERS | PERS |RELGD|RELGD|  RCVG RCVG CON |COSTS| COMMENTS
TENANT PERS | PERs | PERS [REDUC| ELIM | ELIM| ELIM| RELGD | RELGD|RELGD] % % BASE #1 BASE#2 | (SM) | (SM)
DLA - DISTRIBUTION| 558 1 557 | 261 138 1 137 | 189 0 159 | 0% | 54%
DLA - DRMO 62 0 62 22 0 22 40 0 40 \(#HHBAHE 65% | COL SPGS NELLIS
DEF COMM AGCY 73 9 64 73 9 64 0 0 0 0% 0%
DFAS 153 8 145 0 0 0 153 8 145 [ 100%| 100% | SAN BERN
DISA 255 | 53 | 202 255 | 53 [ 202 0 0| 0 | 0% | 0%
AF AUDIT AGENCY 29 0 29 29 0 29 0 0 0 |#HHER 0%
388TH FW 1861 | 1654 | 207 0 0 0 1861 | 1654 | 207 | 100%|100%| CANNON SHAW
419THFW 264 7 257 0 0 0 264 7 257 1100% ] 100%
372ND RECRUITGP | 45 42 3 0 0 0 45 42 3 ]100%{100%
TOOELE DEP RAIL 48 0 48 0 0] 0 48 0 48 |#HHHHE 100%
CORPS OF ENG 25 1 24 0 0 0 25 1 24 1100%]100%
545TH TEST GP 61 22 39 0 0 0 61 22 39 |[100% | 100%
729TH AIRCONT SQ| 243 | 226 | 17 0 0 0 243 226 17 |100%(100%| CANNON
FMS 763 10 | 753 0 0 0 763 10 753 1100% | 100%
MAINTENANCE 4557 | 352 | 4205 684 | 53 | 631 | 3873 | 299 | 3574 | 85% | 85%
MATERIEL MGT 998 | 209 | 789 149 | 31 | 118 | 849 178 | 671 | 85% | 85%
CENTRAL CONT'ING| 161 11 150 24 2 22 137 9 128 | 82% | 85%
MGT OVERHEAD 63 19 44 32 10 ] 22 31 9 22 | 47% | 50%
COM & COMPUTER | 182 | 103 | 79 27 15 12 1556 88 67 | 85% | 85%
MEDICAL 413 | 310} 103 207 [ 1551 52 206 155 51 50% | 50%
TOTAL 10814| 3037|7777 261 | 1640 | 329 | 1311| 8913 | 2708 | 6205 | 89% | 83%
BOS (R&A) 2108 | 959 { 1149 1306 ) 715 | 591 | 802 244 | 558
FINAL TOTAL 1292213996 89261 261 | 2946 [1044| 1902 9715 | 2952 | 6763 | 74% | 78%

-ONLY THOSE ORGANIZATIONS WITH MORE THAN 25 PERSONNEL AUTHORIZATONS (MIL OR CiV) ARE LISTED
-BOS FACTOR OF 9% WAS APPLIED TO REALIGNING PERSONNEL 6/9/95




|

TINKER AII( JRCE BASE
TENANT RELOCATION/ELIMINATION DATA

FORCE|TOTAL| MIL | civ | TOTAL| ML | civ | miL | civ MIL | MVG
NON-ALC TOTAL| MiL | civ |STRUC| PERS |PERS| PERS | PERS | PERS | PERS |RELGD|RELGD| RcvG RCVG CON |COSTS| COMMENTS
TENANT PERS | PERS | PERS |REDUC| ELIM |ELIM| ELIM | RELGD | RELGD|RELGD| % % BASE#1 | BASE#2 | ($M) | ($M)
DLA - DISTRIBUTION| 949 1 948 | 334 | 285 1 284 | 330 0 330 | 0% | 54%
DLA - DRMO 53 0 53 21 0 21 32 0 32 |HHEHE] 60% FT SILL
DEF COMM AGCY 125 12 | 113 125 1 12 | 113 0 0 0 0% 0%
DFAS 147 12 135 0 0 0 147 12 135 | 100% ] 100% | STAY-OKC
DISA 235 16 | 219 235 | 16 | 219 0 0 0 0% | 0%
DET 440 0 29 0 0 0 29 0 29 |#HABHEE] 100%
NAVY TACANC 1180 11165 21 ¥] O v 1186 | 1165 | 21 |100%|1U0%| Base X
3RD COMBAT COMM|} 778 | 767 11 0 0 0 778 767 11 1100%] 100% bM 22
552ND ACW 1452 1 1368 84 0 0 0 1452 | 1368 | 84 |100%|100%| BEALE 401*
752ND COM SYS SQ| 146 | 1331 13 0 0 0 146 133 13 [100%| 100%
8TH ACCS 86 85 1 0 0 0 86 85 1 100% | 100%
963RD ACWS 640 | 638 2 0 0 0 640 638 2 1100%}100%| BEALE *
964TH ACWS 625 | 622 3 0 0 0 625 622 3 |100%]|100%| BEALE *
965TH ACWS 625 | 622 3 0 0 0 625 622 3 1100%]100%| BEALE *
966TH ACWS 288 | 285 3 0 0 0 288 285 3 [100%]100%| BEALE *
349TH RECRUIT SQ | 25 22 3 0 0 0 25 22 3 |100%} 100%
DET 413/373RD TNSQj} 45 44 1 0 0 0 45 44 1 100% | 100%
507TH ARG 158 0 1568 0 0 0 158 0 168 |#HHHHE 100%
DET 7, GLOBALWX | 38 35 3 0 0 0 38 35 3 1100%} 100%
465TH ARS 67 0 67 0 0 0 67 0 67 |#HHHE 100%| MARCH
FMS 414 2 412 0 0 0 414 2 412 | 100%| 100%
MAINTENANCE 6119 | 162 | 5957 918 | 24 | 894 | 5201 { 138 | 5063 ] 85% | 85%
MATERIEL MGT 1780 | 95 | 1685 267 | 14 | 253 | 1513 81 1432 | 85% | 85%
CENTRAL CONT'ING} 235 | 12 | 223 35 2 33 200 10 190 | 83% | 85%
MGT OVERHEAD 75 9 66 37 4 33 38 5 33 | 56% | 50%
COM & COMPUTER | 282 { 192 | 90 43 | 29| 14 239 163 76 | 85% | 84%
MEDICAL 624 | 491 | 133 312 {245 67 312 246 66 | 50% | 50%
TOTAL 172261 6790{10436| 334 | 2278 | 347 {1931| 14614 | 6443 | 8171 | 95% | 81% 22
BOS (R&A) 2203 | 859 | 1344 888 [279] 609 | 1315 | 580 | 735
FINAL TOTAL 194297649 11780] 334 | 3166 | 626 | 2540] 15929 | 7023 | 8306 | 92% | 78% 22

-ONLY THOSE ORGANIZATIONS WITH MORE THAN 25 PERSONNEL AUTHORIZATIONS ARE LISTED
-BOS FACTOR OF 9% WAS APPLIED TO REALIGNING PERSONNEL

6/9/95
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ROBINS AIR FORCE BASE
TENANT RELOCATION/ELIMINATION DATA

FORCE|{TOTAL| MIL | cIv | TOTAL| ML | cv | miL | civ ML | MVG
NON-ALC TOTAL{ MIL | CIV [STRUC| PERS [PERS| PERS| PERS | PERS | PERS |RELGD|RELGD RCVG RCVG CON | COSTS| COMMENTS
TENANT PERS | PERS | PERS [REDUC| ELIM {EUM| ELIM | RELGD | RELGD|RELGD| % % BASE #1 BASE#2 | ($M) | ($M)

DLA - DISTRIBUTION| 821 4 817 | 181 | 298 | 4 | 294 | 342 0 342 | 0% | 54%

DLA - DRMO 52 0 52 47 0 47 5 0 5 |#HHEAE] 10% | FT BENNING
DEF COMM AGCY 74 12 62 74 12 1 82 0 0 H G% § %
DFAS 130 | 17 | 113 0 0 0 130 17 113 1100%{ 100%| SANBERN | DAYTON
DISA 198 | 28 | 170 198 | 28 | 170 0 0 0% 0%
AF AUDIT AGENCY | 29 0 29 29 0 29 0 0 0 (#HFEHE 0%
5TH COMBAT COMM|{ 741 | 683 | 58 0 0 0 741 683 58 |100%| 100% SHAW
HQ AFRES 937 | 434 | 503 0 0 0 937 | 434 | 503 |100%|100%| DOBBINS
19TH ARW 898 | 8281 70 0 0| O 898 828 70 | 100% | 100% {CHARLESTON

9TH SPACE WNG SQ| 84 80 4 84 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 0%

FAA 38 0 38 0 0 0 38 0 38 |#HHHH 100% LOCAL

JOINT STARS 996 | 895 | 101 0 0 0 996 895 | 101 {100% | 100% BEALE

FMS 523 9 514 0 0 0 523 9 514 | 100% | #HHHH
MAINTENANCE 5827 | 195 | 5632 874 | 29 | 845 | 4953 | 166 | 4787 | 85% | 85%
MATERIEL MGT 1680 | 127 | 1553 2562 | 19 | 233 | 1428 | 108 | 1320 | 85% | 85%
CENTRAL CONT'ING| 219 | 11 | 208 33 2 31 186 9 177 | 82% | 85%
MGT OVERHEAD 59 10 49 29 5 24 30 5 25 | 50% | 51%
COM & COMPUTER | 152 | 107 | 45 23 16 7 129 91 38 | 85% | 84%
MEDICAL 450 | 341 | 109 225 | 170 55 225 171 54 | 50% | 50%
TOTAL 13908 3781{10127{ 265 | 20822851797 11561 | 3416 | 8145 | 90% | 83%
BOS (R&A) 2280 | 807 { 1473 1243 1 500 1 807 | 1037 { 307 | 730

FINAL TOTAL 1618814588 (11600 265 | 3325 | 785 | 2604 | 12598 | 3723 | 8875 81% | 78%

-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 FAA

6/9/95
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Commandant 2100 Second St., S.W.

U. S. Coast Guard Washington, DC 205830001
Staff Symbol:  o-cpp
Phone: (202) 267-235%

U.S. Department
of Transportation

Unlted States
Coast Guard

Honorable Alan Dixon [}B m E F
Chairman, Defense Base Closure .
and Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street
Suite 1425

Arlington, VA 22209
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

Wjuus
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IMPACT OF DOD FACILITY CLOSURES/REALIGNMENTS.

DOD
INSTALLATION AFFECTED CG UNITS
NAVAL AIR FACILITY ADAK,

AL (Closure)

LORAN STATION (LORSTA) ATTU
AIR STATION (AIRSTA) KODIAK
ADAK LORAN MONITOR
COMMUNICATION STATION KODIAK

CHARLES MELVIN PRICE
SUPPORT CENTER, 1L
(Closure)

NAVAL ENGINEERING SUPPORT
UNIT (NESU) ST. LOUIS
ELECTRONICS MAINTENANCE
DETACHMENT (EMD) ST. LOUIS

MARINE SAFETY OFFICE (MSO)
ST. LOUIS

0y

IMPACT

Closure of this facility will have a major
impact on CG operations in the North
Pacific. Loss of use of this facility

will impair our ability to perform

maritime law enforcement and safety and
security missions. Adak currently provides
both cutter and aircraft support 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. 1Its closure will terminate
the Inter-service Support Agreement (ISSA).
Other support alternatives are being
investigated.

NESU & EMD St. Louis are existing tenants

of this facility. MSO St. Louis currently
maintains their small boats and pollution
responses equipment in a building at the
Support Center. A planning proposal for a
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
at Granite City will remain active, providing

br 01 c6/1¢/S0
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DOD

INSTALLATION AFFECTED CG UNITS
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IMPACT -
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CHARLES MELVIN PRICE
SUPPORT CENTER
cont.

SELFRIDGE ARMY GARRISON, AIRSTA DETROIT
MI GROUP/BASE DETROIT
(Closure) MSO DETROIT
STATION BELLE ISLAND
STATION PORT HURON
STATION ST.

DETROIT

CG CUTTER (CGC) BRISTOL BAY

CLAIR SHORES
AIDS TO NAVIGATION TEAM (ANT)

commissary/exchange services to CG personnel.
CG Auxiliary would be directly impacted by
closure of this facility. The Support Center
houses the Auxiliary's National Supply Center
(ANSC). The ANSC is the storage and
distribution center for Auxiliary pubs, awards,
member course, etc. The ANSC is operated under
contract, with CG managing the contract and
overseeing operations. The Auxiliary may be
forced to lease the same space, most likely at
an increased cost, or move the liocatiun,
requiring transportation of inventory and
development of a new contract. The CG District
2 armory is currently in shared Army space. A
new armory is included within the scope of the
new Base St. Louis design. There may be an
opportunity for future consolidation of the
NESU, EMD, and MSO at the new base site.

Airsta Detroit is a tenant command of this
facility. It is unlikely that the Airsta

will have to relocate as the airfield property
is under the custody of the Michigan Air
National Guard (ANG). Operational services are
supported by an ISSA between the Air Station
and Michigan ANG. With a total closure of
this base, CG may lose commissary, exchange,
medical, and child care services. Fire
fighting services and Airfield Crash

and Rescue are 50% funded by the Army and

50% by the 127th Fighter Wing of Michigan ANG.
If the ANG is unable to absorb 100%

funding, a significant cutback in the airfield
support could occur or CG might have to provide
additional funds to continue support of this
service. CG occupies 116 of 745 Army housing
units. The Army has no plans to continue

to run this housing. Closure could mean
expanding our leased housing for eligible
members.

pr:0T  ¢6/1¢/S0°
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DOD
INSTALLATION AFFECTED CG UNITS

SENECA ARMY DEPOT, NY LORSTA SENECA
(Closure)

NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MA SOUTH WEYMOUTH BUQY DEPOT
(Closure) STATION SCITUATE
CG DISTRICT 1

(

IMPACT

Staffing at LORSTA Seneca is programmed to
decrease from 20 personnel to 4 with the
completion of a LORAN consolidated control
project 7/97. The nature of LORAN operations
makes movement of the LORAN facility

impossible and the option to acquire the
property has been explored locally. The effect
of closure of Seneca housing, 32 units, would
minimally impact the CG. Additional minor
concearns include tha tranafer af IORSTA water
and sewer currently provided by Seneca Army
Depot, to Seneca County. The Army also manages
a profitable MWR recreational travel camp, used
by Active Duty Military and retirees as
vacation cottages. The depot also provides
telephone services to LORSTA Seneca.

South Weymouth Buoy Depot is a tenant command
of this facility. The CG does not own or
lease, just has use of the site. The ISSA with
the Navy states that an additional 6 acres
could be made available to the CG if the NAS
ever closed. The NAS Fire Department provides
protection and safety inspections for the
Depot. We may be able to rely on the local
Fire Department to provide protection services.
We currently lease 50 housing units from the
Navy for CG families in the Boston area. The
housing is poor and considered to be a
maintenance burden; however, other housing
options are limited. The NAS housing

may be unnecessary for Boston-area members;
District 1 needs to address this in the future.
The Navy exchange may close; may be feasible
for CG Exchange System to take over if a CG
presence remains. The CG may see a significant
decrease in the established ISSA with the Navy
at Airsta Cape Cod. The CG provides the Navy
use of 95 units of housing at Cape Cod.

cg/1€/7C0
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DOD

INSTALLATION

NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MA
cont.

NAS CORPUS CHRISTI, TX
(Realignment)

JMCCLELLAN AFB, CA

<

-

AFFECTED CG UNITS

AIRSTA CORPUS CHRISTI

vC

AIRSTA SACRAMENTO

(

The NAS South Weymouth closure may reduce the
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. D1l field
operations will be impacted to a limited degree
1f the NAS closes: D1l 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
AMIO operations.

IMPACT

AIRSTA Corpus Christi is a tenant command of
this facility. The Navy may desire to relocate
several tenants to maximize space utilization.
At one time, NAS expressed an intent to.use 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.

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 .
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

9T1:0T cg/1¢/¢0
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DOD

INSTALLATION AFFECTED CG UNITS

NAS POINT MUGU, CA CG DISTRICT 11

BAYONNE MILITARY OCEAN
TERMINAL, NJ

I ol N .
\vavusSuLe )

FORT DIX, NJ

ATLANTIC STRIKE TEAM
(Realignment)

¢
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IMPACT
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local radio transceivers and antennae installed
in the Air Force hangar, such as VHF and HF.

The CG has a National Distress System VHF-FM
High Level Site at Point Mugu. The Navy
provides the control circuits, power and
emergency power to the site.

This site is being considered as a proposed
Closure of this faéili%y will probably make ‘
Army barracks unavailable for CG cutters
tentatively planned to homeport there as
part of the Streamlining proposals.

Atlantic Strike Team is a tenant command
of this facility. FY95 AC&I project to
construct equipment facility with construction

award anticipated 3/30/95. No impact
anticipated.

-
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EGLIN AFB, FL
(Realignment)

NSWC CRANE DIVISION
DETACHMENT, KY
(Closure)

NUWC NEWPORT DIVISION
NEW LONDON DETACHMENT
NEW LONDON, CT
(Closure)

NAVAL COMMAND, CONTROL
AND OCEAN SURVEILLANCE
CENTER, IN-SERVICE
ENGINEERING CENTER
EAST COAST DETACHMENT,
NORFOLK, VA
(Realignment)

FORT HAMILTON, NY
(Realignment)

LORAN MONITORING SITE
STA DESTIN

FT WALTON NATIONAL DISTRESS

SYSTEM
CAPE SAN BLAS NATIONAL
DISTRESS SYSTEM

CGYD
MLCLANT
MLCPAC

CGC EAGLE
CGC REDWOOD
STA NEW LONDON

G-T
MLCLANT
MLCPAC

STA Destin, FT Walton NDS, Cape San Blas NDS
all located on Army property but managed by
Eglin (utilities, tower, equipment hut, etc)
Impact unknown.

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 £ill 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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DOD
INSTALLATION AFFECTED CG UNITS IMPACT -
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 CGDl1l1l 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
Advisory Team houses our vVessel of 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.

MCCLELLAN AFB, /c.m/ W McClellan is
(Realignmept’) . 29 CG famili

- Ce P‘cJ\mAS ‘Ti housing.

v ¢ \('.\\OJ’\

provided by the Air Forde contirfues.
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EAST FORT BAKER CA
(Closure)

STA GOLDEN GATE

RIO VISTA ARMY RESERVE
(Closure)

STA RIO VISTA

ERAL AIRFIEL AIRSTA SACRAMENTO

(Claosura)

NAVAL COMMAND, CONTROL G-T
AND OCEAN SURVEILLANCE MLCLANT
CENTER, IN-SERVICE MLCPAC

ENGINEERING WEST COAST

DIVISION, SAN DIEGO, CA
(Closure)

w‘”’w“

(Realignment-)-

‘ROBINS AFB, GA ™\ )(ﬁ\ls AR&SC ELIZABETH CITY

the L %Lsyﬁ;

™ O e T

KELLY AFB, TX AR&SC ELIZABETH CITY

,w”(Reallgnment)
oV

+

: HILL AFB,. UT (Realignment) AR&SC ELIZABETH CITY

“AVIATION TROOP COMMAND, MO (Closure)

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.

AR&SC 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.

AR&SC 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
AR&SC. They do depot level preventive
maintenance on our C-130's and H60s.
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NAVAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS
SUPPORT OFFICE,
CHESAPEAKE, VA
(Closure)

NAVAL SEA SYSTEM COMMAND, G-0ODO
wlial

ARLINGTON, VA
BROOKS AFB, T ;*(' GRU GALVESTON

{Realignment)
(Closure)— v} GRU CORPUS CHRISTI
,ﬁl AIRSTA CORPUS CHRISTI

HERGSTROM AFB,
(Closure) _

DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION
DEPOT RED RIVER, TX
(Closure)

GRU GALVESTON
GRU CORPUS CHRISTI
AIRSTA CORPUS CHRISTI

GRU GALVESTON
GRU CORPUS CHRISTI
AIRSTA CORPUS CHRISTI

RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT, TX
(Closure)

GRU GALVESTON
GRU CORPUS CHRISTI
AIRSTA CORPUS CHRISTI

NAS BARBERS POINT, HI

CGAS BARBERS POINT
(Change to previous BRAC)

This facility provides In-Service Engineering
Agent (ISEA) services for the Microcomputer
Organizational Maintenance Management Systems.
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.

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
CGDS8.

Loss of commissary/exchange facilities will

impact active duty and reserve personnel in
CGD8.

Loss of support services will impact reserve
personnel in CGDS8.

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
(Realignment)

SHIP REPAIR FACTI.TTV,
GUAM (Closure)

NAVAL ACTIVITIES GUAM
(Realignment)

AFFECTED CG UNITS

LORSTA TOK

MADODY
oA aANU AN

MSO GUAM
CGC BASSWOOD
CGC GALVESTON ISLAND

MARSEC

MSO GUAM

CGC GALVESTON ISLAND
CGC BASSWOOD

IMPACT

LORSTA Tok personnel use the commissary and '
exchange at Ft Greely. Ft Greely closure
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.

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. 1ISSA'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 are 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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INSTALLATION AFFECTED CG UNITS IMPACT

GREATER PITTSBURGH IAP
AIR RESERVE STATION, PA
(Closure)

MSQ PITTSBURGH

SPACE AND NAVAL WARFARE
SYSTEMS COMMAND
ARLINGTON, VA
(Change to previous RRAC)

FITZSIMONS ARMY MEDICAL
CENTER, CO
(Closure)

FORT BUCHANAN, PR

CG BASE SAN JUAN
(Realignment)

NAVAL AIR STATION PACAREA
ALAMEDA, CA

(Change to previous BRAC)

OAKLAND ARMY BASE, CA CG PACIFIC AREA

______———_’———__f_____~________________________-—————————-——"————‘_____———————’————_g__;

Closure of this facility will impact Reserve
personnel who stay at this facility when
drilling. Costs of Reserve drills will
escalate in the Pittsburgh area because of
high costs associated with temporary lodging.

Relocation of this command to San Diego will
make it difficult to participate in Navy
electronin systems programs aifecting CG, e.g.
Defense Message System, high speed fleet
broadcast, NTCS-A/JMCIS, NAVMAC-II.

Primary impact on health care services

will be the relocation of the Optical
Fabrication Laboratory to Ft Sam Houston,

TX. This laboratory provides military eyeware
support to CG personnel west of the
Mississippi River. Loss of service may

only be temporary during transfer to Texas.

Closure of the family housing units and
conversion to a primary reserve unit will
affect health care provided by the Army clinic
primarily for CG dependents.

PACAREA (Pi) presently picks up Defense Courier
Service material at NAS Alameda. A new
delivery system will need to be developed

to take care of delivery of classified

material in a timely manner. PACAREA (Pi)
provides over the counter Sensitive
Compartmented Information traffic service to
local Navy ships and CG units. When NAS
closes, PACAREA anticipates losing the assigned

Navy billets that assist the staffing for this
service.

Anticipate telephone circuit (secure and non-
secure impacts.
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Capacity Analysis
Small Aircraft

e 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 smialil aircraft bases.

e Air Force did not recommend any small aircraft bases for closure.

e [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.”]

o 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.

e When taking force structure requirements into consideration, Commission staff
calculated Air Force has an excess of 2.3 small aircraft bases.

DRAFT
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Large Aircraft
Capacity Analysis

Air Force determined an excess of approximately 3-4 large aircraft bases
e 1-2 Bomber bases
e 2 Mobility bases
e 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
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Capacity Analysis

Large Aircraft

e Air Force calculated 4 active duty large aircraft bases
e After considering force structure requirements, concluded excess of 2-3 large

- e .

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.

e 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
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Capacity Analysis
Large Aircraft

e 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.

e 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.
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.

Y L
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Capacity Analysis
Large Aircraft

e 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.
e Air Force recommended closing the flying operations at Malmstrom AFB, but relocated the aircraft to
MacDill AFB thus not reducing any excess capacity.
e Air Force did not consider MacDill AFB for capacity analysis purposes.

e 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.
e Minot AFB, Ellsworth AFB, Malmstrom AFB, and McClellan AFB are operating at less than 50%
capacity (flying operations only).
e 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.

e 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.

e When taking force structure requirements into consideration, Commission staff calculated Air Force has
an excess of 2.3 small aircraft bases.

DRAFT
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Capacity Analysis
Small Aircraft

e 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.
e Air Force did not recommend any small aircraft bases for closure.

e 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.

e When taking force structure requirements into consideration, Commission staff calculated Air Force has
an excess of 2.3 small aircraft bases.

Large Aircraft

e 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.

e 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.

e Minot AFB, Ellsworth AFB, Malmstrom AFB, and McClellan AFB are operating at less than 50%
capacity (flying operations only).

e 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.

e 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
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Capacity Analysis

Small Aircraft

Air Force -- excess of 1-2 small aircraft bases
Did not recommend any small aircraft bases for closure
e 1AW 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
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Large Aircraft
Capacity Analysis

Air Force -- excess of 2-3 large aircraft bases
e Did not include MacDill AFB

* Kecommending closing the flying operations at 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
e Included MacDill and airfields associated with air logistic centers

DRAFT
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Large Aircraft
Capacity Analysis

o 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.

e Air Force recommended closing the flying operations at Malmstrom AFB, but
relocated the aircraft to MacDill AFB thus not reducing any excess capacity.

o Air Force did not consider MacDill AFB for capacity analysis purposes.
o Air Force capacity analysis for large aircraft included the airfields associated
with air logistic centers/depots.

e Commission staff calculated the Air Force has excess capacity (ramp space) for 8

large aircraft bases.
e Commission staff included MacDill AFB for capacity analysis purposes.

e Minot AFB, Ellsworth AFB, Malmstrom AFB, and McClellan AFB are operating
at less than 50% capacity (flying operations only).

e 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
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Active Duty

Air National Guard
Air Force Reserve
Back Up Inventory

Total

(

C-5 Fleet

70
28
12
16

126




Air Logistic Center Comparison

e DoD Analysis
e Method
e Results
e Joint Cross Service Group Analysis
e Method
e Results
e Commission Staff Analysis
e Merits of Measure
o Weighting
e Results




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

|

Scenarios
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Capacity

Does the Air Force have excess capacity, and if so how much?
e Definition(s)
e Direct Labor Hours
o Infrastructure
e Work Stations (current and former)
¢ In terms of how many depots




¢

Air Force Air Logistic Centers

Capacity
e Does the Air Force have excess capacity?
e Ifso, how much?

Downsizing versus Closing
e [s the DoD recommendation to downsize viable?
e Or is closing an air logistic center(s) a better option?

Air Logistic Center Comparison
e [f closing an air logistic center is the better option, which one(s)

Scenarios




Background Paper
on
Ellsworth AFB and Scott AFB

Objective

To present Commissioner Davis with information on Ellsworth AFB and Scott AFB.

Background

e Air Force has excess capacity of 2-3 large aircraft bases (Using 97/4 force structure)
e Air Force closing flying ops at Malmstrom, but re-opening MacDill

e Grand Forks, Ellsworth, and Scott are Tier III bases

e 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)

e 97/4 projected force structure is 12 B-1s and 5 T-38s (PAA)

e Air Force intends to keep 95 B-1s TAI (68 PAA/BAA/test and 27 reconstitution)

e Air Force intends to buy back reconstitution B-1s after they are modified with conventional
enhancements

o 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: $51.3M)

e 97/4 projected force structure is 11 C-9s and 8 C-21s (PAA)

e Home of USTRANSCOM, AMC, Air Force Command, Control, Communications and
Computer Agency, Air Weather Service, and Defense Information Technology Contracting
Office

e Local community and Air Force are developing joint use airfield 7000 feet east Scott main
runway

e 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




Minutes/Capacity Analysis
WY  BCEG Minutes

Book 1
Tab 3 -- Cap Analysis Overview
Tab 4 -- JICSG 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 95/4. Air Staff adjusted the
v capacity analysis to FY 97/4. Air Straff used FY 96 POM data. Flying training bases
used FY 01/4 (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 II weights -- air quality - 40%
Criterion Hierarchy??
Tab 10
Criterion I weighting as of 8/30/94
Tab 4
AF Labs
Tab 6
Small acft force structure realignment assumptions
Tab 7 -- T&E
Tab 8 -- Color Scoring
Tab 9 -- Depot analysis
w Tab 10 -- depot brief and vote
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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 --

amonst others; also, both Canon and Hollman

Tab 21 -- large and small aircraft scenario briefs (Nov 16)

Tab 23 -- Concern about having all the B-1s on a single installation

Tab 24 -- SECAF did not like scenarios for small bases and stopped the review
Discussion on placing some B-1s into the ANG
Ellsworth as a closure

Book III

Tab 12 -- Griffiss/Ft 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 Minot/Kirtland realignment/485th 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 31 -- 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
Tab 5 capan --errors and exceptions
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION

SUMMARY SHEET

WARNER ROBINS AIR FORCE BASE

INSTALLATION MISSION

Warner Robins Air Logistics Center -

- Provides support to F-15, C-141, C-130 aircraft, and accomplishes most helicopter depot
level maintenance

- 78th Air Base Wing
Headquarters, United States Air Force Reserve
19th Air Refueling Wing (AMC) Com
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

Surveillance and Target Attack Radar System (JSTARS). The resulting manpower
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-15A/B 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 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
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:

e One-Time Cost: $ 183  million
o Net (Costs) and Savings During Implementation: $ 138.7 million
e Annual Recurring Savings: $ 89 million
e Break-Even Year: 2 year

e Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $ 9912 million

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES
CONTRACTORS)

Militarv Civilian Students
Baseline
Reductions -8 -526
Realignments
Total

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS)

Out In Net Gain (Loss)
Recommendation Military Civilian Militarv  Civilian Military  Civilian
2

DRAFT
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TOTAL -8 -1168
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS
e Volatile organic compounds, paint strippers, paints, solvents, phosohoric and chromic acids,

oils cyanide and carbon remover used on base.
e Robins placed on National Priority List in 1987

REPRESENTATION
Governor: Zell Miller
Senators: Sam Nunn, Paul Coverdale
Representative: Saxby Chambliss
ECONOMIC IMPACT
e Potential Employment Loss: 1168 jobs (534 direct and 634 indirect)
e [Economic Area] Job Base: 157,770 jobs
e Percentage: .7 percent decrease
e Cumulative Economic Impact (1996-2001): .7 percent decrease
MILITARY ISSUES

e no apparent military issues

COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES

The Community has not expressed an opinion of the downsizing of Warner Robins ALC.

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS

e Warner Robins does approximately 30 % of the airframe work and 34% of the air craft
component work for the Air Force

e The Air Force rated Wamner Robins AFB in tier 2 (middle ranking) and rated the depot
activities in tier 1 (highest ranking).

Reese/Cross Service Team/03/20/95 10:39 AM

W)
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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 F/A-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:

e Realign Hill Air Force Base. Disestablish test range activity at Utah Test and Training
Range. Transfer some armament/weapons 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).

e 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
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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:

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.

8/31/95
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COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD

Test Ran nl

e one-time Cost: $ 32  million
e Net (Costs) and Savings During Implementation: $ 62.4  million
e Annual Recurring Savings: $ 124  million
e Break-Even Year: (2 years)

e Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $ 1799 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:

e One-Time Cost: $ 183.0 million
e Net Savings During Implementation $ 138.7 million
e Annual Recurring Savings: $ 89.0 million
¢ Break-Even Year 2 years

e Net Present Value Over 20 years $ 991.2 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:

e One-Time Cost: $ 41,917
e Net Costs During Implementation: $ 38,798
e Annual Recurring Costs $ 426
e Break-Even Year: Never
e Net Present Value Over 20 years (Costs): $ 46,726
8/31/95
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Cost Savings for Commission Alternative:

The following data were extracted from the Air Force’s level playing field COBRA:

e One Time Cost $1,418 million
e Net Costs During Implementation $1,305 million
e Annual Recuuring Savings $71.7 million
e Break-Even Year $2030 (29 years)
o 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 8691 0

(ALC) 134 4473 0
Reductions (Test Range) 35 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 Report 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 11, 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

o Hill Air Force Base is on the National Priority List. The base is also located in an area of non
attainment for air quality.

8/31/95
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REPRESENTATION

Senators: Orrin G. Hatch
Robert F. Bennett

Representative: James V. Hansen
Enid Waldholtz
Governor: Michael O. Leavitt

MILITARY ISSUES

e None at this time

ECONOMIC IMPACT

e 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.

e Tooele MSA Job Base: 13,191 jobs
Percentage: 1.3 percent decrease
Cumulative Economic Impact: 36.6 percent decrease

COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES

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:

e 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: (1) automatic test equipment software, (2) sheet metal repair and manufacturing,
(3) Composites and plastics, (4) tubing, (5) machine manufacturing, (6) and
hydraulics/pneumatics.

e Relocate the following activities to Kelly Air Force Base: (1) 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

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 Force 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.

Air Force-wide ALC savings for the downsize in place strategy are:

e One-Time Cost: $ 183.0 million
e Net (Costs) and Savings During Implementation: $ 138.7 million
e Annual Recurring Savings: $ 89.0 million
e Break-Even Year: 2000 ( 2 years)

e 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:

e One-Time Cost: $ 29.7 million
e Net Savings During Implementation: $ 524 million
e Annual Recurring Savings: $ 223 million
e 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:

e One-Time Cost: $ 31.1 million

e Net Savings During Implementation: $ 42.0 million

¢ Annual Recurring Savings: $ 209 million

e Break-Even Year: 2000 (2 years)

e Net Present Value Over 20 Years $ 2425 million
2
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MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS

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 recommendations:

Military Civilian
Baseline (AFB) 4,220 12,678
1 March recommendation
Reductions(ALC) 10 458
Realignments 0 0
11 April update
Reductions(ALC) 9 437
Realignments 0 0
Gains
from Kirtland and Brooks 408 368

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 future missions.... and (there will be) no impact on the endangered species which rely on
(this water supply).

REPRESENTATION

Senators: Phil Gramm

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

3
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MILITARY ISSUES

e None at this time

COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES

e 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.

Reese/Cross ServiceTeam/08/31/95 10:04 AM
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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,
F/EF-111, F-117, 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/mechanical 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 (10) 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
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 Savings 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: $ 183.0 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 $ 991.2 million
2
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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
the Sacramento center are:

e One-Time Cost: $ 41,680
e Net Costs During Implementation: $ 41,680
e Annual Recurring Costs $ 253
e Break-Even Year: Never

e 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 85 253 0
Total 0 0 0

NOTE: The Secretary’s March 1, 1995 Base Closure and Realignment 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 118 positions under the downsize in place
option, primarily because consolidation of foundry at Sacramento was no longer considered a
viable option.

On April 11, 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 118 civilian

personnel authorizations. Supporting documentation and COBRAs has not yet been forwarded
to the Commission.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

e 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
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REPRESENTATION
V Senators: Dianne Feinstein
Barbara Boxer
Representatives: Vic Fazio
Robert Matsui
Governor: Pete Wilson
MILITARY ISSUES

o None at this time
ECONOMIC IMPACT

e Potential Employment Gain (original BRAC recommendation) :134 civilians, 245 military
e 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
U e Cumulative Economic Impact: 3.9% decrease

COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES

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-135 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.

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:

e One-Time Cost: $183.0 million
e Net (Costs) Savings During Implementation: $138.7 million
e Annual Recurring Savings: $ 89.0 million
o Break-Even Year: 2 years

1
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Net Present Value Over 20 Years:
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 (11 April version):

One-Time Cost:

Net (Costs) Savings During Implementation:
Annual Recurring Savings:

Break-Even Year:

Net Present Value Over 20 Years:

$ 991.2 million

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

$ 569.6 million

$ 24.1 million
$ 43.7 million
$ 19.6 million
1999 (1year)

$ 231.3 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 March recommendation

reduction 19

realignments 0
11 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

2
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to be needed to restore the base by the year 2023. Environmental impact from the ALC
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: 1,107 jobs (430 direct and 677

indirect)

¢ Oklahoma City Metropolitan Area Job Base: 582,865 jobs
o Percentage: 0.2 percent decrease
¢ Cumulative Economic Impact (1994-2001): 0.2 percent decrease
MILITARY ISSUES
None

COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES

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: (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-1B, 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.

Reese/Cross-Service Team/May 30, 1995/9:45 AM
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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,
71st Operations Group, 71st 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.

Sk
AMESW. SOINGAN
lonel, NSAF
Co er, 71st Flying Training Wing
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LEONARD C. LYLE, JR,, Col, USAF MILTON E. BRAKCH, JR., Col, USAF

Vice Commander, 71st Flying Training Wing 71st Operations Group Commander
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PETER U. SUTTON, Col, USAF ANDREW F. LOVE, Lt Col, USAF

71st Support Group Commander 71st Medical Group Commander
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DAVID D. KNIGHT, CMé’gt, USAF RONALD G. SHAMBLIN

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 build 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.

* People
* Equipment/Facilities
* Procedures/Policies

* Values
« Skills
» Leadership Opportunities

* Services/Facilities
* Personal Growth
B Opportunities
* Support Structure/Fraternity




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 Environmentaily Responsible

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

* 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 AFB’s 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.

Objective 1 - 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

Goal 3 - Be Safe, Efficient, and Effective.

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.

Objective 1 - 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.

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.
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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.
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MISSION OBJECTIVES

Goal 4 - Be Environmentally Responsible.

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.

QUALITY OF LIFE

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.

[ina Rce};'ch;‘x:_
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PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES

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.
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PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES

Goal 5 -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.
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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.
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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.
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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.

QUALITY
IMPROVEMENT IN DAILY

PROCESS
OPERATIONS
(TEAMS) (QIDO)

LEADERSHIP
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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
continue to do it better. The purpose of instituting QAF is to give us an
approach for continuous improvement and provide tools to measure the
effectiveness of our improvement efforts. This approach requires a
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 q’s 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 q’s, on track with our plans. We review our quality indicators to
ensure our little q’s 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 q’s into Big Q’s, 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.
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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.

SIX STEPS TO IMPLEMENTATION

6
ANALYZE THE ALLOCATE DEVELOP IMPLEMENT
“WHAT” PLAN OBJECTIVE RESOURCES TIMETABLE THE PLAN

OCT JAN MAR SEP OCT DEC JAN
95 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.
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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.

OPERATIONS

Step 4. Allocate resources. Senior leadership reviews the action plans, allocates 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.
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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 up the Air Force and Team Vance, a common set of core values
is an essential foundation for a successful team.

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.
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MISSION ANALYSIS

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: OPERATIONS

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.

Key Processes. The methods of fulfilling our measures of success are the hows, the specific
processes or things we do, to meet our customers’ 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.
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MISSION ANALYSIS

Environmental Scan. Our “environmental scan” identified three potential
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
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 FIS * TRICARE

* MWS Instructors * Community Relations

* Pre-PIT * Combined Club

* Contract Renewal/Changes * Dining Hall/Dorms

¢ Information Systems Upgrades * Military Housing

* MILCON Changes e 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 « USN/Joint Training

* Force Size Changes * National Health Care Initiatives
* AT-38 * Roles and Missions Review

* JPATS ¢ Funding Changes

* Civilian Force Changes * Banked Pilots

* Pilot Shortages/Overages
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.
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MISSION ANALYSIS

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.

OPERATIONS

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.
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MISSION ANALYSIS

Customers define quality. We must continually ask our customers what
they want, and how well our products and services serve their needs.

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.

External Customers They Require of Us We Require of Them
Replacement Training Units | Students trained to syllabus | Feedback on quality of our
(RTUs) requirements graduates
Allies We meet students’ national | Support our flying training

needs. Students trained to | program. Feedback on

syllabus as officer-pilots quality of our graduates
USAF Students trained as officer- | Feedback on quality of

pilots officer-pilots
Department of Defense Worldwide deployable Equipment, skills, and

(DoD)

mobility personnel

transportation

Students

Tools and training to
become officer-pilots

Be teachable. Demonstrate
the wing core values

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.
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MISSION ANALYSIS

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
communicate our requirements and expectations. Our plan is to
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.

External Suppliers They Require of Us We Require of Them

AETC We maintain the required Provide us means to train to
capability to train required capability

AFMPC We maintain the required Provide us quality trainees
capacity to train and personnel

Air National Guard/ Feedback on students’ Provide quality trainees

Air Force Reserves progress

Allies Feedback on students’ Provide quality trainees

rogress

MAJCOMs Provide for professional and | Provide quality instructors
personal development of
IPs

Northrop-Grumman Air Force define its Provide quality support
requirements ‘

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.
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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
wing. The vision statement provides perspective and focus for the wing. It
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.
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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 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:

Senior Executive Leadership.

Information and Analysis.

Strategic Quality Planning.

Human Resources Development and Management.
Management of Process Quality.

Quality of Operational Results.

Customer Focus and Satisfaction.

NoWVAE LN

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.
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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.
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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 Imm
quantifiable and measurable, and can be accomplished within specified time /™ \ forwsons

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.

@ Move to SUPT @ Safety
@ T-37/MC Rates
A Quality 9 T-38/MC Rates
® Air Force
@ Base Recycling

HAZPHEOTZ -

Upgrade “Wingows”

Landscaping and
Software

Groundskeeping

GOOD PERFORMANCE

-
Lot

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.
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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
operations, we periodically review the quality indicators that measure our
outputs. Second, to ensure our process improvement efforts are consistent
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 Q’s) -- 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.

31




ariaiis,

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
activities to the unit’s mission, vision, goals, and objectives. Group- and
squadron-level functional plans support the wing mission in two ways: they
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.

Functional Plans. Group and squadron functional plans serve two purposes: they focus unit
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.

32




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.
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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
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.
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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 II
AForms II is the latest version of the AForms program for IP training requirements. The
AForms II 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 II as soon as
possible after test cases are completed at Barksdale AFB and Tinker AFB.
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GROUP MISSION, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES

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
MAINTENANCE/REPAIR 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 (4 ASSETS, CRADLE TO GRAVE, INCLUDING PLANNING,
INSTALLATION, TRAINING, AND REPAIR
2.1. Install a computer training/procurement structure that provides for current/future 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, EDUCATION/
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.
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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.
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GROUP MISSION, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES

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.
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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
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.
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T1st 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
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