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March 27, 1995 

Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

As you are aware, Fort Chaffee, Arkansas was recommended for closure by the 
Secretary of Defense in his BRAC 95 submission. The recommendation was to ~ 1 ~ s . e  
Fort Chaffee "except" minimum essential buildings, and ranges fof Reserve Component 
(RC) training as an enclave." The recommendation further state "Fort Chaffee fanked 
last in military value when compared to other major training area installations. The 
Army will retain some ranges for use by the RC units stationed in the area. Annual 
training for Reserve Corrlponent units which now use Fort Chaffee can be conducted at 
other installations in the region, including Fort Polk, Fort Riley and Fort Sill. The Army 
intends to license requ~red land and facilities to the Army National Guard." 

If Fort Chaffee was the best location for the home of the newly established JRTC in 
1987, how can i t be the lowest in military value in 1995 with all the improvements made 
during JRTC era. The JFiTC continues to train the Army's elite walr fighting units. From 
FY 88-92 JRTC trained in excess of 110,000 soldiers from the finest combat units in the 
Army. Only in FY 90 did the number of soldiers training at Fort Chaffee decrease and 
that was because of Desert Storm. Coincidentally, the 82d ABN Div, first unit trained at 
JRTC, was the first unit deployed to Desert Storm. During the same time frame (FY 
88-92) an additional 182,000 Reserve Component soldiers trained at Fort Chaffee. 

One of the greatest lessons learned by the Army during the P'ersian Gulf War was 
that it could no longer operate as it had in the past. Specifically as three distinct Army's 
within the Army; the Active Component, the Reserves and National Guard. Congress, 
having observed the readiness rifts between these organizations, directed that the 
Army dedicate more of its active component resources to the support of the readiness 
effort of the other two. The result is what is referred to as the "Total Army" and is now 
proudly named "America's Army." The term "America's Army" is meant to be a 
seamless organization whose sole goal is to be able to rapidly project its entire military 
power anywhere In the world in defense of our national rnterest. To do this, the training 
requirements and resourc;es allocated to this effort must be equally seamless as no part 



of the force can function without the other. In response to laws passed by Congress, 
the Army has responded to this mandate in the form of an organization called the 
Regional Training Brigade. Fort Chaffee has been designated as the home of a 
significant portion of this brigade specifically to support Reserve units in this region. 
The recent decision to "close" Fort Chaffee is an indication that the leadership of the 
Army has failed to support its commitments with its resources t h e  proverbial "put your 
money where your mouth is." 

Even since the end of WWII, Fort Chaffee has been a military post where "America's 
Army" trained long before it became a fashionable phrase. The National Guard has 
used it in significant numbers every year of its existence, as has the Army Reserve. 
Active Component use, with the exception of the JRTC period, has been constant but to 
a lesser degree than the other two members of the triad. Sadly, it is one of the very few 
installations that can hor~estly say that no one member of the triacl has priority over the 
others. This should be a fundamental truth throughout "America's Army." 

If that Is the beauty of Fort Chaffee, an ~nstallation dedicated to all of America's 
Army, the 1995 SECDEF recommendation illustrates that it is equally the installations 
Achilles heel. As it shares its assets equally, there is no ons use who therefore claims 
it as its own and preserve it for the others. This, rememberir~y the ideals behind 
Amer~ca's Army, shouldn't be necessary, but the reality of the sitmation, as highlighted 
by the SECDEF decision for closure, reveals the painful truth behind the phrase. 

Incredibly, Fori Chaffee has historically been the respon!;ibility of the Active 
Component's Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC); a rr~ajor command with 
virtually no vested interest in its continued operation. TRADOC is the Army's 
schoolhouse. None of the missions assigned by DA to TMDOC ,are executed at Fort 
Chaffee. In fact, none of the 50,000 soldiers trained at Fort Chafifee in 1994 were for 
TRADOC missions. Fort Chaftee is by definition a major training area, whose primary 
purpose is to provide an environment for units of all components to train collectively on 
the war fighting skills. This is the mission of the Army's Forces Command or its 
subordinate U. S. Army Reserve Command. Unfortunately In years of declining 
resources, Forces Command was unwilling to add to Its list of responsibilities. 
Generally, this training population was 40% National Guard, 40% Reserves and 20% 
Active Army. It must be noted that no one has anywhere close to a 100% interest 
except TRADOC; who's sole interest is in removing Fort Chaffee fr'orn its roles; simply, 
TRADOC is no longer willing to pay the bill for a FORSCOM mission. This does not 
speak well for "America's Army." This unfortunately also means that no one is willing, 
due to the bureaucrat seems in "America's Army," to contribute anything more than  a 
piece of the resourcing necessary to keep it open to all; thus ,  it will tre closed. 



But will it? If one reads the fine print of the Army's closure rec:omrnendation, it calls 
for establishment of what it calls enclaves for both the National Guard and the 
Reserves. It also allows for current tenant activities to remain if Lheir missions can be 
accomplished there. i t  allows for the continuance of the functions necessary to support 
these "enclaves." The interesting aspects of this is that when one combines these 
enclaves and tenants, the "closed" Fort Chaffee will resemble the current Fort Chaffee 
in size, shape and, most importantly, resourcing. The National Guard wants barracks, 
vehicle parking and ;I large area for collective training. The Reserves will want certain 
on-post training small arms ranges and some training area. To do this. all will need 
ammunition, food, power, water and roads to travel. If the trai~ning area exists, the 
active force will continue to use it like they have in the past (largely due to overcrowding 
at their own installations). All that will remain is a large portion of already unwanted 
infrastructure which has already been laid aside awaiting funds to have them removed. 
What will have changed? In essence, nothing. 

What purpose is served by "closing" Fort Chaffee is not the reduction of operational 
infrastructure and the corresponding resources. It, in essence will be a realignment by 
another name. Maybe like the Presideio of Monterey, TRADOC's newest post. Fort 
Ord was closed by BRAC 91 but a "footprint" of the post was retained and is being run 
by an Active Army Garrison. The tragedy of this is that a lot of people will go through a 
lot of unnecessary effort and pain to end up with a realigned Fort (Chaffee. Why was it 
not called a realignment when clearly that is what is occurring? Perhaps the need to 
appear as though great sacrifice is being made. Fort Chaffee is not a major installation 
as represented by the SECDEF. It is a subinstallation of Fort Sill with a budget that 
quickly identifies it as anything but a major installation. 

The BRAC process recommendation to "close" Fort Chaffee highlights the fact that 
even the best of processes can fail to present decision makers an accurate picture of 
the ground truth. It very simply, was not designed to serve "America's Army" 
collectively but individually address the needs of each of its components. It is a 
disservice to America and its Army and, if the Army can not ovel-come this obstacle, 
that essential task must regretfully fall to the committee and/or concerned elected 
representatives. 

The comparison data upon which the SECDEF decision was based was skewed. 
The BRAC Report does not take into account the other significant activities at the Fort 
but only looks at the A,TIIDT figures. The recommendation stated "The post is 
managed by Active Component/civilian staff, although it possesses virtually no Active 
Component tenants". What about the Regional Training Brigade (RTB)? The RTB was 



place at Fort Chaffee to support Reserve units in the region. The RTB is manned 
entirely by Active Component soldiers and is expected to grow to 170-200 by 1 March 
1996. The fact is that the active Army has continued significant use of the Fort with no 
less than 6 major exercises since the departure of the JRTC, to iriclude a JRTC special 
operations rotation, 26 Armored Cavalry Regiment (Fort Polk) and two major XVlll 
Airborne Corps exercises. If the JRTC and other units at Fort Polk cannot accomplish 
their training requirements at Fort Polk, why did they move there? The BRAC data 
indicatss that Fort Polk has 163,000 acres of maneuver space whtle Fort Chaffee has 
only 62,000 acres. What is conveniently not stated is that approximately half of Fort 
Polk's acreage is national forest lands with limited use and that it has a major 
endangered species which further reduces useability. If the available acreage from the 
national forests surrounding Fort Chaffee had been included the 62,000 acres grows to 
2 million plus acres. The net effect is that Fort Chaffee has a large more useable 
training area. This is not just conjecture, for once just ask the soldiers who use both, 
the 2d ACR. The data also places too great an emphasis for tra~r~ing areas on modern 
facilities for Quality of Ltfe. Soldiers' time in a training area is too precious to be spent 
in the barracks, so the best training area is one that wastes very little of its asset on 
such mission nonessential items. The focus for a training area should be the training 
are - a novel concept but one that has been missed by the statisticians. If you look at it 
from the customers point of view - how many times have any of the premier active units 
gone to Fort Dix to train? Answer - none; yet it rates higher than Fort Chaffee as a 
training area. Fort Chaffee and Fort Polk were listed as equals in endangered species. 
Fort Chaffee has the burying beetle and Forts Polk and Bragg have the red-cocaded 
woodpecker. The beetle, essentially has no adverse impact on training as evidenced 
by the intense training at Fort Chaffee by the JRTC from 1988-1992 and our current 
training customers. This is not the case with the red-cocaded woodpecker which has a 
tremendous adverse impact on training at Forts Polk and Bragg. Retired General Carl 
Stiner who headed U. S. Special Operattons Forces, in the Persian Gulf War and 
commanded the 18th Airborne Corps at Fort Bragg from 1988 to 1990, said it was 
"unconscionable" to send troops out into the field without fully training them. Stiner told 
the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee that the woodpecker restrictions 
curtail tank gunnery and helicopter gunship practice, night maneuvers and antiaircraft 
drills, He said readiness of the Army units at Fort Bragg ''has been on a steady 
decline," since 1990. 

In comparing miles of river training, Fort Chaffee was listed as 589 miles from the 
nearest port. Fort Dix was listed as only 45 miles from the deployable port. The gross 
error is that a major navigable river runs through Fort Chaffee and has been used by 
units (10lst ABN) corning to Fort Chaffee to train and deploying from Fort Chaffee to 
home station. In fact, Fort Chaffee is the only installation in CONUS that owns land on 



both sides of a major navigable river and has been declared as the "best water crossing 
area" in CONUS. A Lock and Dam ran by the Corps of Engineer:; is located within two 
miles of the crossing site and can adjust the flow of water based on water training 
capability of the unit. 

The suggestion that the current AT load can be accommodated at installations like 
Fort Polk, Fort Sill, etc is ludricrous. Fort Polk cannot even acc:ornmodate their own 
active component training load as evidenced by the activities they continue to conduct 
at Fort Chaffee. Fort Sill can accommodate artillery fire, but has virtually no usable 
maneuver space. the logical progression of this line of thought is: 

- Chaffee closed 
- Units in fact cannot be accommodated as stated. 
- Units must travel further to train 
- Training days (cost) increase to meet mission requrrement. 
- Travelltransportation costs escalate. 
- Units are eliminated, then the net result of this of this action places RC units in the 

eastern 112 of the 5th Army area at a great disadvantage (Arkansas, Missouri, Kansas, 
and Oklahoma) while those in other parts of the nation prosper. These states stand to 
loose millions of dollars if these units are eliminated. This means that the closure of 
Fort Chaffee is just the tip of the iceberg in overall economic impact. Eventually, 
virtually every community in the region will feel the adverse financial impact. 

I t  is clear the Army has abrogated its responsibility in this action. They say close the 
Post but save some training area and buildings as enclaves for the NG and USARC, 
probably duplicating facilities at great expense rather than taking the responsibility to 
realign the Post to accommodate the needs of the Reserve Component units. After all, 
in America's Army, who is responsible for total combat readiness - the Army leadership 
or the NG or USAR? Clearly in this instance, nothing is broke except the alignment of 
Fort Chaffee. Fort Chaffee should remain just as it is; serving all America's Army with a 
small skilled workforce working as part of a full time active garrison. This is how it has 
been run since WWll and, in its mission and customers remain unchanged, this is how 
it should continue. If there is a change to be made, it should be rectify the long 
recognized malalignment by placing it in Forces Command. Statu:; quo was the result 
of studies that were conducted in 1986 to 1991. The 1986 study (attached) was 
directed by the Secretary of Army and listed four alternatives to study: 1) Retain Fort 
Chaffee as a subinstallation of Fort Sill will use of AC military and DAC; 2) State 
Control. Arkansas ARNG assume full operational control using co~nbination of ARNG, 
AGRS, and State employees. Fort Chaffee operated as a stand alone installation; 3) 
Active Army control (USA,R AGR WIDAC). AC military are replaced with USAR AGR 



personnel and DAC are retained. Fort Chaffee remains a subinst,allation of Fort SIII; 4) 
NGB control. AC military are replace with five ARNG AGR personnel and DAC remain. 
Fort Chaffee is operated as stand alone installation of NGB. BRAC 91 was the second 
study. In both instances, the most feasible way to maintain Fort Chaffee as a training 
installation in support of (combat readiness was leave it as it is. 

I will appreciate your :support on behalf of Fort Chaffee and its employees. 

President 
NFFE, Local 1728 
Fort Chaffee, Arkansas 
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STUDY PARAMETERS 

A L L  CURRENTLY USED AND REQUIRED SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT WILL BE TRANSFERRED 

TO THE ARNG. EQUIPMENT N I L 1  BE TRANSFERRED 'AS I S " .  

Q E X I S T I N G  MEDICAL HEALTH SERVICES,  COMMUNICATIONS AND POST EXCHANGES W I L L  

C M T I N U E  T O  BE PROVIDED BY ! K C ,  ISC AND AP,FES RESPECTIVELY.  -- a 

8 FUNCTIONS WHICH ARE BEING STUDIED UNDER THE CfXMERCIAL  A C T I V I T I E S  ( C A I  

PROGRAM AND HAVE NOT YET REACHED THE S O L I C I T A T I O N  OF B I D S  PHASE W I L L  BE 

ASSUMED TO BE DONE IN-HOUSE. 

@ I F  TRANSFER OCCURS, TtiE ARNG WILL ASSUME EXISTING CONTRACTS. 

8 AUTHORIZED PERSONNEL AND EQUIPMENT WILL BE USED. 

8 ALL AR 5-9 SUPPCRT, BOTH ON AND OFF POST, I S  TRANSFERRABLE TO THE A R N G  

UNLESS P R O I i I B l T E D  BY LAbllSTATUTE. (b10 FUNCTIONS ARE PROHIBITED BY LAN) 
, 

C U R R E N T  'HEAD T A X n ,  WENING AND CLOSING COSTS. ARE NOT A STUDY 

CONSIDERATION. THESE FEES ARE CURRENTLY UNDER ASA I&L REVIEW FOR 

ELIMINATIDN.  IF TffESE FEES ARE NOT ELIMf ldAfED A S I G N I F I C A N T  DOLLAR IMPACT 

llOULD BE IMPOSED ON USAR AND A C T I V E  CCMPONENT UNITS WHICH MAY REDUCE USE. 

0 ARNG WOULD BE PROVIDED FUElDING FCli ALL FUNCTIONS PRIOR T O  FY 88. THE 



STUDY ASSUMPTIMS 

I -- * 

THE OVERALL M I S S I O N  OF THE I N S T A L L A T I O N  W I L L  NOT CHANGE. 

8 ARNG WItL PROVIDE THE SAME LEVEL OF SUPPORT TO TENANTS AND UNITS  CONDUCTING 

TRATIJING AS THEY RECEIVE AT T H I S  T I M E .  

# A R K  AND USAR UNIT  T R A I N I N G  W I L L  NOT INCREASE Q7 DECREASE FRCM TI1AT . . 

CURRENTLY PROJECTED F O R  FY 86 AND BEYOND. 

8 BECAUSE THIS ACTION WAS NOT PRDGRAMMED, NO NG TECHNICIANS AND GfJLY F I V E  

ARNG AGR SPACES PER IIISTALLATION CAN BE SUPPORTED BY THE NGB. 
I 

0 ARNG AGR AND USAR AGR PERSONNEL WILL BE 71iE EQUIVALENT RANK OF THE 

AUTtlORIZED ACTIVE M I L I T A R Y  THAT THEY WOULD BE REPLACING. 

8 T R A I N I N G  READINESS AND EFFECTIVENESS WItL R E M A I N  THE SAME. 



RESOURCE INPACTS 

0 STEADY STATE ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS OF THE ACTION BY ALTERNATIVES IN FY 86 

DOLLARS ( M I L C I W S  1. 

ALTERNATIVE a% UA* OTHER f OTAL. 

A - STATUS QUO .316 ,606 . i.8i4' n 77  
, 0 . 1 ~ 6  , -- 

B - STATE CONTROL 0 .232 10.811 11.043 

C - USAR AGR W l D A C  -316 ,606 7.814 8.736 

D - NGB CCNTROL .280 .476 10.21 1 10.967 

THE ARNG AGR AND USAR AGR PERSONNEL WOULD BE P A I D  WITH TktE NGPA AND 

RPA APPROPRIATICNS. 

ONE T I M E  COSTS OF Tl1E ACTION BY ALTERNATIVES I N  FY 86 DOLLARS. 

blTFRl4ATIVE ONE TIME-_C_OSIS_($000r 

B - STATE CONTROC 1,825.0 

C - USAR AGR W i D A C  19.7 

D - PlGB CONTROL I1i. I *  

* REPRESENTS PCS COST ONLY. SUBSTANTIAL ONE T I M E  COSTS WILL BE 

INCURRED TO WERATE FORT CHAFFEE AS A STAND ALONE INSTALLATIW. 

I I 



MISSION 

BASOPS ( - )  

RPMA 

FT SILL CPO 

FT SILL AV SEC 

T OTAL 

MISSION 

BASOPS ( - 1  

RPMA 

TOTAL 

RECURRING CCSTS 

ALTERNATIVE A - STATUS QUO 

Am..- -@A- OTHER TOTAL. 

1iG.i 1369.7 - ir185. 8 

120.0 389.0 2016.4 2525.4 

87.0 ll427.4 4514.4 

43.5 43.5 

3 2  166.2 

315.8 606.0 7813.5 8735.3 

ATIVF - TATE CONTROL 

mI\NG N G B  TOTAI. 
509.5 509.5 

q113.6 186.0 '1 299.6 

6188.2 - 3 116.0 623Y.2 

10811.3 232.0 liOLt3.3 
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MANPOIJER I M P A C T S  

8 AN IEllCREASE OF 62 CIVILIANS WERE ESTIMATED TO BE REQUIRED FOR THE STAND-ALONE 

OPERATIOCJ OF ALTERNATIVE D. 

8 ANALYSIS ACC@lPLISI{ED J S I N G  CARLISLE BARRACKS ( - ClAR COLLEGE) AS A MCOEL. 

I) FUNCTIONAL AREAS AND ESTIMATED ADDIT IONAL MANP%ER THAT NEED T O  BE 

ESTABLISHED AND/OR INCREASED ARE: 

8 FINANCE & ACCOUNTING +20 
- 2 

4 PURCHASING 6 CGNTRACTING +9 

Q ADP + g  SAFETY + I  

8 C I V I L I A N  PERSONNEL O F F I C E  + 1 i  a@ ' STAFF JUDGE ADVOCATE + 2  

8 COMMERCIAL A C T I V I T I E S  MANAGEMENT + 3  # PROTOCOL +I 

O @  P U B L I C  AFFAIRS + I  8 DEH +2 

4 LOGISTICS +3  @ RECREATION SERVICES OFF. +1 

6 E E O  + i  8 DPCA +2 
I 

CHAPLAIN  t i  

8 BASOPS MANPCIJER STAFFING ONLY C I V I L I A N  M I L I T A R Y  . 

FTP w 
CARCISLE BARRACKS (-LIAR COLLEGE 1 . 229 17 2 44  

FORT CHAFFEE PRESEKTLY 153 5 0  6 

FORT CHAFFEE W I T H  ADDITIONAL STAFFING 215 5 0  6 





QTHER RELATED ACTIOhlS 

4 THERE ARE A NUMBER OF OTHER OHGOING I N I T I A S l V E S  AT FCRT CHAFFEE THAT MAY 

BE IMPACTED AS A RESULT OF THE A C T I O N .  

8 CCPlMERCIAL A C T 1  VITY REV1EI.I. 

8 UNDER ALTERNATIVES A. C, AND D Ti iE -. CA ,REL'IEi-j i iW iD 

CONTINUE. 

8 NGB (ALT  D l  H A S  STATED THAT THEY WOULD DEPEND HEAVILY 

ON FUNCTIONS BEING COF4TRACTED OUT. 

8 Tt1E STATE (ALT B l  IS  NOT SUBJECT TO CA R E V I E W  BUT 

COULD CONTRACT OUT ON THEIR WN. 

04 THE JOINT READINESS T R A I N I N G  CENTER ( J R T C )  . 
0 1/OULD HAVE A GREAT I M P A C T  ON FORT CHAFFEE, REGARDLESS 

OF WIiO HAD OPERATIONAL CMIROL. 

8 UNDER A BARE BONES STRATEGY AND HEAVY U S E  OF 

CONTRACTING THE BASOPS PLUS-UP I S  ANTICIPATED T O  BE 25 

M I L I T A R Y  AND 63 C I V I L I A N S .  

8 THIS PLUS-UP I S  COI4SIDERED SUPPUiTABl-E UNDER ALL 

ALTERNATIVES. 
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ADVANTAGES /DISADVANTAGES 

GES 8 DISADVANTA . , 

u- a ;: t '  

7 '  * 7 

! *D DOES NOT ALLW THE ARNG TO ASSUllE A GREATER ROLE I N  ARMY I N S T A L L A T I C N  .! . . . 

SUPPmT STRUCTURE. 

;+:: ; .  
:I,  , . . I  

i i 

. . , : 
. , 
1, : 

48 DOES NOT PROVIDE F L E X I B I L I T Y  I N  TliE REASSIGNMENT OF 11 A C T I V E  CCMPOEIENT ;'I) : 
!lo),; , / ,  

SPACES FRm FORT CtIAFFEE AND 3 FRm FORT S I L L .  .!,/.- . ; 
!$> i '  
ifc'.. 8 , I . .  I ' .  

4 DOES NOT FREE UP ANY C I V I L I A N  END STRENGTli. <: ; . 
5,: . 

r 
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C r n M A N D  
TRADOC STAFF 

f 
(.I./ 

3 

3CSPAL 
1P.J OCST 
7 
O! 
'f 

rl 

11, 
b> USAR SR ADV 

DCSENGR 

DCSRM 

PA 

CIXlMAHD AND STAFF EVALUATIM 

PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE RATINIA1.E 

A L E A S T  IMPACT. 

A 

NONE 

A M O O I L I Z A T I O N .  CCtlMAND RELATIONSHIPS. 

SAVINGS NOT WORTH THE TURMOIL. 

A COST E F F I C I E N C Y .  LEAST TURKOIL, 
- -  

A I N  A N T I C I P A T I O N  OF THE JRTC T R A I N I N G  

BEING AT FORT C H A F F E E .  THE CCMMAND, 

CONTROL,  AND F U N D I N G  SHOULD STAY 

WITtlIN THE SAME HQ. 

UNDER STATE COEiTROL TtIE E X I S T I N G  DEH 

DISAPPEARS AND THEREFORE THE LOSS OF 

CONTROL OVER CONSTRUCTION. 
T 

I F  JRTC I S  APPROVED. TRANSFER TO 

FORSCCFl  I F  THE J R T C  I S  NOT APPROVED. 

ALTERNATIVES B AND D HAVE 

SIGNIFICANT PUBLIC AFFAIRS IMPACT. 

ALTERNATIVES A AND C HAVE MINIMAL 

PUBLIC AFFAIRS I M P A C T .  I 

N O N E  





DISRUPTIVE T O  A C T I V E  PERSONNEL. THEIR DEPENDENTS. FEDERAL WORK FORCE. AND 

THE LOCAL CGIIMUNITY. 
I 

CCTiTINUITY OF OPERATION CCULD BE LOST AND A DEGRADATIW OF SUPPORT MAY 

RESULT UNLESS A S I G N I F I C A N T  PORTION Of THE FEDERAL C I V I L I A N  WOnK FORCE 

OOTAINS EMPLOYMENT WITH TI!€ STATE. 

ESTIMATED OPERATIONAL COSTS.  ARE THE HIGHEST OF A L L  ALTERNATIVES. 

ONE T I M E  COSTS A S S O C I A T E D  WIT1j T I ! IS ALTERNATIVE ARE THE HIGHEST AT $1.825 

M I L L I a 4 .  

:: 
I .  

L 
I;.; 

ADVANTAGES/DISADVANTAGES I 1 . ~ 4 1  

at ;;id ,. 
5 ,  I . . $r? 
I:,. . . 
,.I;.: E 

DISADVANTAGES ..;' . ' 
1:. l,il :. ' 

. la . I I 

40 CCMMAND AND CONTROL RELATICNSHIPS WWLD START A N R J  AND WWLD REQUIRE AN 

ADJUSTMENT P E R I C O .  
- 1 

8 CCMPLXCATES MCBILIZATI@l. 

8 LOSE CONTROl Fm NEW I N I T I A T I V E S .  

8 U T I L I Z A T I ~  MAY DECREASE DUE TO A CIiANGE I N  P R I O R I T I E S .  

8 ACTIVE ARMY W I L L  NOT DETERMINE T R A I N I N G  P R I C R I T I E S .  

- 
;I 
: ,' . , 
!,i * 
#.-I 
. ,  

I '  ' 

1 :  

! ,  
1 

I .. 
I .  

, I  

8 DOES NOT ACLW ARNG GREATER ROLE III ARMY I N S T A L L A T I a i  SVPPOnT S T I I U C T U R E .  I '  I 
1 



,ADVANTAGES IDIS ADVANTAGES 

!,'$ 

ALTERNATIVE C - A C T I V E  ARMY CONTROL ( U S A R  AGR W I T H  DhC). THE USAR AGR CCMMANDER REPORTS-F/, : 
111 : 

TO THE FORT SILL CCMMANDER. F(X(T CftAFFEE REMAINS AS A SUBIFiSTALLATICN OF FORT S I L L .  I .+ 

8 NO CHANGE I N  ESTABLISHED RELATIONSHIPS. 

0 PROVEN EFFICIENCY. 
.. . 

L,; : 
8 PROVIDES F L E X I B I L I T Y  I N  T l lE REASSIGNt lENT (X I I A C T I V E  CCMPONENT SPACES F R M  .PI t  : 

I, . 
f CRT CHAFFEE FOR OTtlER FORCE I N I T I A T I V E S .  l d 

-1 I 

!,!I, , ' 
4 4  NO IMPACT Ctl THE C I V I L I A N  PERSONNEL AND L O C A L  C Q I M U N I T Y .  

80 CONTINUITY CX OPERATION AND DEGRADATION OF SUPPORT WOULD BE MINIMUM SINCE 
< 

THE MAJORITY OF THE WORK FmCE WWLD REMAIN. 

0 ONE T I M E  COST ARE M I N I t l A L  19.7K). 

88 O P E R A T I W A L  C@TS ARE LESS THAN ALTERNATIVES B AND D. T l i E  SAME AS 

ALTERNATIVE A. 

. , 
1 ., 
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ADVANTAGES IDISADVANTAGES 

4 DISADVANTAGFS 

8 2':. ; .a:-,; 8 

DISRUPTIVE TO A C T I V E  PERSONNEL AND T t lE IR  DEPENDENTS. .; , %  , .. . :' 
'.t!. ,.. . :c.y ., , 

, 
:4!:. ' I !  ..-!] : I 

REPLACES ONLY 5 OF THE I I  A C T I V E  CCMPONENT SPACES. :j;\; ;-. 
;y;];::il ;;. 

DOES NOT FREE UP ANY CIVILIAN END S T R E ~ G T H .  ;;?::?.? 
.>, ;!, .-. :I '  : . ' ,qq:; :;.;, 

EXTENDED L I N E S  OF CCtIMUNICATION. CONTROL. AND SUPPCRT MAY CAUSE DEGRADATION $:$j;i,;. . 
:t$.,, ;I!.: .;: 

OF THE C O N T I N U I T Y  OF OPERATION AND SUPPORT. 

WERATIONAL CGSTS ARE MmE Tt iAN ALTERNATIVES A AND C. 

I N  THE CAPACITY Of A 'STAND-ALONEw I N S T A L L A T I O N  AN INCREASE I N  DOLLARS AND 

HANPaJER W I L L  BE REQUIRED TO ACCWNT FCR THE SUPPCllT PRESENTLY INTEGRATED 

AND RECEIVED FROM FORT SILL. 

. 

t , 

0 NGB HAS NO DIRECT EXPERIENCE I N  OPERATING A MAJOR INSTALLATIOTi. 

8 DEPARTMENTAL AGENCY BECCMES AN OPERATI3NAI_ CONTROLLING A C T I V I T Y .  
- I 

0 6  CCMPLICATES M O B I L I Z A T I @ 4 .  

ea S U P P ~ T  RELATIONSHIPS WOULD HAVE TO BE ESTABLISHED. 

#I L m E  CMJTROL FCti NEW I N I T I A T I V E S .  

0 U T I L I Z A T I O N  MAY DECREASE DUE TO A CHANGE I N  P R I O R I T I E S .  

4 ACTIVE ARMY WILL NOT DETERMINE T R A I N I N G  PRICflITIES. 





ALTERNATIVE: A I S  THE LEAST COSTLY I N  ONE T I M E  AND TtlE SAME AS 

ALTERNATIVE C I N  RECURRING COSTS. 

ALTERNATIVE B HAS THE GREATEST IMPACT CXi THE C I V I L I A N  WORKFORCE. 

ALTERNATIVE A DOES NOT PERMIT T I E  REASSIGNMENT OF A C  M I L I T A R Y  Oti - 
FREE UP 178 C I V I L I A N  END STRENGTH. 

ALTERNATIVE A I S  LEAST TRAUMATIC FW C I V I L I A N  PERSONNEL,  SUPPORT 

STRUCTURE, C O N T I N U I T Y  OF OPERATIONS, CCr-IMAND AND CONTROL. 

ALTERNATIVE A I S  LEAST PRCOLEMATIC Fm OTtlER RELATED ACTfmS, IN . 
PARTICULAR T t l E  J O I N T  READINESS T R A I N I N G  CENTER ( J R T C ) .  

ALTERNATIVE B PERMITS TfIE REASSIGNMENT OF 1q ACTIVE M I L I T A R Y  SPACES, 

AND FREES UP 171 C I V I L I A N  E N D  STRENGTH. 

ALTERNATIVE C PERI?ITS T l l E  REASSIGNMENT E 1 l A C T I V E  M I L I T A R Y  SPACES. 

A l  TCDhIATTI IC f! PERMITS  T?{E REASSIG?!HE!jT OF 8 ACTIVE M I L I T A R Y  SPACES. 
FIL I C t \ l l n  a A r L 

ALTERNATIVES B AND D PERMITS Tt IE ARNG A GREATER ROLE I N  T H E  ARMY 

I P I S T A L L A T I W  SUPPORT STRUCTURE. 
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" "  ...u q . . , . 2  V "  I , , . V L  , , V V I  I L L _ I I * I > L L /  L - 
PUBLIC AFFAIRS I I I P A C T  {LEAST I 1 4 2 3 1 8  

CCf.IMUNITY IMPACT (LEAST)  1 2 3 . \ . I 

1 4 2 
, 

F L E X I B I L I T Y  FM NElJ I N I T I A T I V E S  3 1. I 

POSSIBLE TRAINING I M P A C T  1 4 2 3 
. 2 ,  

: . - - 
f 

1 4 2 3 
! .  . 1  

A,NTICIPATED USE OF F A C I L I T I E S  .,Il ' 
, > ., ;. 
L' 
;ti 

GOV. CLINTON HAS STATED THAT HE PREFERS TO KEEP FORT CHAFFEE UNDER A C T I V E  ARMY 

CONTROL. BUT WILL TAKE I T  OVER RATl lER T t I A N  l i A V E  IT CLOSED. 

, : I t -  
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JRTC S E N S I T I V I T Y  ANALYSIS -- --- 

ADVANTAGES /DISADVANTAGES - 
ALTERNATIVE B - STATE C O Y T R a  

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

- STATE HAS EXPERIENCE I N  OPERATING A - ARNG WANTS A GREATER SHARE OF THE 

T R A I N I N G  POST. BATTALION ROTATIONS AT T H E  SRTC. 

- ARNG ASSUMES A GREATER ROLE I N  T f iE  - STATE GOVERNME!iT WANTS T t IE  A C T I V E  
-- * 

ARMY I N S T A L L A T I O N  SUPPORT STRUCTURE. ARMY T O  OPERATE THE POST. 

- IT U W L D  NOT COST THE ARMY ANY M I L I T A R Y  - F L E X I B I L I T Y  WOULD 8E L m T .  

OR C I V I L I A N  END STRENGTH. - THE STATE GOVERNMENT llOULD HAVE 

CCMMAND AND CONTROL OF THE POST. 

A L T E R N A T I V E  D - N G B  CONTROL 

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

- ARNG ASSUMES A GREATER ROLE TN THE - NGD HAS NO DIRECT EXPERIEMCE IN 

ARMY I N S T A L L A T I Q i  SUPPORT STRUCTURE. W E R A T ~ N G  A MAJOR INSTALLATICN. 

- ARNG LlANTS A GREATER SHARE OF THE 

B A T T A L I O N  ROTATIONS A T  T I / €  JRTC. 

- NGB HAS STATED THEY CAN ONLY 

SUPPORT M I N I M U M  AGR S T A F F I N G  ( 5 ) .  

- A DEPARTMENTAL AGENCY BECWES AN 

OPERATIONAL CCNTROLLING A C T I V I T Y .  

2 8 ~  







THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN ,I. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

March 30, 1995 

Mr. Max Trotter 
President, NFFE Local 1728 
Building 1 18 1 
Fort ChafFee, Arkansas 72905-5000 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL COIPNELU 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mr. Trotter: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
with your letter expressing your concerns about the recommendation of the Department of 
Defense to close Fort ChafYee. 

I want to assure you that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the information 
used by the Department of Defense in making its recommendations. The information you 
have provided in your letter has been distributed to the appropriate members of the 
Commission and will be carefiilly considered during our analysis of the Defense 
Department's proposal to close Fort ChafEee. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may be of additional assistance as we go 
through this difficult and challenging process. 

Chairman 
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LARRY COMBEST 
19TH DISTRICT. TEXAS 

CHAIRMAN 
PERMANENT SELECT COMMITTEE 

ON INTELLIGENCE 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE 

dongre$$ of  tije Elniteb atate$ 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 

March 28, 1995 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

ROOM 61 1 
GEORGE H. MAHON 

Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Rosslyn, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I would like to extend an invitation to the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commissioners and staff who are planning on visiting 
Reese Air Force Base next month, to join me at a dinner in 
Lubbock, Texas on the evening of April 4, 1995 

I would like the opportunity to share with the BRAC folks some of 
the special hospitality we West Texans are famous for, not to 
mention absolutely the best food they will ever t'aste. Being 
together at dinner will give the Commissioners and their staff a 
clearer appreciation of the tremendous quality of life and 
support that the citizens and City of Lubbock offer our military 
friends . 
It is my understanding that all of the Commissioners will arrive 
by 7:00 p.m. in Lubbock on April 4. The City of Lubbock will 
ensure that transportation to the dinner and back to the base is 
arranged. Further details will be provided as soon as they are 
finalized. 

I certainly appreciate your consideration of this invitation and 
hope the Commissioners will be able to join me. 

With best regards. 



M R R Y  COMBEST 
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O U I R M A N  
ERMANErUT SELECT C O M M m E  

ON INTELUGENCb 

C O V E R  P A G E  
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To : J9 &&-+?j rer ~r 

/'-- 
FROM : --- ,?o'os ( WASHINGTON) 

TIME: --- ( P . M .  ) ( A . M .  ) 

NO. O F  PAGES TO FOLLOW: 

RE: --- gge se A/SB 

DATE : -- 

If transmission is incomplete please c a l l  ( 2 0 2 )  225-4005. 
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Mr. Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Realignment 
?. Closure Commission 

1700 North Moore St. 
Arllngton, VA 22209 

USAGFORTBUCHANAN 
FT BUCHANAN, PUERTO RlCO 00934 

27 March 19Q5 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

As a civlllan employee of the Resource Management offlce at Fort Buchanan, I feel it Is my 
duty to alert the BRAG Commlssion that data provided by the Department of Defense (DOD) regardlng 
the number of employees at this lnstallatlon is incorrect. Apparently due to intimidation, higher staff Is 
hesitant in settlng the record straight. 

At enclosure 1 is our current Table of Distribution and Allowances (TDA). Since Fort 
Buchanan is a sub-installation (not a major installation as stated on the DOD Press release) of USAG 
Fort McPherson, GA, we are Included In thelr TDA. (I am forwarding only our sectlon in the TDA, 
paragraphs 060 through 083E). This document shows a total of 515 Requirements and 398 
Authorizatlons. As of Feb 95, we had a total of 264 appropriated civillans on board (see Encl 2). The 
DOD press release dated 28 February 1995 (see Encl 3) states that this installation has a "maximum 
potential reduction of 289 Jobs (182 directjobs and 107 indlrect jobs)." In addltlon to these 
approprlated employees, w0 have 235 non-appropriated employees that would allso be affected by Fort 
Buchanan's realignment. Thls information can be verified wlth our parent Installation's R ~ S O U ~ C ~  
Management Office, 

Sir, our civlllan workforce has expressed, through the medla, thelr concern about this and other 
Issuss. We have been informed by your oMce that only 10 minutes will be alloc:ated to Fort Buchanan 
at the hearlng to be held In Alabama on 4 Apr 95 and that the Governor of Puerto Rico's 
representative wlll be using that time. Since our employee population is higher than what was 
orlginally reported, we respectfully request that more time be allocated to Fort Buchanan so that a 
SpokeSper~On from our civilian workforce can address the commission. 

Please contact our Public Affairs Officer, Mr. Jose Pagan, (809) 273-3205, to notlfy us of your 
decision. 

Sincerely, 

Dennise M. Nieves 
Management Analyst 
DAC, GS11 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE A R M Y  
HEADOUARTCRS. FORT MCPHERSON 

FORT MCPHERSON. 060RGlA 30330-5000 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

SUBJECT: Approved Authorization Document - TDA FCWOUBAA FC2095 

1. Enclosed is approved  authorization document for organization 
of U n i t e d  S t a t e s  Army Garrison, For t  McPherson, Georgia, TDA 
FCWOU8AA FC2095, EDATE 941017. 

2 .  S t r e n g t h  R.ecap: 

a. S t r e n g t h  Summary Change: Yes 

b. S t r e n g t h  Summary: 

Military Structure S t r e n g t h :  38 OFF, 4 WO, 537 ENL, 
5 7 9  AGGR. 

~ i l i t a r y  Authorized S t r e n g t h :  3 3  OFF, 3 WO, 4 3 7  ENL, 
4 7 4  AGGR. 

C i v i l i . a n  S t r u c t u r e  S t r e n g t h :  1 6 4 6 .  
C i v i l i a n  A u t h o r i z e d  S t r e n g t h :  1 3 3 0 .  

3 .  Authority is g r a n t e d  t o  initiate p e r s o n n e l  and logistics 
a c t i o n s  t o  implement t h e  document effective 17  13ctober 1994. 

Enc l  
a s  LTC, I N  

Acting Commander 



S E C T I O N  I I PEKSDNEIEL ALLOWANCE FCWOUBAA FC1095 EDATE 9 4  1 0 1 6  

I TAAO S STRENGTH NET CHANGE 
co GR ~ I O S  ASI/LIC BR 1 0  AMSC MOEP REQ AUTH REO AUTH RMKS a P A R A  LINE 

048s 07 

O E S C R I P T  LON 

ELEC WKR, 
PARAGRAPH TOTAL 

UGU828 CMD GP 
I N S T C  CDR 
OEP I N S T L  CDR 
USAR W30 P L  
CSM 
A D U I  N OFF 
A U D I T O R  
SECY [ S T E N D / O A )  
SECY ( S T E N D )  

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

20209GNABA i - l  QNMG 
1 0 2 0 9 6 N d B A H  ONhlG 
5 1 9 9 9 2 6 2 X Q 2  ARTM 
2 0 2 0 9 6 N A B A H  OFiMG 
2 0 2 0 9 6 N A B A H  ONMG 
2 0 2 0 9 6 N B C G A  O W G  
2 0 2 0 9 6 N A B A H  O W G  
2 0 2 0 9 6 N U B A H  ONhlG 

WOU828 ORbl 
F I N  MGR 
F I N  MGR 
SECY (STEPJO/OA) 

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

GM C 2 0 2 0 ' 3 6 U A Y A J  ODRM 1 t 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 U d Y A J  ODRM 1 t 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 U A Y A J  ODRM 1 1 

3 3 

WOU828 BUD D I V  
s/suo A N A L  
BUD A N A L  
BUD A N 4 L  
B U D  A N A L  
B U D  A S S T  
BUDGET ASST 

PARAGRAPH T O T a L  

GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 U E F F E  ODRM 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 S U B F F E  ODRM 
G5 C 2 0 2 0 9 6 U B F F E  QDRM 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 ~ E d t B  QUPH 
G S  C 1 0 2 0 9 6 U E F F E  QDRbl 
G S  C 2 0 2 0 9 6 t J 3 3 E 8  OUPH 

WOU828 MhlO 
S/MGT A N A L  
MGT A N A L  
MGT A N & L  
SECY ( O A )  

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 U B F G B  OORM 
GS c 2 0 2 0 9 ~ u e o e e  Q O R ~ I  
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 U B O B i ?  OORM 
GS C 202096U6FGB OORM 

K 2 0 2 0 9 G N R e N U  ONMG 



PAGE 41 S E C T I O N  11 PERSOAMEL ALLOWANCE FCWCUBAA F C 1 0 9 5  EDATE 9 4 1 0 1 6  

I TAADS STRENGTH N E T  CHANGE 
CO GR MOS A S I / L I C  BR I D  aMSC MOEP R E 0  A U T H  R E Q  AUTH RMKS PARA LINE D E S C R I P T I O N  

ASST IG 
OFC sv A S S T ( O A )  

P A R A G R A P H  T O T A L  

W 8 2 8  S J A  
5Jd 
A S S T  S J A  
G E N  ATTORNEY 
COURT REPORTER 
P A R A L E G  S P ( 0 A )  
L a S S / D M G / C L M  
L E G A L  C L K  
CLMS CLK{ S/OA ) 

P A R A G R A P H  T O T A L  

2 0 2 0 9 6 h B B P A  O W  
0 ,-.A L U L C S ~ ~ S B P A  QW 
2 0 2 0 9 6 P I B B U D  QFLUG 
2 0 2 0 9 6 N B B X D  QNMG 
2 0 2 0 9 6 M B U A  W M G  
2 0 2 0 9 6 N B B X D  ONMG 
2 0 2 0 9 6 N B B U A  OMMG 
2 0 2 0 9 6 N B B X D  ONMG 

YOU828 P A 0  
PA S P  
P A  SP 
PA SPEC 
SECY (0.4) 
dOURNAL I S T  

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 N B B H B  O N W  1 1 
G S  C 2 0 2 0 9 6 N B B t E  OONG 1 0 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 G B B W  OPSG 1 0 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 N B B H 8  Q M G  1 t 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 N B B H B  W G  1 0 

5 2 

M U 8 2 8  C H A P L A I N  
STAFF CHAP 
C H A P L A I N  
CHAP A S S T  
CHAP A S S T  
SECY ( O A )  

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

F hl 
0.1 5 6 4 0 0  LA K 2 0 2 0 9 6 N B B Z A  ONMG I 1 
03 5 6 A 0 0  L A  K 2 0 2 0 9 6 N B B Z F  QNMG 1 1 

. € 4  7 1 M l O  L A  1 2 0 2 0 9 6 M B B Z B  QNMG I 1 
0 5  00303 GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 N B B Z F  ONMG 1 I 
0 5  00318 GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 N B B Z A  ONMG 1 1 

5 5 

UOU828 S A F E T Y  
S A F E T Y / O H  MGR 
S A F E T Y / O H  SP 

PARAGRihPH T O T A L  

W 8 2 8  HO CMD 
CDR 



PAGE 4 2  S E C T I O N  I 1  PERSONNEL ALLOWANCE FCWOUBAA F C 1 0 9 5  EDPTE 9 4 1 0 1 6  

I T A A D S  STRENGTH NET CHANGE 
CD GR NOS A S l / t I C  BR I D  AMSC MDEP R E 0  A H  R E Q  A U T H  RMKS PARA L I N E  

% S G  
OPNS SGT 
U N I T  C L K  
S U P  S G T  
CU< T Y P  

PARAGRAPH T D T A L  

E B  7 1L5M L A  NC I 2 0 2 0 9 6 N A E A &  Q W G  1 1 
€ 7  1 1 5 4 0  PIC I 2 0 2 0 9 6 N A E & A  ONMG 1 1 
€ 5  7 5 8 2 0  NC I 2 0 2 0 9 6 N A B A A  W M G  1 1 
E 5  9 2 Y 2 0  NC I 2 0 2 0 9 6 N A B A A  QNMG 1 t 
03 0 0 3 2 2  GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 N A B A A  QNMG 1 1 

6 6 

W 8 2 8  D I N I N G  F A C  
D I N  F A C  MGR 
S U P P L Y  CLERK 
COOK 
COOK 
FOOD SVC WKR 

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

G S  C 2 0 2 0 9 6 F C K E A  OFOO 1 1  
G S  C 2 0 2 0 9 6 F C K E A  OFOD 1 1  
WG C  2 0 2 0 9 6 F C K E A  OFOO 2 2 
WG C 2 0 2 0 9 6 F C K E A  QFOO 2 2  
MG C  2 0 2 0 9 6 F C K E A  OFOD 4  4  

10 1 0  

VW828 DPCA 
D I R E C T O R  
A D M I N  W O  
SECY (STENO/OA)  

PARAGRAPH TOTAL  

F DI 
1 3  0 0 3 4 0  GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 G A P A A  QPSG f 1  
E7 7 1 L 4 0  LA N C  I 2 0 2 0 9 6 G A P A A  OPSG t 1  
06 00318 GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 G b P A A  OPSG t 1 

3 3 

UOU828 E 0 
£0 PROG COORD 

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

WOU828 ADAP 
ADA CON OFF 

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  
GS C 8 7 8 7 8 4 0 0 R F C  VCND 1 1 

1 1 

W 8 2 8  E D U C A T I O N  
EDUC SVCS O F F  
GUION COUNSLR 
SECY ( O A )  

PAR4GRAPH TOTAL 

GS C  8 7 9 7 3 2 3 0 U S B  V A C E  1 1  
GS C 8 7 9 7 3 2 3 0 U S B  VACE 1 0 
GS C 8 7 9 7 3 2 3 0 U 5 8  VACE 1 I 

3 2 

VOU828 1 CPI 
ADCFA GS C 2 0 2 0 9 g N O S B  ODPC - 1 1 



PAGE 43 

PARA L I N E  

059 02 

SECTION I 1  PERSOPINEL A L L O V A W E  

I T A A D S  STRENGTH NET CHANGE 
DESCRIPTION CD GR MOS ASI/LIC BR ID AMSC WEP R E 0  & U T H  R E 0  AUTH RMKS 

FOOD SVC MGR 09 01667 
PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

UOU828 C&F MGT F M 
H G N  b N 4 L  1 1  0 0 3 4 3  G S  C 202096SJOHh QQPC 7 1 
MGT A S S T  06 0 0 3 4 4  G S  C 1 0 7 0 9 6 S J O H A  ODPC 1 1 
OPERQTION C S S T  E 0 0 3 0 3  65 C 2 0 2 0 9 6 S J O Y B  ODPC 1 I 
SUP C L K  ( P B O )  05 0 2 0 0 5  G S  C 2 0 2 0 9 6 ~ 0 Y B  OPSG 1 0 
CCK T Y P  03 a0322 G S  C 2020966_aQYB OPSG 1 0 

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  5 3 

W 8 2 8  COM REC 
C O U  REC OFF 
OFC S V C S  C L K  
SECY ( T Y P )  

PARfiGRAPH T O T A L  

V O U 8 2 8  A R T S  8 C R A F T S  F M  
A S S T  REC OFF 09 00301 
REG A S S T  (WOOD) 05 0 0 1 8 9  
REC A S S T  ( AUTO) 05 0 0 1  89 
REC ASST ( C E R )  05 00189 
TOOL/PARTS AT  05 06904 

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

UOU828 SPORTS 
S / S P O R T S  S P  
RECR A S S T  
L D  REC A I D  
MGR ( P 3 0 L )  
LABORER 

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

U W 8 2 8  L I B R A R Y  
L I B R A R I A N  
L I B R A R I A N  T E C H  

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

Gs C 2 0 2 0 9 6 S J Q H A  ODPC 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 S J O K P .  QDPC 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 S J O H n  ODPC 

GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 S E Q J B  QDPC 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 S E Q J D  ODPC - 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 S b l Q J C  W P C  
GS C 202096SECJJB  ODPC 
WG C 2 0 2 0 9 6 S M O J C  QDPC 

GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 S H Q L A  OOPC 1 1 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 S W L A  ODPC 3 1 
GS C 1U2096SHQLA W P C  1 0 
G S  C 2 0 2 0 9 6 5 H O L H  ODPC 1 0 
UG C 2 0 2 0 9 6 S H O L A  ODPC 1 0 

7 2 

G 5  C 202096SKOP"B ODPC 2 1 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 S K O W B  ODPC t 1 

3 2 



S E C T I O N  I 1  PERSDPBdEL ALLOWaNCE FCWOUBAA F C 1 0 9 5  EDaTE 94  1 0 1 6  PAGE 4 4  

I T I A D S  . STRENGTH N E T  CHANGE 
C D  GR W S  & S I / i I C  E R  LD  AUSC WDEP R E 0  AUTH R E 0  AUTH PARA L I N E  D E S C R I P T I O N  

Y O U 8 2 8  OUTDOOR REC 
SUPV R E C  S P  
R E C  S P  ( S C U B A )  
RECR A S S T  

PARAGRAPU TOTAL 

F M 
08 0 0 1 8 8  GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 S L Q L D  QDPC 1 0 
06 0 0 1 8 8  GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 S L Q L D  QDPC 1 0 
0 4  0 0 1 8 9  GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 S L O L D  QDPC 1 0 

3 a 

W 8 2 8  I T T  
RECR S P  
R E C  A I D  

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 S D O K B  ODPC 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 S D O K B  ODPC 

Y O U 8 2 8  F S D  
F S  PROG MGR 
SECY ( S T E N 0 1  

PARAGRAPH TOT &C 

GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 5 J O V h  OOPC 
G S  C 2 0 2 0 9 6 S J Q V &  OOPC 

W U 8  28 AC S 
A C S  O F F I C E R  
S O C I A L  WORKER 
A D M I N  ASST 
C O N S W / F I N  A F F  
SDC SVC A S S T  
SDC SVC A S S T  
S E C Y  ( S T E N D )  

PARAGRAPH TOTAL  

GS C 8 7 2 0 2 0 0 0 W B  OACS 
GS C 8 7 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 U B  Q A C S  
GS C 8 7 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 U B  O A C S  
GS C 8 7 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 U B  O A C S  
GS C 8 7 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 U B  OACS 
GS C 8 7 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 U E  OACS 
GS C 8 7 2 0 2 0 0 0 Q U B  OACS 

Y O U 8 2 8  C H I L D  CARE 
C D S  COORD 
FCC D I R  
EDUC SP 
FROG D I R  
E L E M  TEACHER 
S A L K  PROG SP 
SECY ( O A )  
A D U I N  C L K  ( T Y P )  

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

0 7 2 0  i 2 m ~ i ~  0 ~ ~ s  
8 7 2 0  t 9 0 0 0 U A  OCCS 
8720 1 9 0 0 0 U A  OCCS 
8 7 2 0  1 9 0 0 0 U A  OCCS 
87 2 0  1 9 0 0 0 U A  OCCS 
872059000UA OCCS 
8 7 2 0 4 9 0 0 0 U A  OCCS 
8 7 2 0  19000Uh OCCS 



S E C T I O N  I 1  PERSONNEL ALLOWANCE F C W U B b A  FC 1095 EOATE 94 1 0 1 6  

LTAADS STRENGTH MET CHANGE 
co GR MOS ASL /L IC  BR ID AMSC { ~ D E P  REQ AUTH REO AUTH RMKS PARA L [ P I E  O E S C R I P T  I O N  

YOU828 YOUTH ACT 
Y A  D I R  
REC SP ( V A )  
REC A I D  

PARAGRAPH TOTAI. 

F M 
07 00188 G S  C 87200DOOOKC OYDP 1 1  
07 0 0 1 8 8  G S  C 8 7 2 0 0 8 0 0 0 K C  OYDP 1 1 
05 0 0 1 8 9  G S  C 8 7 2 0 0 8 0 0 0 K C  OYOP 1 0 

3 2 

V C U 8 2 8  M I L P E R  F M 
S / M I L  P E R S  SP 09 0 0 2 0 5  
SR HRTY A F F  NCO € 7  5 7 F 4 L  
PSNCO € 7  7 4 2 4 1  
W R T R Y  A F F  SP €4 5 7 F I O  
WORT AFF TECH 06 0 0 3 0 3  
U I L P E R  C L K  ( T )  05 00204 

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

GS C 202096GDPBD OPSG 1 1  
L A  NC I 202096GOPTZ QPSG 1 1 
L A  NC I 2 0 2 0 9 6 G D P T C  QPSG 1 I 
C A I 2 0 2 0 9 6 G D P T Z  OPSG 2  1 

GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 G D P T Z  OPSG t 1 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 G D P U E  OPSG 2 2 

8 7 

W U 8 2 8  R E T  SVC 
S/CONTACT REP 
CONTACT REP 
SECY ( O A )  
M I L  PERS CLK 
R A T I O N  CD C L K  

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 G O P U N  OPSG 1 1 
GS C 202096GDPUH OPSG 2 1 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 G D & D #  OPSG 1 1 

GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 M P U E  OPSG 2 2 
G S  C 2 0 2 0 9 6 C Q P U F  OPSG 3 1 

9 6 

WOU828 PUO 
PM 
PROVOST SGT 
SECY (on) 

P4RAGRAPH TOTAL  

K 2 0 2 0 9 6 T h T F F  OPMA t 1 

NC I 202096TATFF OPMA 1 1 
G S  C 2 0 2 0 9 6 T A T F F  OPMA 1 1 

3 3 

LWirB28 UPS 
S/POLICE O F F  
OPNS SGT 
MP 
SECY ( a A )  

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

F (P 

10 00083 GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 T A T F  E OPMA 7 1 
€7  9 5 8 4 0  LA  NC I 2 0 2 0 9 6 T A T f  E QPMA t 1 
€ 4  95610 I 2 0 2 0 9 6 T A T F E  OPMA t 1 

0 4  0 0 3 1 8  GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 T A T F E  QPmA I 1 
4 4 

WOU828 PATROL F !I 
SECT I D N  SGT E 7  9 5 8 4 0  NC I 2 0 2 0 9 6 T B T F C  OPMA 1 1 



PAGE 4 6  SECTION I 1  P E R S O W E L  ALLOWhNCE F C W B A A  F C 1 0 9 5  EDATE 941016 

STRENGTH 
R E 0  AUTH 

NET CHANGE 
R E 0  &UTH RMKS PARA L I N E  DESCRIPTION AMSC MOEP 

500 LDR 
50D LDR 
ASST SOD LOR 
MP 
MP 
UP 
UP 

PARAGRAPH TOTAL 

202096TBTFC QPMA 
2 0 2 0 9 6 i B T F C  OPf4A 
2 0 2 0 9 6 T B T F C  OPMA 
2 0 2 0 9 6 T B T F C  OPMA 
2 0 2 0 9 6 T B T  F  C QPMA 
2C2C96TBTFC GPMA 
2 0 2 0 9 6 T B T F C  QPMA 

W B 2 8  L I A I S O N  
L I A I S O N  NCO 
MP 

PARAGFZAPH TOTAL 

F M 
€5 9 5 B 2 L  C& NC I 202096TBTGA OPMA 1 1 
E4 9 5 B l L  t A I 202096TBTGA QPblA 1  I 

2 2  

YOU828 T R A F F I C  PTL 
TFC NCO IMV 
TFC ACCDT I N V  
CLERK TYPXST 

PARAGRAPH TOTAL 

NC I 202096TCTFD Q P W  
I 2 0 2 0 9 6 T C T F D  QPWA 

GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 T C T J B  QPMA 

WOU828 PHYSICAL SEC 
PHY SEC SP 
PHY SEC I N S P  
CRIME PVNT NCO 

PARAGRAPH TOTAL 

GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 T H T J B  OPMA 
NC I 2 0 2 0 9 6 T H T J B  OPMA 
NC I 2 0 2 0 9 6 T H T J B  OPblA 

WOU828 DESK OP5 
DESK SGT 
R h O I O / J S I  I D S  - . - --  K n U l I J j d S i i U S  

PARAGRAPH TOTAL 

NC 1 2 0 2 0 9 6 T B T F H  OPblA 
! 202096TBTFH SPYA 
I 2 0 2 0 9 6 T B T F H  OPMA 

WOU828 M P I  
w IWES SUPV 
W I N V E S  
W IINVES 
61P INVES 

PARAGRAPH TOTAL 

NC 1 2 0 2 0 9 6 T F T B D  QPMA 
NC I 2 0 2 0 9 6 T F T B D  QPMA 

I 202096TFTBD QPMA 
I 2 0 2 0 9 6 T F T B D  QPMA 



PAGE 47 S E C T I O N  I 1  PERSONNEL ALLOWAkCE FCWOUSAA FC 1095 EOATE 9 4  1 0 1 6  

PARA L I N E  
ITAAOS STRENGTH NET CHANGE 

D E S C R I P T I O N  CD GR MOS A S I / L I C  8 R  I D  AMSC MOEP R E 0  AUTH R E 0  AUTH RHKS 

YOU828 M I L  WORKlNG D FM 
K E N N E L M I S T  ER E 7  9 5 8 4 0  A 9  NC I 2 0 2 0 9 6 T B T F B  OPb1A 1 1 
D/DOG HNOLRtE) € 6  9 5 8 3 0  26 NC I 2 0 2 0 9 6 T B T F B  QPMA 2 2 
D/DOG HA~DLR(N)  €5 9 5 8 2 0  26 NC I 2 0 2 0 9 6 T 8 T F 3  OPMR 2 2 
P T L  DOG M L R  €4 95810 A 9  I 2 0 2 0 9 6 T e T F E  OPMA 4 3 

P A R A G R A W  T O T A L  9 8 

W 8 2 8  AOldIN FM 
ADHlN ASST 0 7  00303 
SECY TYP 05 00318 
VEH REG C L K  04 00303 
CLK T Y P I S T  03 00322 

PARAGRAPH TOTAL 

YOU828 DPTMS 
DPTWSEC 
OPN NCO 
I N T E L  SGT 
SR TEST C O M O  
wae PLNSJOFF 
SECURITY SP 
M I L  T f f i  SP 
SECY { S T E N O / D A )  
SECY ( O A )  

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 T F T F A O P M A  1 1 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 T F T F A  091414 I 0 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 T F T F f i  OPMA 3 1 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 T F T F A  QPMA 2 0 

7 2 

OPTM 
vscw 
OSEC 
VSCW 
VSCW 
OSEC 
VSCW 
QPTLI 
VSCW 

WOU828 CTR TER F bl 
S/SECURITY SP 11 0 0 0 8 0  GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 T O I l . A  QSEC 1 0 
OPNS SGT E 7  9 m 4 0  NC I 2 0 2 0 9 6 T D I L A  nSEC ! ', 
PHYS SCTY ;>GjF E6 9 S B 3 0  H 3  NC f 2 0 2 0 9 6 T O I L A  QSEC 1 0 
R A D I O  O P / J S I I D  E3 7 1 L 1 0  I 2 0 2 0 9 6 T D I L A  QSEC 1 $ 

SCTY SP 10 00080 GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 T D I L A  OSEC 1 t 
P A R I G R A P H  TOTAL 5 3 

YOU828 A V I A T I O N  
P I L O T  
P I L O T  I N S T R  RW 
U T I L  H E L  T I  

K 20209210XEB VSCW 1 t 
SW P 20209210XE8  USCW 1 1 

NC I 2 0 2 0 9 2  10LNF VSCW I f 



PAGE 4 8  SECTION I I PERSONNEL hLLO1flLNCE FCWU8AA FC1095 EDATE 9 4 1 0 1 6  

ITAAOS STRENGTH NET CHANGE 
CD GR WOS A S I / L l C  8R I D  AMSC W E P  REQ dUTH REQ AUTH RhlKS .P&RA L I N E  

069 04 

D E S C R I P T I O N  

U/HEL CREW C H  
PARAGRAPH TOTAL 

WOUBZS T4SC 
S/AV INFO OFF 
V I S  I N F O  CLK 

PARAGRAPH TOTAL 

VOU828  PROD 8 R  
V I S  INFO SP 
A V  I N F O  SP 
PHOTO ( S T I L L )  
V I S  INFO SP 
PHOTO ( S T I L L )  
T V  PROD SP 
MODEL MAKER 

PARAGRAPH TOTAL 

W 8 2 8  SVCS BR 
TNG A I D S / A V  f f i R  
SUPPLY CLERK 
SUPPLY CLERK 
ELECT MECH 
wsffl 

PARAGRAPH TOTAL 

W B 2 B  MILES 
PARAGRAPH TOTAL 

W 8 2 8  DOL 
DOL 
S/LOG WGT SP 
L a G  btGT SP 
W I M T  COORD 
SECY (STENO/OA) 
WORK OROER CLU 
CLK STENO 

P I R A G R I P H  TOTAL 

% ) A 0 0  6 Y  K 2020965DYAS OSUP 1 0 
0 0 3 4 6  GS C 20209SBDYAS OSUP 1 1 
00346 GS C 202096BDYAS QSUP 2 2 
0 1 6 0 1  GS C 202096CFYAS 0 W T  1 I 
003 18 GS C 202096BOYAS OSUP 1 1 
0 0 3 0 3  G S  C 202096CFYAS O W T  1 0 
003 12 GS C 202096BOYAS OSUP 1 1 

8 6 



PAGE 49 S E C T I O N  I I PERSONNEL ALLOlJANCE FCUOU8AA F C 1 0 9 5  EDATE 9 4 1 0 1 6  

I T A A D S  STRENGTH NET CHANGE 
CD GR MQS A S I / L I C  BR I D  AlOSC blDEP R E Q  AUTH R E 0  AUTH R14KS D E S C R I P T I O N  PARA L I N E  

W 8 2 8  FOOD S V C  
FOOD SVC S P  

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 F C K F B  QFOD 1 

1  

'WU828 TRANS DIV 
T R A F F I C  UGR 
SECV i S T E N O / O h  j 

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 D B K R A  O T R N  
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 D B A D E  OTRN 

WOU828 MOVEMENTS 
S/TRANS SP 
P A C K I N G  I N S P  
P A S S / F R T  SP 
T R A V E L  CLK ( 5 4 )  
T R A V E L  CLK  I D A )  
S H I P M E N T  C L E R K  

PARbGRAPH T O T A L  

GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 0 E K R B  QTRN 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 0 E K S C  QTRN 
G S  C 2 0 2 0 9 6 D B K R C  QTRN 
G S  C 2 0 2 0 9 6 D B K V A  QTRN 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 D B K V A  OTRN 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 D B K S B  QTRN 

XV 
X t l  
XW 
XW 

VOU828 M T O R  POOL 
U T R  VEH D P  FMP.1 
L T  VEH DVR 
H T R  VEH D I S P  
H T R  V E H  OP 
MTR V E H  OP 

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

HS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 D A L 8 A  Q T R N  
I 2 0 2 0 9 6 O A t B D  QTRN 

GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 D A L B C  QTRN 
WG C 2 0 2 0 9 6 D A L B C  QTRN 
VG C 2 0 2 0 9 6 D A L B D  QTRN 

UW828 SUPPLY 
SUP HGT OFF 
GEF! Sup SPEC 
S /SUP TECH 
SUP CLK ( O A )  
S U P P L Y  C W  
MOTOR VEH OP 
M A T L  HANDLER 

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 B C W B  QSUP 
GS C 202.096BCAOD QSUP 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 B C A D D  Q W P  
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 B C N O B  QSUP 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 B C N O B  Q W P  
WG C 2 0 2 0 9 6 B C N O B  QSUP 
LdG C 2 0 2 0 9 6 B C M P B  OSUP 





S E C T I O N  I I PERSONNEL ALLOWANCE FCWOU84A F C  1095 EDATE 94 1 0 1 6  PAGE 51 

I T A & D S  STRENGTH NET CHANGE 
CD GR UOS A S T / C I C  BR I 0  AMSC MDEP R E 0  AUTH R E 0  AUTH R M K S  P A R A  C I N E  D E S C R I P T I O N  

C U S T O D I A L  I N S P  
PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

VG C 2 0 2 0 9 6 W J D C  O O E H  1 0 
6 5 

U O U 8 2 8  SUPPLY 
SUP MGT OFF 
ACCT TECH 
PURCH AGT 
PURCH AGT ( O A )  
T O O L / P A R T S  A I T  
M A T L  H A N )  ( F L O )  
M A T L  H A m  ( F L O )  

PARAGRAPH TOTAL 

C 2 0 2 0 9 6 M i M E A  O O t H  1 
C 2 0 2 0 9 6 M 7 N F A  O D E H  2 
C 202096M7NFn OO&H 1 
C 2 0 2 0 9 6 M 7 N F A  ODEH I 
C 2 0 2 0 9 6 M 7 M P B  QDEH 1 
C 2 0 2 0 9 6 M 7 M P B  ODEH 1 
C 2 0 2 0 9 6 M 7 M P B  ODEH 1 

8 

W 8 2 8  0 8 M  D I V  
S/GEN E W R  
U T I L  C L K  ( O A )  
SECY ( O A )  
E f f i R  T E C H  

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 W J G A  ODEH t 1 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 M 4 J G A  ODEH 1 1 
GS C 202096Pb3JGA ODEH 1 I 

GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 W J G A  OOEH 1 0 
4 3 

mu828 B&G 
M I N T  MECH FMN 
m SON 
P A I N T E R  
CARPENTER 
C P T R  UKR 
P A I N T E R  H E L P E R  

PARAGRAPH TOTAL  

US C 2 0 2 0 7 8 K O J H d  ORPA 1 1 
WG C 2 0 2 0 7 8 K O J H B  ORPA 2 2 
WG C 2 0 2 0 7 8 K O J f t D  QRPA 2 2 
WG C 2 0 2 0 7 8 K O J H A  ORPA 6 6 
WG C 2 0 2 0 7 8 K O d H A  QRPA 3 1 
YG C 2 0 2 0 7 8 K O J H D  ORPA 1 1 

15 13 

~ W 8 2 8  ROADS & GROUN FM 
ROAD M A I N T  FLW 
MGT AGRON 
LABORER L D R  
P E S T  CON 
ENGR € 0  OPR 
PEST CON 
TRACTOR OPR 
LABORER 

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

2 0 2 0 7 B K O J H K  
2 0 2 0 7 8 K O J H L  
202078KOJ l -K  
2 0 2 0 9 6 M 2 J H R  
202078KOJ l -K  
2 0 2 0 9 6 U 2  JHR 
2 0 2 0 7 8 K O J H K  
2 0 2 0 7 8 K O J H K  

ORPA 
ORPA 
QRPA 
QDEH 
O R P A  
ODEH 
ORPA 
QRPA 



PAGE 5 2  

PARA L I N E  O E S C R I P T I O N  

W 8 2 8  PM 
14MT MECt-I LOR 
MAIM MECH 

PARAGRAPH TOThL 

W 8 2 8  ORG MT 
H I E  MECH 
H I E  RPR 
MAT EQUIP CLK 

PARAGRAPH TOTAL 

W 8 2 8  MECH 
AC EQ FMN 
S/MECH ENGR 
ac E W I P  UECH 
PLUClBER 
P L U M E R  W R  
AC €0 HELPER 

PARAGRAPH TOTAL 

WOU828 ELEC 
ELEC FhlN 
E L E C  
ELEC ( H V )  
ELEC VKR H V  
ELEC HLPR 

PARAGRAPH TOTAL 

Led828 F I R E  
F I R E  C H I E F  
LEAD F I R E F G T R  
FR PRT INSP AS1 
ALARM RM OP 
F I R E F I G H T E R  
F I R E F I G H T E R  

PARAGRAPH TOTAL 

SECTION I I PERSONNEL ALLOWANCE FCWOUOAA F C 1 0 9 5  E D A T E 9 4 1 0 1 6  

ITA&DS STREblGTH NET CkiANGE 
CD GR MOS A S I / L I C  BR I0 RMSC MOEP REQ P U T H  R E 0  A U T H  R W S  

F M  
1 0  0 5 8 0 3  WG C 2 0 2 0 9 6 M 7 J H G  ODEH 1 1 
08 0 5 8 0 3  WG C 2 0 2 0 9 6 M 7 J H G  ODEH 2 2 
04 00303 GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 M 7 J l - G  ODEH 1 0 

4 3 

W S  C 2 0 2 0 7 8 K O J J J  ORPA 
WG C 2 0 2 0 7 8 K O J J J  ORPA 
WG C 2 0 2 0 7 8 K O J J J  ORPA 
WG C 2 0 2 0 7 8 K O J d J  QRPA 
WG C 2 0 2 0 7 8 K O J J J  ORPA 

GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 b t l  JMD ODEH 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 H l J M d  QDEH 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 b l l J N A  QOEH 
GS C 202096b11  JhlA W E H  
G S  C 2 0 2 0 9 6 H l  JMA QDEH 
GS C 202096hll JMA OOEH 



PAGE 53 SECTION I 1  PERSOWEL ALLOWANCE FCWOUBAS, F C 1 0 9 5  E D A T E  9 4 1 0 1 6  

I T A A D S  STRENGTH NET CHANGE 
CD GR 0 5  & S I / t I C  BR I D  AMSC W E P  REQ AUTH RE0 AUTH RMKS PARA L I N E  DESCRIPTION 

UOUB28 EW4D 
S / I N D  ENGR 

PARAGRAPH TDTAL 

WOU828 VDRK REC 
FAC HGT ASST 
M CLERK 
MATL EXPED 

PARAGRAPH TOTAL 

F M 
07 03303 ,. r 

" 2  C 2 G 2 G 9 6 W J C A  PDEti 1 1 
0 4  00303 7 9 GS C 202096M4JCh QDEH c 

0 7  0 6 9 1 0  WG C 2 0 2 0 9 6 W J C A  QDEH 1 1 
4 4 

YOU828 EST 
PROD CON 

PARAGRAPH TOTAL 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 H 4 J C B  OOEH 2 2 

2 2 

W 8 2 8  MES8 
I N 0  ENGR 
ENGR TECH 
MGT ASST 
SECY ( O A )  
DATA TRANS ( O A ]  

PARAGRAPH TOTAL 

GS C 202096M4JDA ODEH 1 1 
GS C 202096M4JDA ODEH 1 0 
GS C 202096M4JDf i  ODEH 1 1 
GS C 202096M4JDA ODEH 1 0 
GS C 202096H4JDA QDEH 1 1 

5 3 

WOU828 HSG 
HSG HGR 
HSG NGT ASST 
S/SUP TECH 
FAU HSG INSP 
HSG mGT CLK(OA)  
SUPPLY C L K  
';up CLK :=a) 
HSG CLK ( T )  
CLK TYP 
MATERIALS HAND 
LA5ORER 

PARAGRAPH TOTAL  

202096HBJEB OUPH 
1 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 J E C  E 3 2 H  
1510C1(100JEC E 3 2 H  
1 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 J E C  E32H 
2 0 2 0 9 6 H B d E 6  OUPH 
202096c lBJEZ O l l P H  
19 1 0 O J E C  E 3 2 H  
1 9 f 0 0 0 0 0 J E C  E32H 
1 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 J E C  E 3 2 H  
202096HBdED OUPH 
2 0 2 0 9 6 H B d E D  OUPH 

X Y  
X W  
xu 
XU 
XV 
Xi; 
X w 
X U  
XU 
:< w 
XU 

WOU828 DDIM 
D l  RECTOR GM C 2 0 8 6  11OODGA MXFC 



P A G E  54 S E C T I O N  11 PERSONNEL ALLOWANCE FCWOUBAA F C 1 0 9 5  EDATE 941016 

I T A A D S  STRENGTH NET CHANGE 
D E S C R I P T I O N  CC) GR MOS A S I / t I C  BR I0 AUSC W E P  R E 0  A U T H  REQ b U T H  RMKS PAR& C I N E  

SECY S T E W  ( 0 4 )  
C L K  T Y P I S T  

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

06 0 0 3 1 8  GS C 2 0 8 6 1 1 0 0 0 G A  W F C  1 1 
04 0 0 3 2 2  GS C 2 0 8 6 1 1 0 0 0 G A  WXFC 1 I 

3 3 

W 8 2 8  O P S  8 SYS I N T  F M  
S i  I N F O  UGT S P  1 2  9 0 3 3 1  

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

W 8 2 8  T E L E C O N  BRANC FM 
COMH SPEC 06 0 0 3 9 2  GS C 2080950OCJNA MXFC I 1 
ROO OPR 05 00389 GS C 2 0 8 6 1  1 0 0 0 2 1 A  blXFC 1 t 
COMM E O U I P  OP 05  0 0 3 9 2  GS C 2 0 8 0 9 5 0 0 D M P .  hlXFC 2 1 

PARAGRAPH TOTAL 4 3 

WOU828  AUTDMATIOPJ B R  Fbl 
I N F O  S V S  SUPV E 7  7 4 0 4 0  
COMPT PROG 09 0 0 3 3 4  

-COHPT PROG 07 0 0 3 3 4  
CaMPT OPR 0 7  0 0 3 3 2  
c a M P T  OPR 05 00332 

PARhGRAPH T O T A L  

NC I 2 0 2 0 9 6 P O D N C  lAXFC 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 P O D N C  MXFC 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 P O D N C  N X F C  
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 P O D N C  U X F C  
GS C 202096PODNC W F C  

Y O U 8 2 8  ADWIN SVCS BR F M  
SPT SVC SUPV 09 0 0 3 4 2  
MAIL C W  0 5  0 0 3 0 5  
DUP MACH OP ( R )  04 00350 
SUP CLK ( R )  04 02005 
M A I L  C L X  03 00305 

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 Y O A O B  W F C  
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 Y O A D B  MXFC 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 Y O A D B  MXFC 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 6 Y O A D B  b7XFC 
GS C 2 0 2 0 9 5 Y 0 4 0 8  MXFC 

UCU828 LOG SUPPORT D F M  
S / C W  LIGT S P  09 0 0 3 9 1  

+LEC T E C H  09 00856 
CLK T Y P  03 00322 

PARAGRAPH T O T A L  

GS C 2 0 8 6 1  100DGA MXFC 1 1 
GS C 2 0 B 6 1 1 0 0 O G A  U X F C  2 1 
G S  C 2 0 B 6 1 1 0 0 D G A  MXFC 1 1 

4 3 

W C O M  RESOURCES 



MILITARY AND ClVlLlAN MANPOWER STATUS 
TDA 2095/950$16 
AS OF 28 FEE3 95 

DIRECTORATE/ACCT MILITARY CIVILIAN 
REQ AUTH ACT REQ AUTH CORE PERM TEMP TOTAL VAC OVER 
0 - E  0 - E  0 - E  CORE 

- -BAl1 - -  

COMMAND - - - GP - NA 2 -  1 2 -  1 
- - - -- - - - 2 -  1 - 4 -- - -- 4 3 3 

- -- 
3 - - --- 

'G - - NB -- 1 -  2 1 -  2 1 -  2 1 1 I 
- - - -- -. - - - 1 

-- - - 1 
S JA 

- - --- -- 
-- NB 2 -  0 2 -  0 - -- - - - 2 -  0 5 4 4 6 - - -- 4 

P A 0  NB 6 4 2 2 2 
- -- 

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

I ~ A P  w N N B  2 -  2 2 -  2 I 1 I I 
- 

--- - --- - 2 -  1 
- -- - -- - 1 r. ,F- NB 1 1 1 1 

- -- 

- - - - . 2 
- 

N A i iQCG 1 -  4 1 -  4 0 -  5 1 1 0 0 0 
DIN FAC F 10 10 10 10 1 11 * 1 

--- - - - -- - - - -- - - - - -  - -  - - - -  
DRM U 16 15 1 4  13 13 1 

- - - . 

- H 2 2 2 0 0 2 
- - - - - - - - - - - 

PMO T 1 - 94 1 - 89"* 12 5 3 - - - - -- -- -- -- 
1 - 76 - - - - - -- - - 3 -- 3 

DPCA G 0 -  6 0 -  5 0 -  6 16 13 10 10 10 
-- -- 

S 32 15 6 5 5 1 
YOUTH SVCS 11 7708 3 2 0 0 0 
CHILD CARE 11 771 9 10 10 7 6 6 1 
A c s  --- 1 17720 7 4 4 4 4 

-- - - -- - - 
DPTMS--- 

-- - -- 

ADM/SEC/MOB N/T 1 -  3 1 -  3 2 -  3 5 3 3 3 
TSC X I  01 16 14 1 4  7 4 

( -SAT X I  03 0 -  3 0 -  1 1 -  2 2 2 0  0 

D 0 -  1 0 -  1 0 -  0  18 1 6  14 13 13 1 ---- - - - --- -. .- - - - - -- 
DPW M/J 1 -  0 0 -  0 1 -  0 73 57 6 1 5 5 7 62 3 4 

INFO MGTkOG X I  17 
9 BASECOMMO X I I S  

, AUTOMATION P - 0 -  1 0 -  1 0 -  1 6 5 3 3 3 



MlU TARY AM3 CIVILIAN MANPOWER STATUS 
l Y A  2095f950416 
AS OF 28 FEB 95 

Dl F;ECTORATElACCT MlUTARi CIVILIAN - 
REQ AUTH ACT REQ AUTH CORE PERM TEMP TOTAL VAC OVER I* 

71 

0 - E  0 - E  0 - E  CORE r. I ' 11 

--OTHER PROGRAMS- - ' il 
'.ri 

TC=TAL OTHER PROGRAMS -- -- -- - -  23 18 - - -  18 - 18 1 1 2 --- - -- .- -- -- 19 --- -- 

-6RAND TOTAL- 1 1  - 1 1 9  12- 93 15 -112 3&4 294 257 236 28 264 18 2 3 

* l-0 CO Includes: 
1 l CN + I  VAC = 10.5 Manears IAW ME0 

*' PMO Includes: 
3 ENL at Cmd Gp 
2 ENL at HQ CO 
2 ENL at CID 
1 EN1 at CARICOM 

*** TlSA Ir clucbs: 
1 CN Funded by #MIS 
(Not pzirt of ~ 0 f e )  



No. 095-95 
(703)59541 5 1 2 ( d a )  
Cf03$97-3 1 B@wplcsj 

M W M T E  !ELEASE F s b r ~ ~  28,19135 (703)697.3747@ublidind~~~r)!, 

Stcretaq of D ~ ~ C R X  WiUim Pm r a y  nnnouwd L% i k ~ ~ b s ~ m ~ r , !  ': !C:;;..:.-.?V~,.:-. .. :.?I 

to dosc or rcalipfi 146 mditzu?; install&ons in the Unittd Stales.  X- rt.s~:nc~;~;?h~j ?fi: i r t  

k i n g  fow1&rdcd to the b c k p c n & n t  Defense BIW Closun and R c a l i p ~ ~ ~ a t  Com,~:!.;ion 

"fbcsc rccomtrdadans, though paWul, are nmssary to uhlcve b~ kvtls of &DC,SS 

aad mdwuizarjoo W hcCd withfn the? h d p e t  wc bye. ' '  Mid ,cj,̂ rr*rn y Pet-ry "Our wn>cd fttrii,> 
an0 3W PUOgCI h a Y t  l-d!zn CUI tly 0 ~ u 4 h i r d  or m m ,  but OW i u f ~ t w t u r t  ody abou! haIf thar 
T o d ~ j . ' ~  momvrcauons wiU ravc thc taxpayen and thc hpertmcat wmc 9 18 b a o n  aver tb: 
nrxr fulo d~-c&s." 

TI-4 S e r c ~ u r j ' r  momrenCations wcrc developed by anch of h mllitry s.er,.iccs i r :  
a o i d m c c  with h e  suict procedures ldd down by tbe Bw. Clww md R d ~ e n m t ~ t  Act O( 
1990. Each basc was evaluated using a tat of publishd criicrla gjviog pd6fit.y fmt ro the 
m;liw vdue of tlre fwdity, ud then tg lbic ~ v l n g s  a d  tbc bcooomic arld dbcr e f f w ~  h a !  the 
dorm would b v c .  Ibc cvaIuation & t ~  fs ccnificd for x e u r a c y  by wh Scrvicc, a d  the0 
rcvjewcd by h l h  OIC B ~ s r  GImm had k(111p~ncar Cofnml~~ i~ f l  ~d b G c a d  AccounGnp 
Office. 

h r h g  a WS' ~ h f m x e  a the Pcnwon, Pcv ~ d d  Lhaf kxb h: (i;!.~ . Ii,i . iV 

S ~ I I U U ~ ~ ~ L  ~hn~man of rhc ~o io [  Lrmtrs ~r stan; bad tbt w~~m6bu~30: mat bqrh 
th: d h y  dcpatmeacs wlthw~ exception. "I'hcse uticrnd are UJ M c~ 
-fully 4hap  our Mnad fcrc4ho Lo supm tkb ~~~ hl.&lary SWagy and I& B i w ~  Gp 
R ~ V I ~ W , "  tzit h w y  6 % p ~ ~ i a ~ d .  

'fnc BRAC 95 recommcndaClons R*W c w  l s s  ~.UI th.e BRAC 95 IUDC~ ( $ 3 . ~  ';tJl.'ot~ '(5 

-%.9 bllljon) and w.111 gC~t?Uc ~ o ~ h ~ t  matt qujcuy. bcf t,k dc-ycu implarn~atn~~a vrid 
p r t ~ c r i b c j  by !bw, the clc%um urd d t ; n m a ~ r s  rsr: c x p k d  lo g o w e  M sbviagj of 
appmxima~!}~ S4 bUo4. RccurfLng ~avfngr tbutahar w axptcld lo r u c h  4 1 8 billion prr 
yeu. T o d  alvtngs Q y a  20 putr, d i ~ o u f i t d  to p n ~ e a t  vdue, arr: tsCLnntrd ro 1% $ I8 o b o n ,  

-MOW- - - 
. . 



W s  ~WDB of drnc rllm wfU ~ V C  rlpif!cmt t co~rr r ic  impact IIW imd . 
~rucnunlllcs, P w  a d  lhal ht dld L I ~  m o v e  any SCM- m m a d a t i a m  fw tbir M n .  
Howover, be pledgod (Q mtinur: l l ~ d  trptnd tht Drpufces~t'~ LO c a m % - =  md 
nuw. Dcpanmot o f D $ f ~  US~SWCC pmgmim k l u d c  prsomel lnndtion .od job Lrelnlng 
rssbtsslct, loco] m u  plhnning pano. cw-cltc: hamidon m&ntos, sccbllsmrcd pmperty . 

disposal. and f~ c n v b n u l  clemup thli auppoa nw &. 
%st innddons sew an o p a ~ n i t y  fdr r n r m u n i ~ ~ ~  to d j v u r i l y  had nsw their 

cca~omlc furmesa We have M y  t a n  hpnfvc ~ v e l o p m c n t  wcces~cs in such divatse 
communldts q Sltcrasentn, Cmlif,; h l 6 ~ d r i k  LL; hrrd Itantm1, U, T k j  ymvc #at rtcwfobs 
oan bc ctuced to nplacs L C ~ W  thlt arc lost, Thcrc is w doubt first It tskco m g  locd 
iudcnhlp and r lot of hud work., but tba hr ldcat  bnr co tnm ia  ur to b l p ,  a d  wt  will," 
kf iwy  Pcny sdd, 



1. Recommcrrdatloztr R.tdign Fort Buchwan by reducing gtu-t-imn mnnagernent functions and 
disposing of femily housing. M a i n  an dncl&o for tho r w o  caniponcntr, h y  and Air Forw 
kchrmga Service ( W E S )  and the Antilles Coneoltdated ~chbol.  

2 ,  Jultlflcntionr Fort Buchman, L sub-lnftdl~tion dfFort bdcPhmon, provides admini~mtivc, 
logisttcal and mobilizstion support to Army units u d  dv i t i e s  in Pueo Riw and t he  Cg.ribbcan 
ragion. Tcr~ts h d u d o  R U.S. h y  Rmrvc hcadquarrcrs, AAFES and a 130Dapcrht cd shoo \  
wrnplcx. A.Irlluu$~ L ~ L :  pust l z  rnanngd by an acrlve component gurlmn, Ir suppons I detively 
fCw active compiincnf tenents. 'ilt fmdy hausi~tg wLIl C I O Y ~ .  nit t i ~ g  ~ l t ; t ~ s  pi  v ~ i d ; l j ~  urn 

support will relocatc to Roosscl t  Roads Nnty B u c  and other $itcs, Ths F m y  intmds to 
license buildings to  the Army Nariand Ouard, that they currcatly occupy. 

'3. RwLur,\ cirt  T t \ r ~ ( t i I t ~ i l i  Tho total ow-t!mc cost to hplcmcnt rhls rocorrmtndarlon fs 5 i q  

million, The nct of dl &st$ bnd savings during the implmcntntion period i s  a c o s t  of $50 
million. h u d  recurrin~ uvhp d t a r  i rnp!um~~t l~ t lon  LTO $10 million v.rith a return or! 
invs~trnont axp~c tbd  in 7 yews. Tho net  prcgcfit vdub of t h ~  #Mi  ~d awlgs avcr 20 ycar~  is a 
uvings of $45 million. 

patenrial duction of 2iDiobs ( I  82 d i i a ~ l i & - ~ d  1 0 7 7 7 ~ ~  f;bs} over t h e  1996-to-2001 
period in thc Sm Juan, PR ~ h c h  rcprcsmts 0.4 percent o t area's 'cmployrncttt There 



_ *. 

M'cnsa Logistics Agency 

Dalenst Msbibution &pol Memphis, Tcaaeoscc 
- Defense-Maulbutlon Depot %don, ULab 

. - 

Parr 11: Mqfar hue RecrJignmrnB - 

I=or.l G f d y ,  k l u h  
P,A Huntor Ugscrr, Wfi)id~ 
Sim Army kpo~ Wornia  
h n  McaQc, Maryland 
Detmjt h n n l ,  Mcbigbtl 
brr Dix, New Jcwy  
Fmt HLJEJ~OU, Ncw4Yluk 
W l c s  E, Uliy Support Centcr, Ptnarylvania 
Lttttukeany A m y  Depot, Pcnnsylvahia * Fat Buckanan, Putno Rico 
D u p r y  FMvla# Gmnd,  UuLh 
Fort rcr, ~ i r g i n h  

Nrvd hir Stat i~n,  Koy Wc~t,  Florida - 
. Nsvd AcUvltlcs, Q m  

Naval Air Stdfipn, Corpus C h i d ,  Texu 
. Naval Uduru W,ufm htjr, h y p t ,  WuiJngto~ 

M~Ci~llan M FQM Wt Cllifmni~ 
Oalwka Xir Strtlon, W D m i r  
~ A i r F o t c c k , ~ c r r i &  
Rohint Air kxra Rirn, C k v ~ t a  
Malmttrom Air ficKdcr Btsa, Mwt~nk 
Mud ALr h w  Ba, N4w Mdw 
O n n d W h i r r n B w , N d b & d a  

. nhL~MNBw,Oklabotna 
Kelly Air Fow Rate, TrXlP 

.Hill Air F m  R a w .  Utrh 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALlGNMElNT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

Ms. Dennise M. Nieves 
Management Analyst 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

April 6, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

united States ~ d j i t a n t  General Fort Buchanan 
Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico 00934 

Dear Ms. Nieves: 

Thank you for your letter regarding Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico. I certainly understand 
your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

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

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

Sincerely, 



THE DEFE3SE BASE CLOSLRE .OD RE.-UIGh3EhT CObDIISSION 

OFFICE OFTHE CKURXL" 1 NI 1 ACIlON I INIT 1 C0M;)lLSSXON MEMBEXS 1 FYI 1 ACTION ( INIT I 
~ \ U V  DEON 

STAFF DIRECTOR 

FXECLTTVE DERECIQR 

GEZ-ERU COL%NSEL 

.MrLlTMY EXEmTIYe 

I 

- - 

C O M ; ) ~ O h ( ' E R  COX 

C O I C ~ O h R  DAVIS 1 
COMMlSSIONER KLMG 

C O ~ O N E R  M m Y A  

COICDaSSIOhER ROBLES 

ExEcmlW-mr 

DUWXOR OF AJlMWSIRATION 

CHIEP FlNmCIAt OFFICER 

D I R E r n R  OF mYEL 

m FORCE TeS,H LEADER --l-L-L 

TYPE OF .4CTION REQUIRED 
RrpPrc Repiyrorchk.run's- I Rtpprt Re* for Canmidm&s Siglnhlrc 

Repare Reply for StatT Director's SGgnatun 

.4CnON: Mer C- d o r  -m M 

S u b j e c ~ R ~  

Ikc ~ o l c :  --"Cu-03~q 
c 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1000  NAVY PENTAGON 

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

MAR I 4 1995 
The Honorable Stephen Horn 
House of ~e~resentatives 
Washington, DC 20515-0538  

Dear Mr. Horn: 

This is in further response regarding the floating drydock 
MACHINIST (AFDB-8), and the cost of homeporting nuclear powered 
aircraft carriers (CVNs) at San Diego or Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard (LBNSY), d.iscussed in your letter of December 28, 1994. 

When comparing costs of homeporting CVNs at San Diego or Long 
Beach, drydock construction or relocation should not be included. 
The Navy does not ~ l a n  to relocate the MACHINIST to San Diego, or 
build an additional drydock there to support CVNs. A feasibility 
study to evaluate possible drydocking alternatives was completed 
in September 1994. We concluded that relocating the MACHINIST to 
San Diego was not economically viable. 

The Navy, now and in the foreseeable future, will only have 
five aircraft carriers homeported on the west coast. Therefore, 
we do not require additional west coast aircraft carrier homeport 
capacity than that already planned or established. Building 
additional infrastructure at Long Beach to support the 
homeporting of a CVN would create excess naval station capacity 
that the Navy cannot afford to operate and maintain. Homeporting 
at Long Beach would also cause the Navy to lose "economy of 
scale" savings realized by homeporting and operating aircraft 
carriers from a large fleet concentration like San Diego. 

The BRAC 91 decision to close the Naval Complex Long Beach 
will save the Navy $136 million per year beginning in 1 9 9 7 .  
Furthermore, the BRAC 95 analysis shows that approximately an 
additional $130 million per year will be saved after the closure 
of the LBNSY. These savings are crucial to the Navy's recapital- 
ization plan and would be lost if CVNs were homep~rted at Long 
Beach. 

At the request of the General Accounting Office (GAO), the 
Navy recently completed planning level estimates for several 
hypothetical CVN homeporting alternatives at Long Beach and North 
Island. Homeporting three CVNs at Naval Air Station (NAS) North 
Island is the most economical alternative. The other 
alternatives, which considered from one to three CVNs at Long 
Beach, exceeded the NAS North Island costs by approximately $160 
million to $280 million depending on the alternative. The final 
estimates and report of findings will be forwarded to the GAO 
shortly. 



Although I understand your interest in homeporting CVNs at 
Long Beach, the current Navy plan to horneport CVIQs in San Diego 
is in the best interest of the Navy. This plan saves significant 
additional infrastructure costs, prevents the creation of excess 
naval station capacity, avoids the loss of BRAC savings, avoids 
impacts on personnel readiness due to reduced availability of 
quality of life related infrastructure, and prevents significant 
disruption of ship deployment and maintenance schedules. 

I will be responding to the additional questions you asked in 
your letter of January 26, 1995 in the near future. As always, 
if I may be of any further assistance, please let: me know. 

Sincerely, 
n 

ROBERT B. PIRIE, JK. 



STEPHEN HORN 
3 8 1 ~  DISTRICT. CALIFORNIA 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 

1023 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON. D C  205 15 
(202) 225-6676 

DISTRICT OFFICE 

4010 WATSON PLAZA DRIVE 
SUITE 160 

LAKEWOOD. C A  907 12 
(310) 425-1336 

December 28, 1994 

COMMITTEE: 

P U B L I C  W O R K S  A N D  

T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  

SUBCOMMITTEES: 

&ongree$ of toe IHniteb atate$ 
AVIATION 

WATER RESOURCES 

AND ENVIRONMENT 

COMMITTEE: 

G O V E R N M E N T  O P E R A T I O N S  

SUBCOMMITTEES: 

INFORMATION. JUSTICE. TRANSPORTATION 
AND AGRICULTURE 

COMMERCE, CONSUMER. AND 

MONETARY AFFAIRS 

The Honorable Robert B. Pirie 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy 

Installations and Environment 
1000 Navy Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20350-1000 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

On, December 21, 1994, I wrote you regarding a floating drydock, AFDB-8, the 
MACHINIST, to ask why the Navy would consider assigning i t  to San Iliego when a larger 
capacity, graving dock, DD#l,  already exists at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

Since then, new information has reached me which provides a reason to believe that the 
costs are expected to exceed $60 million for transportation, site preparation and overhaul of the 
MACHINIST. Expenditures will be necessary to: 

1. Extend the length of the pier currently occupied by AFDM-14, STEADFAST; 

2. Upgrade crane capacity requirements, including structural strengthening of the 
existing pier; and 

3. Upgrade and extend utilities (primarily electrical, but all other utilities as well) 
along the length of the pier. 

I find such projections and required upgrades of great concern, since: 

1. The MACHINIST, a floating dry dock, still cannot replace DD#1, a graving dock, 
for those critical repairs and alignments requiring a stationary environment; and 

2. After the expenses associated with relocating and upgrading the MACHINIST and 
its new San Diego site, the Navy will still require DD#1 for CV/CVN readiness. 

Clearly, the close proximity of DD#1 does not warrant appropriations to move and 
position the MACHINIST in San Diego. It would seem more appropriate to improve Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard's Pier E as a CV/CVN Homeport. To that end, I have obtained reliable 
estimates of $23.4 million for necessary improvenients and dredging, considerably less than the 
$742.1 million estimated f0.r dredging and wharf improvements to accommodate CV/CVN vessels 
at San Diego's North Island. 
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Such utilization of existing and modern facilities at the Long Eleach Naval Shipyard would 
further negate need for the MACHINIST. If the transportation, site preparation, and overhaul 
of the MACHINIST is to cost an added $60 million in addition to the $742.1 million already 
estimated without a 20% contingency budget I would think that an $1100 million to $1 billion 
cost for this luxury would bother some in the Navy in these tight budget times. I would hope 
that the budget experts would find such an expenditure in San Diego 1:otally duplicative and 
unnecessary. If the Navy does not, I would think Congress will. 

With kindest regards, 

Sincerely Yours, 

STEPHEN HORN 
Member of Congress 



ATTACHMENT A - 

COST COMPARISON of HOMEPORTING CVJCVNs 
at S A N  DXEGO and LONG BEACH 

San Diego Long Beach . 

DREDGING- one time 

DREDGING- annual 

MILCON 

DRY DOCK CONSTRUCTION 

CONTINGENCIES (4320%) 

$251.5 mil I $14 mil 2 

$ ? 3  $0 4 

$155.6 m i l s  $5.5 mil 2 

$335.0 mils $0 7 

$3.9 mil - 
$23.4 mil TOTAL $742.1 mil 

1. Per Navy as reported to California Coastal Commission 

2. Lee & Ro 1994 report 

3. $ unlmown 

4. Dredging by Pon of Long Beach at no charge to the Navy. 

5. Per FY96 and FY97 Defense Appropriation Budgets 

6. Per 1979 engineering study done by the Navy on constructing a 4th drydock at Long Beach. 
Dollars were inflated to 1994 dollars. 

7. No drydock construction necessary at Long Beach. 
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We hope the infarmation presented in this addendum to the 1985 CV/CVN Homeporhg 
Concept Study is of value to SOS in its contiming effom on betlalf of the LBNSY and the 
m u n d i n g  communities. We appprriate having the opportunity to provide our services to you 
organization. If you shouid have any questions or comments, please do not hesirate to comaa 
me. 

LEE & RO Consuiting Engineers, Inc. 

M. Steve Ro, P.E. 
President 

Attachment 



ATTACHMENT A 
TABLE 1 

SUMMARY OF UPDATED COST DATA 
FOR CVN HOMEPORTING AT LBNSY PIER E 

I. Capital Cosrs-Primary Facilities 

Item Descriution 

~ o i b l e  water 
TV Antenna 
TeIephone 
Electriciry 

11. Capital Costs-Secondary FaciIides 

Item Description 

Id. Suppon improvemem: 
Suppiy Storage Bldg. 
SFOMS Operatiom Bldg. 

S@ey Improvemems: 
Fire Fighring Apparatus 

III. Toai Capital Corn 

Primary Facilities 
Secondary Facilities 
Subtotal 
Contingencies (a20  %) 
Total Capital Cost = 

Itern Cost - 

Itern Cost 

N. Annual Costs ** 

Item Descriution Item Cost 

Personnel Sqpport: 
Vehicle Rental 

Nuclear Suppoa 
Grade "A' 'Pure Water 
Radioactive Waste Processing 
Nitrogen Gar 
Total h u a l  Costs = 

** Annu& corn im based on homeporting one CVN for 6 months per year 





PUGET SOUND DRYDOCK #6 
PRIMARY WEST COAST NUCLEAR 
CARRIER DOCK 

LONG BEACH DRYDOCK #I 
SECONDARY WEST COAST NUCLEAR 
CARRIER DOCK. THE ONLY SOUTHERN 
CALIFORNIA DRYDOCK CAPABLE OF 
DOCKING LHA, LHD. CV. CVN, CGN 
AND AOE CLASS SHIPS 

PEARL HARBOR DRYDOCK #4 
CAPABLE, SOT PHYSICALLY SEPARATED 
FROM THE HOMEPORTS OF PACIFIC FLEET 
CARRIERS BY 2600 MILES 

REV1094 a2924.002 

WEST COAST DRYDOCK STATUS 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF T H E  N A V Y  
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY . 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) "-4 T&~QB~. &@ thja m e w  
1000  NAVY PENTAGON 

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

MAR 1 4 1995 
The Honorable Stephen Horn 
House of Representatzives 
Washington, DC 20515-0538 

Dear Mr. Horn: 

This is in further response regarding the floating drydock 
MACHINIST (AFDB-8) , and the cost of homeporting nuclear powered 
aircraft carriers ((IVNs) at San Diego or Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard (LBNSY), discussed in your letter of ~ecember 28, 1994. 

When comparing costs of homeporting CVNs at San Diego or Long 
Beach, drydock construction or relocation should not be included. 
The Navy does not plan to relocate the MACHINIST to San Diego, or 
build an additional drydock there to support CVNs. A feasibility 
study to evaluate pc~ssible drydocking alternatives was completed 
in September 1994. We concluded that relocating the MACHINIST to 
San Diego was not ec:onomically viable. 

The Navy, now and in the foreseeable future, will only have 
five aircraft carriers homeported on the west coast. Therefore, 
we do not require additional west coast aircraft carrier homeport 
capacity than that already planned or established. Building 
additional infrastructure at Long Beach to support the 
homeporting of a CVN would create excess naval sta.tion capacity 
that the Navy cannot afford to operate and maintain. Homeporting 
at Long Beach would also cause the Navy to lose "economy of 
scaleu savings realized by homeporting and operati.ng aircraft 
carriers from a large fleet concentration like San. Diego. 

T h e  BRAC 9 1  decision t o  close t h e  N a v a l  Complex L o n g  B e a c h  
will save the Navy $136 million per year beginning in 1997. 
Furthermore, the BRAC 95 analysis shows that apprc~ximately an 
additional $130 million per year will be saved after the closure 
of the LBNSY. These savings are crucial to the Na.vyls recapital- 
ization plan and would be lost if CVNs were homepc~rted at Long 
Beach. 

At the request of the General Accounting Office (GAO), the 
Navy recently completed planning level estimates for several 
hypothetical CVN homeporting alternatives at Long Beach and North 
Island. Homeporting three CVNs at Naval Air Station (NAS) North 
Island is the most economical alternative. The other 
alternatives, which considered from one to three C'VNs at Long 
Beach, exceeded the NAS North Island costs by approximately $160 
million to $280 mill-ion depending on the alternative. The final 
estimates and report: of findings will be forwarded. to the GAO 
shortly. 



Although I understand your interest in homepcrting CVNs at 
Long Beach, the c,urrent Navy plan to homeport CVNs in San Diego 
is in the best interest of the Navy. This plan saves significant 
additional infrastructure costs, prevents the creation of excess 
naval station capacity, avoids the loss of BRAC savings, avoids 
impacts on personnel readiness due to reduced availability of 
quality of life related infrastructure, and prevents significant 
disruption of ship deployment and maintenance schedules. 

I will be responding to the additional questions you asked in 
your letter of January 26, 1995 in the near future. As always, 
if I may be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 
n 

ROBERT B .  P I R I E ,  J R .  



STEPHEQ H O R N  
3 8 ~ ~  DISTRICT. CALIFORNIA 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 

.ONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON. D C  2 0 5  15 
1 2 0 2 1  2 2 5 - 6 6 7 6  

DISTRICT OFFICE 

4 0  1 0  WATSON PLAZA DRIVE 

S U I ~ E  1 6 0  

LAKEWOOD. C A  907 1 2  

( 3 1 0 1  4 2 5 - 1 3 3 6  

December 28, 1994 

COMMITTEE: 

PUBLIC W O R K S  AND 
T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  

SUBCOMMITTEES: 

AVIATION 

WATER RESOURCES 
AND ENVIRONMENT 

COMMITTEE: 

G O V E R N M E N T  O P E R A T I O N S  

SUBCOMMITTEES: 

INFORMATION, JUSTICE. TRANSPORTATI~II 
AND AGRICULTURE 

COMMERCE. CONSUMER. AND 

MONETARY AFFAIRS 

- 

The Honorable Robert B. Pirie 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy 

Installations and Enviroriment 
1000 Navy Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20350-1000 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

On, December 21, 1994, I wrote you regarding a floating drydock, AFDB-8, the 
MACHINIST, to ask why the Navy would consider assigning it to San Diego when a larger 
capacity, graving dock, DI3#1, already exists at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

Sincc then, new information has reached me which provides a reason to believe that the 
costs are expected to exceed $60 million for transportation, site preparation and overhaul of the 
MACHINIST. Expenclitures will be necessary to: 

1. Extend the length of the pier currently occupied by AFDM-14, STEADFAST; 

2. Upgrade crane capacity requirements, including structural strengthening of the 
existing pier; and 

3. Upgrade and extend utilities (primarily electrical, but all other utilities as well) 
along the length of the pier. 

I find such projections and required upgrades of great concern, since: 

1. The MACHINIST, a floating dry dock, still cannot replace DD#1, a graving dock, 
for those critical repairs and alignments requiring a stationary environment; and 

2. After the expenses associated with relocating and upgrading the MACHINIST and 
its new San Diego site, the Navy will still require DD#1 Ifor CVICVN readiness. 

Clearly, the close proximity of DD#1 does not warrant appropriations to move and 
position the MACHINIST in San Diego. It would seem more appropriate to improve Long 
Bcach Naval Shipyard's Pier E as a CVICVN Homeport. T o  that end, I have obtained reliable 
estimates of $23.4 million for necessary improvenlents and dredging, considerably less than the 
$742.1 million estimated for drcdging and wharf improvements to accommodate CV/CVN vessels 
at San Diego's North Island. 
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Such utilization of existing and modern facilities at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard would 
further negate need for the MACHINIST. If the transportation, site preparation, and overhaul 
of the MACHINIST is to cast an added $60 million in addition to the $742.1 million already 
estimated without a 20% contingency budget I would think that an $800 million to $1 billion 
cost for this luxury would bother some in the Navy in these tight budget times. I would hope 
that the budget experts would find such an expenditure in San Diego totally duplicative and 
unnecessary. If the Navy does not, I would think Congress will. 

With kindest regards, 

Sincerely Yours, 

STEPHEN HORN 
Member of Congress 



ATTACHMENT A 

COST COMPARISON of HOMEPORTING CV'CVNs 
at SAN DIEGO and LONG BEACH 

San D i e ~ o  Lca~ Beach . - 

DREDGING- one time $251.5 mil I $14 mil 2 

DREDGING- annual $ ? 3  $0 4 

MlLCON $155.6 m i l s  $5.5 mil 2 

DRYDOCK CONSTRUCTION $335.0 m i l s  $0 7 

CONTINGENCIES (0 20%) $3.9 mil 
- -- 

TOTAL $742.1 mil $23.4 mil 

1. Per Navy as reported to California Coastal Commission 

2. Lee & Ro 1994 report 

3. $ LmkIlown 

4. Dredging by Port of Long Beach at no charge to the Navy. 

5. Per FY96 and FY97 Defense Appropriation Budgee 

6. Per 1979 engineering study dcm by the Navy on constructing a 4th drydock at Iang Beach 
Dollars were inflated to 1994 dollars. 

7. No drydock consauction necessary at Long Beach. 



ATTACHMENT B 
P.0. Box 93070 

City ot Industry. CA 91715-3070 

CEEGRO Tel: (8 181 912-3397 
FAX' (8181 912-2975 

Consultrng Eng~neen. Inc. 

1 199 South Fulleflon Road. City of Industry. CA 91 748 

December 7, 1994 

Southern California Committee 
to SAVE OUR SHIPYARD (SOS) 

200 Pine Avenue, Suite 400 
Long Beach, California 90802 

Attention: William R. Gurzi, Chairman 

Subject: Cost Updating Addendum to Concept Study 
for Homeportlng CV/CVN at Pier E 

File: 2 0 0 4  

Dear Mr. Gurzi: 

In accordance with our proposal of November 4, 1994, this Ieaer is provided as an addendum 
to the August, 1985 repon "Concept Study for Homeporting Aircraft Carrier (CV/(NN) ar 
Naval Station Long Beach (NSLB) Pier E" prepared by LEE & :RO under Navy Con- No. 
N62474-84-C-2146. The purpose of this lerter addendum is to update the cost dam prcsaxed 
in the original report to the 1994 cost level, with some consideration given to organizationd 
chanzes recently made at the NSLB and Long Beach NavaI Shipyard (LBNSY). This addendum 
provides general cost information and should not be used for the purposes of pl- or 
budgeting for specific capiral improvements. The scope of this update did not include 
reevaluating the condition of existing utilities and other equipment; therefore, changes in the 
condition of such faciiities since 1985 are not reflected in this cost update. Additionally, it has 
been assumed that the requirements for homeporting a CV or CVN have remained unchanged 
since completion of the original study. 

The 1985 Concept Study was commissioned by the Western Division, Naval Facilities 
Engineering Command for the purpose of determining the feasibility of homeporting an airrrafr 
carrier vessel (CV) or carrier vessel-nuclear ( C W  at NSLB Pier E. The report presented dK 
requirements for homeporting either a CV or a CVN, evaluated the existing facilities that would 
be used, identified the hhstmcture improvements needed to meet the requirements and 
developed opinions of probable cosfs for these improvemems. Cost data were included for both 
capital improvements and recruring a d  impmvemenfi based upon berthing one CV or CVN 
dong the west side of Pier E for a maxim~m of 6 months out of the year. There is also 
sufficient space to dock a CV or CVN along the south side of Pier E; however, a separate M y  
would need to be completed to idenufy the required improvenlents and estimate the costs 
associated with homeporting a second carrier at that location. The scope of the Concept Study 
also did not include addressing costs associated with separate impriovements required to provide 
maintenance services for CVlCVNs. 
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Since the requirements are more extensive for berthing a CVN than for a CV, the total corn 
were higher to accommodate the CVN. Therefore this addendum updates the cost esrimates for 
the improvements needed to meet the requirements for a CVN. 

The bask used for updating the cost estimates differed for the various categories of facilities 
described below and is ideKifed in the discussion under each item. In those instances when cog 
indices were used to update the costs, the Engineering News-Record (ENR) Comtnrction Con 
Index (CCI) for the Los Angeles area from October, 1994 of 6551 was compared to the 
CCI from February, 1985 of 5264 to deveiop a cost factor of 1.25. Given the limited scope of 
this addendum, the cost data presented herein are considered to be "Order-of-Magnitudew 
estimates or opinions of cost, with an accuracy within +50 to -30 percent, in accordance with 
the definition provided by the American Association of Cost Estimating Engineers. 

The following para,pphs list the facilities for which the Concept Study identified conditions rhat 
needed upgrading to meet rhe requirements for homeporting a CVN. Along wirh the updated 
cost data, brief discussions are presented on the recommended irnprovemenrs and the method 
used to update the cost data. n o s e  additional faciiiries evaluated in the report for which no 
improvements were found to be necessary are not listed here. The Concept Smdy should be 
referred to for descriptions of the facilities and discussions of the CViCVN homepordng 
requirements. 

A. UTILITY IMPROVEMENTS 

1. Potable Waer 

To meet the maximum flow and pressure requirements, the Concept Study recommended 
that a water tank, three booster pumps, and the associated piping, valves and elecrrical 
service be installed at Pier E. The updared costs for the wate:r rank and pumps have been 
estimated using Means Facilities C o m c t i o n  Cost Data (R. S. Means Co., Inc.; 1994). 
The other costs have been updated using the ENR CCI. The updated cost for the potable 
water improvements is estimated to be $450,000. 

2. Cable TV Antem 

The Concept Study included the con for a cable TV antenna. This cost has been updated 
using the ENR CCI to $40,000. 

To provide the required telephone cables, the installation of an additional 40 pairs of 
twisted wire was recommended. Using Means Cost Data, the updated cost for this item 
is estimated at $75,000. 
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m e  origioal report recommended the use of MobiIe Utility Support Equipment (MUSE), 
in lieu of pennanenriy installed equipment, to provide the necessary 4160V 
service for a CVN. However, SOS has supplied a c o s  estimate recently developed by the 
Navy for the insrallation of permanent power service at the LBNSY for a CVN. The cox 
estimate for permanent electrical s e h e  includes the instahtion of a 20MVA transfomer 
and the associated electrid equipment and duct work. k & Ro reviewed this 
and revised the cons in accordance with recent experience on projects involving this type 
of work. The updated cost for the electrical service is esdmated to be approximareIy 
$2,500,000. 

B. BERTHING FACITJTIES IMPROVEMENTS - DREDGING 

A recently prepared Navy document provided by SOS estima,ted the quantity of dred,- 
required to facititate the docking of a CVN to be 1,000,000 cubic yards. It is not clear, 
however, whether rhis esrimate is based on the use of Pier E only or whether this dred3&g 
would accommodate orher piers. The original Concept Study enimated that approximately 
300,000 cubic yards of dredging would be needed to meet the deprh requirements for 
docking a CVN ar Pier E. The discrepancy bemeen these esrimates may indicate that the 
larger amount would apply to additional docking locations; however, to be conservative 
an intermediate quanriry of 700,000 cubic yards has been used here. A more detailed 
study wouid need to be performed to better define the extent of dredging required for 
homeporting at Pier E. 

Based upon recent dredging work completed by the Port of h s  Angeles and pan 
experience, the unit cost of the dredging is estimated to be 520 per cubic yard. A?i a 
result the updated cost estimate for dredging is 514,000,000. 

C. INDUSTRIAL SUPPORT FACILITIES IMPROVEMENTS 

I .  Supply Storage 

The Concept Study identified the need for an 18,500 square foot (sf) metal building to 
provide storage space. Based on M e w  Cost Data. an updated unit con of $60/sf has 
been used to place the estimated the cost of this facility at 51.110,000. It must be pointed 
out, however, that at the time the original study was prepared space was at a premium on 
Pier El whereas currently many of the facilities, including building 303, are not utilized 
to their capacily. ?herefore, it may be appropriate to funher investigate the use of 
existing storage space for this purpose. 

2. Sh#s Force Overhaul Management Systems (SFOMS) Area 

To meet the requirements for SFOMS operations it was recommended that a 20,000 sf 
metal building be conrrmcted. Based on the updated unit cost of $60/sf, the up&ted con 
estimate for this building is 51,200.000. AS indicated above, an investigation into the use 
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of existing building space for these operations may be wmmted due to the reduction in 
activities since tbe'original study was completed. 

D. PERSONNEL SUPPORT FACILITIES 

1. Parking 

It was estimated in the Concept Study that 16 acres would be required to provide su-nt 
parking space for homeporting a C W .  Due to the lack of avaiIab1e paddng on and near 
Pier E in 1985, the srudy recommended leasing land for parking. Currently, however, 
the existing parking lots on and near Pier E are not used to c;ipacity due to the reduction 
in personnel working at the shipyard. The LBNSY has also obrained additional space as 
a result of the aansfer of NSLB l ad .  Consequently, it appears that sufficient pa* 
qace  should be available to facilitate the homeporting of a CVN without leasing additional 
land. 

2. Housing 

The original Concept Study identified a need for 387 oficer's family housing units; 1,228 
Enlisted Personnel family housing units; 109 Bachelor OfTicer's units; and 1,676 Bach&r 
Enlisted Personnel u n i ~ .  Recommendations and a con estimate for meerinp rhc housbg 
requiremenrs were beyond the scope of the Concept SWdy; rhextfore, no updated cost can 
be provided within the scope of this addendum. It should be poimed out, however, thar 
the NSLB facilities that have been tranrjfemd to the LBNSY include bachelor qua- 
with the capaciry for 159 Officers and 1621 EnIisted Personnel. Additionally, the 
availability of affordable housing in Long Beach has increased significantly in the last 
several years due to the recent economic downturn. 

3. Renral Vehicles 

It was recommended that 22 vehicles be leased or rented to meet the vehicle requiremenrs. 
Based upon renting 12 vehicles for 6 months out of the year, the Concept Study estimated 
that this requirement would result in an annual cost of $18,000. To account for inflation, 
this cost has been updated to $25,000. 

3. Shunle Bus 

The Concept Study included the cost of purchasing two shunfe buses, each with a capacity 
of 50 people. Discussions with SOS have indicated that it may be feasible to obtain the 
use of buses from the City of Long Beach for shuttle service. A.dditionally, the City has 
indicated a wiIIin,oness to modify existing bus routes to the shipyard to provide inneased 
service. Because of the potential for obtaining these services from the City, the cost for 
purchasing these shurrfe buses has not been included here. 
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E. SAFETY AND ADMINISTRAnON - FIRE FIGHTING EQUIPMENT 

The Concept Study included $100,000 for high pressure fke fighting apparatus. Usk 
the ENR CCI, this cost has been updated to $125,000. 

F. NUCLEAR SUPPORT F.4CILITIES 

I .  Grade "A" Pure Waer 

To meet the requirement for deionized, demineralized water for a CVN, the concept m y  
recommended that aailer mounted water mament equipment be leased from a supplier. 
Based on updated budget con information provided by an equipment supplier, it is 
estimated that the updated cost for this service would be $O.Ollgallon. At 100,000 gallons 
per month for 6 months, the annual cost is estimated at $48,000. 

This service would have to be provided by a contracror licensed to process the 
contaminated water and dispose of the residue. The company identified in the Concept 

' 

Study for this service is apparently no longer in business in Southern California. To 
provide a conservative estimate for this item, the original S0.06lgallon cost e k t e  for 
handling the wane has been updated to a unit con of SO. Isgallon. Based on processh 
200,000 gallons per month for 6 months, the estimated annuid cosr for this item would be 
approximately $1 80,000. 

3. Nitrogen Gas Sysrem 

This service would be provided by leasing equipment from a supplier. Based on budget 
cost information provided by an equipment mppiier, it is estimated that the updared con 
for this item would be S0.2Olcf. At 80,000 cf per month for 6 months, the annual cosr 
is estimated at $96,000. 

A summary of the updated cost estimates is presented in Table 1 (see Attachment A). The con 
data have been separated inro capital and annually r e c h g  costs. The capital costs have in cum . 

been separated inro those associated with primary facilities and those representing secondary 
facilities. Primary facilities are required for d o c h g  a CVN; whereas secondary facilities 
provide support for activities associated with homeporting a CVN. The capital corn are 
estimates of instaIled costs and include a 15 percent allowance for overhead and profit. A 20 
percent contingency has been added to the estimated total capital con co provide an allowance 
for the limitations of a preliminaxy "Order-of-Magnitude" estimate. 
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We hope the heomtion presented in this addendum to the 1985 CV/CVN Homeporriq 
Concept Study is of vahe to SOS in its continuing effom on behalf of the LBNSY and the 
surrounding communities. We appreciate having the opportunity a provide our s e ~ f e s  to your 
organization. If you should have any questions or commem, picaw do not hesirate to cornact 
me. 

very Y O U ,  

LEE & RO ConsuIting Engineers, Inc. 

M. Steve Ro, P.E. 
President 

Attachment 

MSR:KC:es 



A'ITACHMENT A 
TABLE 1 

SRMMARY OF UPDATED COST DATA 
FOR CVN HOMEPORTING AT LBNSY I'IER E 

I. Capital Costs-Primary Facilities 

Item Descriution 

UtiZiiry Improvemenrs: 
Potable Water 
W Antenna 
Telephone 
Electricity 

Benhing Improvemenrs= 
Dred,ging 

II. Capital Costs-Secondary Facilities 

Item Descriution 

Ind. Suppon Improvements: 
Supply Starage Bldg. 
SFOMS Operations BIdg. 

See? Improvemerux- 
Fie Figring Apparatus 

III. Total Capital Costs 

Primary Facilities 
Secondary Facilities 
Subtotal 
Contingencies (a20 %) 
Total Capital Cost = 

IV. Annual Costs ** 

Jtem Descriution 

Personnel Support= 
Vehicle Rental 

Nuclear Supporn 
Grade "A" Pure Water 
Radioactive Waste Processing 
Niaogen Gas 
Total Annual Costs = 

Item Cost - 

$14,OC0,000 

Item Cost - 

Item (a -- 

** Annual costs are based on homeporting one CVN for 6 monttu per year 





WEST COAST DRYDOCK STATUS 

PUGET SOUND DRYDOCK #6 
PRIMARY WEST COAST NUCLEAR 
CARRIER DOCK 

LONG BEACH DRYDOCK #1 
SECONDARY WEST COAST NUCLEAR 
CARRIER DOCK. THE ONLY SOUTHERN 
CALIFORNIA DRYDOCK CAPABLE OF 
DOCKING LHA, LHD, CV, CVN, CGN 
AND AOE CLASS SHIPS 

PEARL HARBOR DRYDOCK #4 
CAPABLE, SUT PHYSICALLY SEPARATED 
FROM THE HOMEPORTS OF PACIFIC FLEET 
CARRIERS BY 2600 FI?!LES 

,o& a 
HAWAII 

REV1094 a2924.002 
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S E C R E T A R Y  O F  THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

It was my pleasure to provide testimony concerning the Air Force portion of the 
Secretary of Defense's 1995 base closure and realignment recommendations to the 
Commission. By letter dated March 9, 1995, you provided a number of additional questions 
to be answered for the record. The responses to those questions are attached. 

You will note in some cases that I have referred questions to the Ilepartment of 
Defense for response. I did so only where I believed that the answer required their 
perspective, or called for an explanation of a Joint Cross-Service Group d,ecision. I trust this 
will not excessively inconvenience your staff. 

We remain prepared to support any further requests you may have. 

Sincerely, 

Attachment 



General 

Paee 1, Ouestion 1: Secretarv Widnall, will the Air Force have excess 'capacity in any 

major categories or installation groupings if the Secretary of Defense recommendations are 

accepted by this Commissian? Please elaborate. 

Answer: In our operations categories, we have intentionally retained some, reserve capacity to 

accommodate future contingencies, including the potential return of forces currently based 

overseas. If one were to examine only aircraft parking capability, one could conclude there is 

excess infrastructure. However, my examination of a number of base closure and realignment 

scenarios in the operations categories raised significant operational or logistical support concerns 

and convinced me that no recommendations beyond those I have made wouild be operationally 

sound. In the depot category, the BRAC actions recommended, coupled ~11th the efforts to 

downsize, reduce to core, and contract out, will bring our installations dowin to the size necessary 

to support our needs. Additionally, our support structure recommendations were accomplished 

in a manner that was fiscally prudent and represents a sound investment strategy in the BRAC 

process. 



P a ~ e  1, Question 2: Secretarv Widnall, have you provided to the comunission all of the 

information that you used during your decision-making process? If not, would you please 

provided it within the next five days?. 

Answer: Yes, all information used in the Air Force decision-making process has been provided. 



Page 1, Ouestion 3: Secretary Widnall, some communities have expressed concern about 

inconsistent levels of cooperation from local base commanders in preparing their rebuttals 

to DoD proposals. 

What guidance did the Air Force give base commanders regarding cooperation with 

local communities during the BRAC process? 

Answer: Air Force Public Affairs sent a message to all commanders and public affairs officers 

on base realignment and closure issues. That message is attached. 
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UNCLAS ALMAJCOM-FOA 0 1 7 0 / 9 4  SECTION 01  OF 03 
T: G U M C F  FOR COMMANDERS PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICI  

REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE BRAC ISSUES 
ElEQLmx 

1. THE PUBLIC I S  INCREA 4 INGL  4 INTERESTED I N  THE BRAC PROCESS AND HOW 
I T  W I L L  AFFECT THEIR LOCAL A I R  FORCE INSTALLATIONS. T H I S  MESSAGE 
GIVES GUIDANCE TO COMMANDERS AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICERS ON 
RESPONDING TO INQUIR IES  FROM BOTH THE INTERNAL AND EXTERNAIL 
PUBLICS. 
2. T H I S  MESSAGE I S  I N  FOUR PARTS: I. COMMUNITY "SAVE THE 8ASE" 
GROUPS: 11. PUBLIC AFFAIRS STRATEGIES: 111. 1 9 9 6  BASE CLOSURE 
QUESTIONNAIRES: AND I V .  MEDIA INTEREST AND QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS. 
PART I: COMMUNITY "SAVE THE BASE" GROUPS 
3. MANY COMMUNITIES WHO ARE ACTIVELY INTERESTED I N  THE WELFARE OF 
THEIR LOCAL A I R  FORCE INSTALLATIONS HAVE FORMED GROUPS I N  
ANTICIPATION OF POTENTIAL BRAC ACTIONS I N  THE UPCOMING ROUND (BRAC 

061r 
THE OBJECTIVES OF THESE "SAVE THE BASE" GROUPS OFTEIU SUB 

co AITTEES OF THE LOCAL CHAMBER OF COMMERCE) USUALLY I NCLUIIE: 
A. LOBBYING LOCAL, STATE, FEDERAL. AND A I R  FORCE OFFICIAL!S TO 
ATTEMPT TO IMPROVE THEIR BASE'S CURRENT STATUS OR OBTAIN "NEW" 
NISSIONS, 
8. UPGRADING COMMUNITY RESOURCES THEY BELIEVE COULD AFFECT 
BASE CLOSURE ANALYSIS. 
C. KEEPING THEIR COMMUNITIES INFORMED OF THEIR EFFORTS THROUGH THE 
LOCAL MEDIA. THEREBY MAINTAINING PUBLIC ATTENTION ON BRAC ISSUES. 
0 .  FUND-RAISING. 
E. SEEKING ACCESS TO BASE DATA AND DOCUMENTS SEE PARTS 111 AND I V ) .  I 4. DO NOT BECOME ADVOCATES FOR KEEPING YOUR B SE OPEN, PROMOTING 
CLOSURE, OR OFFERING ALTERNATIVE USE OPTIONS: AVOID ANY ACTIONS WHICH 
GIVE THE PERCEPTION OF SUCH ROLES. BRAC PUBLIC LAW STIPULATES THAT 
SECDEF MAKES CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT RECOMMENDATIONS AT A PRESCRIBED 
TIME TO THE BRAC COMMISSION (HRACC . 
5. DOD REGULATIONS AND BRAC PUBLI i! LAW GOVERN THE EXTENT ro WHICH 
MIL ITARY AND C I V I L I A N  EMPLOYEES CAN PARTICIPATE I N  "SAVE TlHE BASE" 
GROUP A C T I V I T I E S  AND HOW DOD F A C I L I T I E S  AND RESOURCES MAY BE USED. 

f I SEE DO0 STANDARDS OF CONDUCT REGULATIONS 000 5500.7-R ANlD YOUR 
LOCAL STAFF JUDGE ADVOCATE FOR FURTHER GU DANCE. THE OLLIDWING 
SPECIF IC GUIDANCE I S  APPLICABLE: 
A. COMMANDERS MUST NOT HOST OR ORGANIZE MEETINGS, SEND IN'VITATIONS, 
OR ASSIGN MIL ITARY PERSONNEL OR C I V I L I A N  EMPLOYEES AS GROUP MEMBERS. 
HOWEVER, COMMANDERS AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS REPRESENTATIVES MAY OBSERVE 
GROUP MEETINGS AS LONG AS THEY DO NOT HOLD O F F I C I A L  MEMBERSHIP OR 
ACTIVELY PARTICIPATE I N  THE GROUP. C I V I L I A N  EMPLOYEES MAY 
PARTICIPATE I N  GROUP A C T I V I T I E S  I F  THEIR PARTICIPATION I S  'VOLUNTARY 
AND I S  DURING OFF-DUTY HOURS OR LEAVE TIME. 
B. COMMANDERS SHOULD NOT AUTHORIZE FUND-RAISING EVENTS ON BASE 

6 EXAMPLE: "SAVE THE BASE" CAMPAIGN DINNERS . AFR 11-32, CHAPTER 4, 
ROVIDES THAT OFF-THE-JOB FUND-RAISING SOL1 i I TAT IONS ARE AT THE 

COMMANDER'S DISCRETION. COMMANDERS MUST REFRAIN FROM-ANY O F F I C I A L  
SUPPORT OF SUCH A C T I V I T I E S  AND SHOULD DENY ANY DISCRETIONARY USE OF 

* * *  AF SECTION MESSAGE ***  
WHEN RECEIVING A SARAH-LITE PACKAGE FROM THE P IC ,  YOU MUST EXCHANGE 
A 3.5" OR 5 . 2 5 "  HIGH DENSITY FLOPPY DISK.  I F  YOUR SYSTEM USES DOUBLE .I DENSITY DISK THEN ONLY THE 3.5" DOUBLE DENSITY D ISK  WILL  BE ACCEPTED. 

* *  LOCAL DISTRO 14  
ACTION CC 1 
INFO B 

y . F )  
A F i O l ( l l  HQ A F H C b ( 1 )  CMS(1 D P ( 1 )  7CG 2 AFSAA( 1 
F'A(11 A A A ( 1 )  AFIJEO(2) AFR A ( 1 )  A F C A A [ l ]  

* A I R  FORCE MESSAGE* PAGE 1 OF 6 
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'HE BASE FOR SUCH PURPOSES. 
1. GENERALLY. BOTH MIL ITARY AND C I V I L I A N  PERSONNEL MAY PAR:TICIPATE 
:N PRIVATE FUND-RAISING I F  THEY ARE VOLUNTEERS, OFF DUTY, NlOT I N  
INIFORM, AND ARE NOT ACTING I N  AN OFF IC IAL  CAPACITY. 
i. COOPERATE WITH "SAVE THE BASE" GROUPS I N  PROVIDING INFORMATION 
LBOUT THE BRAC PROCESS. I F  ASKED, FEEL FREE TO PROVIDE M1S;SION 
IRIEFINGS AND BASE TOURS AT YOUR BASE TO ENHANCE THE INFORNIATION 
:LOW. HOWEVER, DO NOT TAKE LOCAL GROUPS TO OTHER BASES FOR: THE 
'URPOSE OF COMPILING BRAC-RELATED DATA. 

INOTE 
SAF/PAM W I L L  

'ROVIDE A BRAC PROCESS INFORMATION GUIDE OR Y ~ U R  USE. LOCAL 
IRIEFINGS ON THE BRAC PROCESS WILL  BE RESTRICTED TO THAT GUIIDE: 
IEVIATIONS MUST BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY SAF/PAM.) 
' I N  SUM: COOPERATE WITH "SAVE THE BASE" GROUPS BY PROVIDING 
'~BLICLY AVAILABLE INFORMATION BUT 00 NOT TAKE A LEADERSHIP ROLE OR 
rCTIVELY SUPPORT THEIR OBJECTIVES. 
'ART 11: PUBLIC AFFAIRS STRATEGIES 
1. KEY MESSAGES: 
L. CUTS I N  DEFENSE SPENDING AND DRAMATIC CHANGES I N  THE 
:NTERNATIONAL SECURITY ENVIRONMENT HAVE NECESSITATE0 FORCE STRUCTURE 
IEDUCTIONS THAT DICTATE CLOSING MIL ITARY INSTALLATIONS. 
I. A I R  FORCE LEADERS VALUE AND APPRECIATE THE COMMUNITY SlllPPORT FOR 
IUR BASES OVER THE YEARS AN0 REGRET ANY NEGATIVE IMPACT RESULTING 
'RON CLOSURE OR REALIGNMENT ACTIONS. . ALL M I L I T A R Y  INSTALLATIONS MEETING THE CRITERIA DEFINED I N  BRAC 
.AW ARE CONSIDERED FOR CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT. 
I. THE A I R  FORCE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT PROCESS I S  
rCCOMPLISHED I N  STRICT ACCORDANCE WITH AN INTERNAL- CONTROL PLAN 
IEVELOPEO TO COMPLY WITH A L L  OF THE APPLICABLE PROVISIONS CIF PUBLIC 
.AW . 
' . . THE A I R  FORCE AUDIT AGENCY ASSISTS I N  VALIDATING THE PROCESS AND 
'HE DATA BASE USED I N  THE ANALYSIS. THE GENERAL ACCWNTINC; OFFICE 
LUDITS THE PROCESS AND REPORTS TO THE CONGRESS AND THE BRACC. THE 
IESULTS OF THE A I R  FORCE ANALYSIS ARE SUBMITTED TO 
;ECDEF. SECDEF USES SERVICE INPUTS TO MAKE RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE 
IRACC . 

9. TARGET AUDIENCES: 
A. THE ENTIRE A I R  FORCE COMMUNITY ACTIVE DUTY, GUARD, AND RESERVE), 
INCLUDING FAMIL IES,  C I V I L I A N  EMPLOY 5 ES, AND CONTRACTORS. 
0 .  NATIONAL, REGIONAL, AND LOCAL MEDIA (PARTICULARLY I N  AREAS NEAR 
A I R  FORCE INSTALLATIONS . 
C. LEADERS AN0 C I T I Z E N  4 I N  COMMUNITIES NEAR A I R  FORCE INSTALLATIONS. 
0 .  THE AMERICAN PUBLIC. 
10. TACTICS FOR INTERNAL PUBLIC: 
A. COMMANDERS AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICERS SHOULD BE THOROUGHLY 
FAMILIAR WITH BRAC PROCEDURES AND THE SEQUENCE OF EVENTS OF THE 
PROCESS. USE THE PROCESS INFORMATION GUIDE DEVELOPED BY SAF/PAM TO 
PROMOTE A STANDARDIZED RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS. 
8. SINCE INTERNAL INTEREST I N  BRAC ISSUES I S  PRESUMED TO BE HIGH, 
PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICERS NEED TO RESPOND TO A DEMAND FOR 1NF:ORMATION 
THROUGH PUBLISHING DO0 NEWS SERVICE AND AFNEWS ARTICLES I N  BASE 
NEWSPAPERS. 
C. CAUTION BASE PERSONNEL THEY MUST NOT SPECULATE ON THE OUTCOME OF 
BRAC 95. 
D. SAF/PAM WILL SEND ELECTRONIC MESSAGES TO COMMANDERS AND PUBLIC 
AFFAIRS OFFICERS BASED ON INFORMATION FROM OATSD/PA. 
11. TACTICS FOR EXTERNAL PUBLIC:  
A. BE CAUTIOUS I N  YOUR STATEMENTS TO NEWS MEDIA AND COMMUNITY 
LEADERS. YOU WILL  L I K E L Y  BE PRESSED FOR COMMENTS ABOUT THC FUTURE OF 

w YOUR BASE. BUT SUCH COMMENTS WOULD BE SPECULATIVE AND INAPI'ROPRIATE. 
HOWEVER, YOU MAY DISCUSS THE PROCEDURES AND CRITERIA USED BY THE A I R  
FORCE, 000, AN0 THE BRACC I N  MAKING THEIR RECOMMENDATIONS ('SEE THEc  
PROCESS GUIDE).  BE CARElFUL NOT TO PREDICT THE OUTCOME OF ANY OF 
ANY OF THESE A C T I V I T I E S .  
8. AT THE NATIONAL AND REGIONAL LEVELS, REFER QUERIES ON BRAC 95 TO 
OATSD/PA (THRU MAJCOM/PA AND SAF/PA). 

' A I R  FORCE MESSAGE* PAGE 2 OF 6 
2115002 A P R  9 4  
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C. AT THE LOCAL LEVEL. L I M I T  RESPONSES TO MEDIA QUERIES TO THE KEY 
B T 
UNCLAS ALMAJCOM-FOA 0170/94 SECTION 02 OF 03 
MESSAGES ABOVE. DO NOT COMMENT ON THE FUTURE STATUS OF ANY 
INSTALLATION BEFORE THE RECOMMENDATIONS BECOME FINAL. 
PART 111: 1995 BASE CLOSURE QUESTIONNAIRES 
12. THE 1996 BASE CLOSURE QUESTIONNAIRE WHETHER BLANK OR 
COMPLETED A L L  QUESTIONNAIRE DATA AND AN WERS, AND ANY OTHER b 4 
INFORHATI REQUESTED BY AND PROVIDED TO THE BASE CLOSURE EXECUTIVE 
GROUP BCEG TO DETERMINE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
RECOMM E NDAT i ONS BECOME BCEG RECORDS AND MUST BE HARKED "FOR O F F I C I A L  
USE ONLY." I A W  000 POLICY. TH IS  INFORMATION I S  NOT RELEASABLE UNDER 
THE FOIA OR OTHERWISE TO THE PUBLIC WHEN THE DELIBERATIVE, PRE- 
OECISIONAL PROCESS I S  UNDERWAY. ONCE 000 RECOMMENDATIONS ARE 
PROVIDED TO THE BRACC NLT 1 MAR 96 , ALL NON-CLASSIFIED DATA USED I N  E THE PROCESS MAY BE REL ASABLE TO TH & PUBLIC. 
13, T H I S  RESTRICTION ON RELEASING BASE CLOSURE INFORMATION DOES NOT 
PROHIBIT INSTALLATIONS FROI-I OBTAINING DATA F R M  THE LOCAL COMMUNITY 
WHEN THE LOCAL COMMUNITY I S  THE ONLY SOURCE OF INFORMATION (EXAMPLES: 
PUPIL-TO-TEACHER RATIO. CRIME STATISTICS, ETC. 
I T  DOES. HOWEVER. PROHIBIT  INSTALLATIONS FROM 1, ~VING THE 
QUESTIONNAIRE TO THE LOCAL COMMUNITY. ONLY DESIGNATED 000 PERSONNEL 
MAY ANSWER THE QUESTIONNAIRE. 
14. HANDLE REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION NOT ASSOCIATED WITH THE CLOSURE 
PROCESS IAW THE F O I A  AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS GUIDANCE. HOWEVER, 
COORDINATE THESE REQUESTS THROUGH BOTH PUBLIC AFFAIRS AND THE BASE 
CLOSURE POC TO ENSURE THAT THE REQUESTED INFORMATION I S  NOT 
SIMILAR TO OR THE SAME AS INFORMATION PROVIDED TO THE BRAC 95 
QUESTIONNAIRE. I F  THE REQUESTED INFORMATION I S  RELEASABLE AND TRACKS 
WITH THE BRAC 95 QUESTIONNAIRE. MAKE SURE THE INFORMATION PROVIDED TO 
THE PUBLIC I S  SUBSTANTIVELY THE SAME AS THAT PROVIDED ON THE BRAC 95 
QUESTIONNAIRE. INCLUDE THE BASE FOIA OFFICE I F  A RECORDS REQUEST I S  
INVOLVED. 
PART I V :  MEOIA INTEREST AND QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 
15. AS COMMUNITY LEADERS HAVE BECOME INCREASINGLY INTERESTLO I N  THE 
BRAC PROCESS, THERE HAS BEEN AN INCREASE I N  QUERIES REGARDING THE 
PROCESS AND THE POTENTIAL FOR LOCAL IMPACT FROM MEDIA 
REPRESENTATIVES. 
A. THE PERCEPTION EXISTS THAT BRAC 95 WILL BE THE MOST DRAFIATIC 
ROUND YET. AND REPORTERS ARE PROCEEDING ACCORDINGLY. THE FACT THAT 
SOME COMMUNITY LEADERS ARE V I S I T I N G  SENIOR PENTAGON 0FFICIAL.S AND 
OTHER COMMUNITIES, AND ARE OFFERING SUBSTANTIAL MONETARY INC'ESTMENTS 
FOR LOCAL BASES, HAS FURTHER PIQUED MEDIA INTEREST. THE MEOIA ARE 
VERY INTERESTED I N  GETTING A I R  FORCE REPRESENTATIVES TO SPECIJLATE ON 
THE POSSIB IL ITY  OF LOCAL BASE CLOSINGS. 
B. UNDER NO CIRCUMSTANCES SHOULD A I R  FORCE REPRESENTATIVES SPECULATE 
OR RANK THEIR BASES AGAINST OTHER INSTALLATIONS. BASE CLOSING I S  A 
VERY EMOTIONAL ISSUE FOR COMMUNITIES TO DEAL WITH, AND REGAFIDLESS OF 
THE CLOSE RELATIONSHIP BASES DEVELOP WITH THEIR LOCAL COMMUNITIES, 
THE MIL ITARY MUST REMAIN NEUTRAL I N  THIS ENTIRE PROCESS. 
16. PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICERS MUST TAKE THE LEAD I N  PROVIDING FACTUAL. 
ACCURATE, AND NON-SPECULATIVE INFORMATION TO ENSURE THE BASE CLOSURE 
AtJD REALIGNMENT PROCESS WILL  PROCEED ACCORDING TO STATED LAWS. THE 
FOLLOWING QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ARE DESIGNED TO HELP YOU ANSWER 
QUERIES AND REMAIN NEUTRAL I N  YOUR DEALINGS WITH THE MEDIA AND 
COMMUNITY LEADERS, 
1 7 .  Q: HOW MANY A I R  FORCE BASES WILL BE CLOSED I N  BRAC 957 
A: THERE I S  NO TARGET NUMBER OR QUOTA OF BASES TO 8E CLOSED. 
HOWEVER, THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ESTABLISHED A GOAL OF R 15% 
REDUCTION OF THE 000-WIDE PHYSICAL PLANT FOR BRAC 95. TH IS  GOAL DOES 
NOT TRANSLATE INTO A NUMBER OR QUOTA OF BASES TO BE CLOSED. SECDEF"S 
CLOSURE RECOMMENDATIONS WILL  BE BASED ON THE FORCE STRUCTURE PLAN AND 
THE CLOSURE CRITERIA .  UNDER THE LAW, EVERY BASE MEETING THII CR ITERIA  
I N  THE LAW MUST BE CONSIDERED FOR CLOSURE OR REALIGNMENT. 
18. Q: HOW WILL THE CURRENT COURT CASES CHALLENGING THE PROCESS 

'AIR FORCE MESSAGE* PAGE 3 O f  6 
7 1  15nn7 APR 44  



UNCLASSIFIED 
PENTAGON 

OPERATIONS DIRECTORATE 

AFFECT BRAC 9 5 1  
A: WE CANNOT COMMENT ON CASES U N T I L  THE JUDIC IAL  PROCESS (INCLUDING 
ANY APPEALS) I S  COMPLETE. 
19. Q: I F  THE M IL ITARY SAYS THERE ARE NO LONGER ANY "BAD BASES," 
THEN WHY ARE WE S T I L L  CLOSING INSTALLATIONS? 
A: THE INFRASTRUCTURE I N  PLACE WAS DESIGNED TO SUPPORT A MUCH LARGER 
MILITARY FORCE. WITH THE DRAWDOWN. WE NEED TO CONSOLIDATE OUR FORCES 
AND OPERATE MORE EFFICIENTLY.  BASE CLOSINGS AND REALIGNMENITS ARE 
NECESSARY TO ENSURE OUR FORCES ARE LOCATED WHERE WE NEED THIEM AND I N  
F A C I L I T I E S  THAT W I L L  SUPPORT THEM. 
20. Q: WHEN W I L L  WE KNOW WHICH BASES WILL BE CLOSED? 
A: THE DO0 RECOMMENDATIONS W I L L  BE PROVIDED TO THE BRACC NlLT 1 MAR 
95. THE COMMISSION I S  SCHEDULED TO START I T S  REVIEW I N  MARCH 1995.  
21. Q: WHO W I L L  S I T  ON THE BRAC COMMISSION T H I S  YEAR? 
A: COMMISSIONERS W I L L  BE NOMINATED BY THE PRESIDENT NLT 3 JAN 95. 
22. Q: HOW ARE BRAC COMMISSIONERS SELECTED? 
A: THEY ARE APPOINTED BY THE PRESIDENT WITH ADVICE AND COhlSENT OF 
THE SENATE, AND I N  CONSULTATION WITH CONGRESSIONAL LEADERS).IIP. 
23. Q: I F  A BASE SCORED POORLY I N  SEVERAL AREAS I N  THE LAST ROUND, 
HOW WILL THAT AFFECT I T S  CHANCES FOR CLOSURE I N  THE 1 9 9 6  ROUND? 
A: EVERY BASE BEGINS THE PROCESS WITH A CLEAN SLATE. THE DATA USED 
FOR EVALUATION I N  THE 1 9 9 5  ROUND I S  CURRENTLY BEING COLLECTED. THERE 
HAVE BEEN NUMEROUS CHANGES I N  FORCE STRUCTURE. INFRASTRUCTLIRE, AND 
PERSONNEL SINCE THE PREVIOUS ROUND. SO USING DATA FROM THE 1993 OR 
1 9 9 1  ROUND WOULD NOT PROVIDE A FACTUAL PICTURE FOR BRAC 95. 
24. Q: WHICH BASES WILL BE EVALUATED DURING BRAC 957  
A: ALL BASES WITH AT LEAST 300 DIRECT-HIRE C I V I L I A N  AUTHOFIIZATIONS 
MUST BE EVALUATED AND HAVE BEEN ASKED TO SUBMIT REPLIES TO A 
STANOARDIZED QUESTIONNAIRE, WHICH FORMS THE MASTER DATA BASE. (BASES 
WITH LESS THAN 300 DIRECT-HIRE C I V I L I A N  AUTHORIZATIONS 
MAY ALSO 8 E  INCLUDED. 1 26. Q: HOW I S  THE Q ESTIONNAIRE USED? 
A: THE COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE GOES THROUGH THE MAJCOM TO THE BASE 
CLOSURE EXECUTIVE GROUP BCEG THE BCEG USES THE RESPONSES TO THE 
QUESTIONS TO EVALUATE EA 6 H BA Z i IN LIGHT OF THE SELECTION CRITERIA 
AND FORWARDS I T S  ANALYSIS TO SECAF, WHO THEN DEVELOPS THE A I R  FORCE'S 
RECOMMENDATION FOR SUBMISSION TO 000. THE BRACC USES ALL I H I S  
INFORMATION TO HELP I N  MAKING I T S  RECOMMENDATIONS TO CONGRESS AND THE 
PRESIDENT. 
26. Q: WHO I S  ON THE BCEG? 
A: THE BCEG I S  MADE UP OF APPROXIMATELY 1 2  A I R  FORCE GENEFlAL 
OFFICERS AND SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE C I V I L I A N S  FROM A VARIETY OF 
FUNCTIONAL AREAS. SECAF SELECTS THE BCEG MEMBERS. 
27. Q: WHAT I S  THE NATURE OF QUESTIONS ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE? 
A: THE BASIC QUESTIONNAIRE I S  DESIGNED TO COLLECT DATA TO SUPPORT 
EVALUATION OF EACH OF THE 000 CRITERIA.  AS A RESULT, QUESlIONNAIRE 
TOPICS RANGE FROM OPERATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS TO BASE CAPACITY AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE. THE COMMUNITY'S A B I L I T Y  TO PROVIDE SUPPORTING 
SERVICES AS WELL AS ENVIRONMENTAL AND ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS ARE 
ALSO TOPIC AREAS. 
28. Q: HOW LONG 00 BASES HAVE TO COMPLETE THE QUESTIONNAIRE? 
A: INPUTS ARE DUE TO H(1 USAF FROM THE BASES V I A  THE MAJCOMS I N  EARLY 
B T 
UNCLAS ALMAJCOM-FOA 0170/94 F I N A L  SECTION OF 03 
MAY 1994. HOWEVER, SUPPLEMENTAL DATA MAY BE GATHERED THROUGH THE 
SUMMER AND FALL. 
29. 0: HOW I S  THE INFORMATION DETERMINED TO BE CORRECT? 
A:  THE AIR FORCE INTERNAL CONTROL PLAN PROVIDES A SERIES OF STEPS 

(I FOR ENSURING ACCURATE DATA I S  PROVIDED. THE DATA I S  REVIEWED AT 
BASE. MAJCOM, AND A I R  STAFF LEVELS. AT EACH STEP, OFFICIALS ARE , 

REQUIRED TO CERTIFY THAT THE INFORMATION I S  ACCURATE AND 
COMPLETE TO THE BEST OF THEIR KNOWLEDGE. THE PROCESS I S  DESIGNED TO 
BE DELIBERATE, AUDITABLE. AND ACCOUNTABLE. 
3 0 .  Q: WHY I S  THE QUESTIONNAIRE NOT RELEASABLE? 
A :  OSD HAS DIRECTED THAT THE DATA AND ANALYSES USED TO EVALUATE 

M C N = 9 4 1 1 1 / 3 1 1 3 7  T O R = 9 4 1 1 1 / 1 7 5 8 Z  T A O = 9 4 i 1 1 / 1 8 2 0 Z  CDSNyMAN472 
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MILITARY INSTALLATIONS FOR CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT NOT BE RELEASED 
UNTIL  AFTER DO0 HAS FORWARDED I T S  RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE BRACC 

REFERENCE SOURCE DOCUMENT WE DO NOT RELEASE THE QUESTIONS OR 
ANSWERS BECAUSE THEY ARE P A i ( ~  OF AN INTERNAL DELIBERATIVE 
PROCESS AND DISCLOSURE COULD ADVERSELY AFFECT THAT PROCESS. 
31. Q: CAN THE QUESTIONNAIRE BE REQUESTED THROUGH FOIA? 
A: YES. THE QUESTIONNAIRE W I L L  BE FULLY RELEASABLE AFTER DO0 HAS 
FORWARDED RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE BRACC. SEND ALL QUESTIONNAIRE FOIA  
REQUESTS TO SAF/AAIS. 
32. Q: WHY CAN'T THE LOCAL COMMUNITY GIVE INPUTS? 
A: THE COMMUNITY CAN G IVE  INPUTS, BUT NOT THROUGH THE O F F I C I A L  A I R  
FORCE QUESTIONNAIRE. THE O F F I C I A L  QUESTIONNAIRE WILL BE USED BY THE 
A I R  FORCE I N  I T S  DELIBERATION; THEREFORE. ONLY DESIGNATED 0 0 0  
PERSONNEL CAN PROVIDE INPUTS TO THE QUESTIONNAIRE. 
33. Q: WHAT I S  THE PROCESS FOR THE LOCAL COMMUNITY TO GIVE INPUT? 
A: LOCAL COMMUNITIES CAN BE HEARD THROUGH LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
REPRESENTATIVES AND BEFORE THE BRACC. AFTER THE 000 PHASE OF THE 
BASE CLOSURE PROCESS I S  COMPLETE. THE BRACC MEETS WITH COMMUNITY 
REPRESENTATIVES, HOLDS REGIONAL HEARINGS. V I S I T S  MIL ITARY F A C I L I T I E S .  
AND HEARS FROM EXPERT WITNESSES, INCLUDING CONGRESS. HEARINGS, 
DELIBERATIONS, AND RECORDS ARE OPEN TO THE PUBLIC. THE BRACC ALSO 
RECEIVES LETTERS FROM CONCERNED CIT IZENS.  
34. Q: DOES I T  BENEFIT THE LOCAL COMMUNITY TO SEND A DELEGATION TO 
MEET WITH SENIOR A I R  FORCE O F F I C I A L S  L I K E  SECAF OR CSAF? 
A: SUCH V I S I T S  ARE OF L I M I T E D  VALUE SINCE THE SERVICE 
RECOMMENDATIONS TO SECOEF ARE BASED ON THE OBJECTIVE EVALUATION OF 
MISSION NEEDS AND THE SELECTION CRITERIA.  HOWEVER, THE A I R  FORCE 

(Cr DOES ENDORSE COMMUNITY UNDERSTANDING OF THE PROCESS. I N  THAT REGARD. 
THE A I R  FORCE WILL  ADDRESS COMMUNITY BRAC PROCESS INQUIRIES.  
35. Q: DOES I T  BENEFIT THE LOCAL COMMUNITY TO "PUT THEIR MONEY 
WHERE THEIR BASE IS ; "  THAT I S ,  OFFERING TO INVEST LARGE AMOUNTS OF 
MONEY TO B U I L D  NEW RUNWAYS. MOVE HOUSING AREAS, BUY LAND. ETC.? 
A: COMMUNITY OFFERS THAT MUST BE APPROVED/ENOORSED BY THE A I R  FORCE 
WILL  BE DENIED, HOWEVER, LOCAL COMMUNITIES ARE FREE TO PURSUE 
ACTIONS NOT REQUIRING A I R  FORCE APPROVAL AT THEIR DISCRETION. 
(EXAMPLE: THE CONDEMNATION OF HOUSING I N  THE V I C I N I T Y  OF A 
MILITARY INSTALLATION I N  ORDER TO REDUCE ENCROACHMENT.) 
36. Q: WHAT I S  THE CAPACITY ANALYSIS SURVEY? 
A: THIS I S  A SURVEY OF ALL A I R  FORCE BASES TO DETERMINE WHAT LEVEL 
OF CAPACITY I S  AVAILABLE AND WHAT I S  CURRENTLY BEING USED. THE 
CAPACITY ANALYSIS INVOLVES LOOKING AT TWO MAJOR AREAS: OPERATIONAL 
CAPABIL IT IES AND F A C I L I T I E S .  THE INFORMATION OBTAINED 

WILL BE USED I N  VALIDATING A I R  FORCE EXCESS CAPACITY AND I N  
DETERMINING BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT RECOMMENDATIONS. 
37. Q: DOES THE EXISTENCE OF EXCESS CAPACITY AT A BASE MEAN I T  WILL  
CLOSE? 
A: NO, ALL OF OUR BASES HAVE EXCESS CAPACITY TO A DEGREE; HOWEVER, 
WE DO NOT PLAN TO OPERATE OUR INSTALLATIONS AND F A C I L I T I E S  AT 100%. 
I F  WE DID,  WE WOULD NOT HAVE THE F L E X I B I L I T Y  REQUIRED TO SUlPPORT 
MINOR MOVEMENTS OF DO0 FORCE STRUCTURE, MISSION. AND/OR PERSONNEL. 
THEREFORE. EXCESS CAPACITY ALONE W I L L  NOT DRIVE A CLOSURE 
RECOMMENDATION. HOWEVER. EXCESS CAPACITY CAN RESULT I N  REPtLIGNMENTS 
TO REDUCE THE EXCESS OR NO ACTION. 
38. Q: WHEN I S  THE CAPACITY ANALYSIS SURVEY TO BE COMPLEIED? 
A: THE BASES HAVE MADE THEIR INPUTS AND I T  I S  BEING PROCESSED BY 
MAJCOMS AT T H I S  TIME.  RESULTS WERE DUE TO HQ USAF BY 15 AF'R 94 .  
39. Q: W ILL  THE CAPACITY ANALYSIS SURVEY BE RELEASED TO 7HE PUBLIC? 
A: I T  WILL BE AVAILABLE WHEN THE DO0 RECOMMENDATIONS ARE FORWARDED 

(I TO THE BRACC, NLT 1 MAR 95.  (NOTE: THIS  SURVEY I S  ALWAYS CONSIDERED 
"FOR OFF IC IAL  USE ONLY." 
40 .  THIS MESSAGE HAS BE i N COORDINATED WITH SAF/MI,  SAF/GC. AF/JA,  
AND AF/XO. PUBLIC AFFAIRS POC FOR BASE CLOSURE ISSUES I S  MAJOR MARY 
FELTAULT. SAF/PAM. DSN 225-0640.  POC FOR THE BASE CLOSURE 
QUESTIONNAIRE I S  LT  COL JOHN PLUMMER. AF/XOOR, DSN 225-6766.  
POC FOR FOIA QUESTIONS I S  MS. ANNE TURNER, S A F / A A I Q .  DSN 2 2 7 - 3 4 9 1 .  

.A IR  FORCE MESSAGE' PAGE 5 OF 6 
- 1 3 ~ 0 0 7  nno o~ 
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V P a ~ e  1. Ouestion 4: Secretary Widnall, which of your recommendations are a direct result 

of alternatives presented by the Joint Cross-Service Groups? Please explain the use of 

information by Joint Cross-Service Groups. Please furnish Cost of Base Realignment 

Action (COBRA) analyses for the cross-service groups scenario altern:itives in accordance 

with the 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC) Policy Memor.andum Three dated 

December 29,1994. 

Answer: The recommendation to close Rome Lab, and some of the distriblution of activities to 

Hanscom AFB and Fort Monmouth, resulted from a Laboratory Joint Group alternative. The 

retention of the Phillips Lab portion of Kirtland AFB is consistent with the Laboratory Joint 

Group. The REDCAP and AFEWES actions are the result of alternatives cleveloped by the T&E 

Joint Group. The recommended closure of Reese AFB is consistent with the UPT Joint Group's 

evaluation and alternatives. 

The Air Force fully integrated the Joint Group process into its 1995 BRAC analysis. For 

the Laboratory, Test and Evaluation, and Depot subcategories, the Air Force used Joint Group 

data, the same methodology and, with few exceptions, the same measures of merit to produce the 

functional portion of the Criterion I grade for those installations. For the Undergraduate Flying 

Training category, the Air Force used the Joint Group functional values as the basis for its 

Criterion I grade. These steps ensured that the Air Force analysis was consistent, to the 

maximum extent possible, with the Joint Group direction on analysis of these functions. 

The Air Force also analyzed Joint Group alternatives, examined the capacity and 

capability appropriateness of alternatives, and participated in COBRA analysis where an Air 

Force installation was either the losing or gaining installation in the alternative. The Air Force 

provided its analysis to the Joint Groups as appropriate, with a clear communication of the 

prospects for implementation of the alternatives. 

COBRA information is in a notebook titled "Department of the Air Force Joint 

Cross-Service Groups COBRA Run Summaries" which has already been provided. 



Depots 

P a ~ e  2, Ouestion 1: Secretary Widnall, Deputy Secretary Deutch p~resented an Air 

Force Depot Proposal Chart at  his February 28th press conference which suggested, 

a t  least in the case of tbe Air Force, that it is more cost effective to consolidate or 

downsize depots than it is to close them. According to that chart, consolidation as 

opposed to a two depot closure, would reduce one-time costs by W241 million, while 

increasing the net present value by another $292 million. 

Please explain how the consolidation option, which retains 18 million more 

square feet and 763 more people than the closure option, can produce these savings? 

Answer: Significant costs can be avoided by consolidating rather than closing depots. 

Large cost avoidances include personnel and equipment transfers, MILCON requirements, 

and other one-time unique costs associated with a closure. A dual closure option closed 

the entire installation and all depot maintenance and non-depot maintenance personnel 

authorizations at Kelly and McClellan AFBs were transferred to new installations, 

cantoned, or eliminated. Although we examined a dual closure option, we identified 

excess capacity in our depots of only 1.5 depot equivalents. It is important to note the 

number of non-depot maintenance personnel authorizations at each site is signiticant and 

would have a dramatic impact on cost to close. The following chart identifies the number 

of depot maintenance and non-depot maintenance authorizations at Kelly and McClellan 

m s .  



Comparison of Depot Maintenance vs. Non-Depot Maintenance 

Authorizations at Kelly and McClellan AFBs 

Kelly AFB 
(21,040 Authorizations in FY97/4) 

McClellan AFB 
(12,297 Authorizations in FY9714) 

The consolidation option assumed the installation remains open and impacted primarily 

the depot maintenance activities and associated personnel. Since the Air Force selected 

for consolidation the commodities/processes which produced the most benlefits, costs 

were low and savings were high. As a result, large MILCON requirements for the tenant 

population, military family housing, and renovationlnew administrative space were 

avoided. 

The savings noted in this question refer to the net present value of each option in 

the year 2015. The consolidation option has one-time costs of $183M and produces 

annual savings of approximately $89M. The dual closure option has one-time costs of 

$1200M and annual savings of approximately $163M. Although the annual savings of 

the consolidation option is approximately one-half that of the closure option, it produces a 

higher net present value during this period because the one-time costs to implement this 

option are significantly less than the one-time cost to implement the dual closure 

scenario. 



' 
Page 2, Question 2: Secretary Widnall, the Air Force option would consolidate 

similar workloads to the least number of sites as does the cross service alternative of 

closing two Air Logistics Centers. Both options would require some personnel to 

transfer from one location to another. 

Why does the Air Force downsize option involve realignment of 251 civilian 

personnel, compared to almost 19,000 personnel who would be realigned if two Air 

Logistics Centers were closed? 

Answer: The dual closure option closed both Kelly AFB and McClellan FSBs in their 

entirety. This approach required the transfer, cantonment, or elimination o C all personnel 

authorizations at these installations and resulted in the transfer of nearly 19,000 personnel 

authorizations. The KellyILackland cantonment accounts for approximately 5300 

transfers. It should be noted that there are no costs associated with these tr.ansfers since 

the COBRA model considers all moves under 50 miles to be "no cost" transfers. 

The downsizing option assumed that the installation remained open and involved 

only depot maintenance personnel and their associated BOS tail. Since the installation 

remained open, there was no requirement to move the people. Furtherrnort:, it was 

assumed the personnel could be retrained rather than transferred to a new location if a 

workload was realigned. Personnel authorizations were transferred only when a location 

was a net workload gainer. For example, a depot may lose 100 authorizations as a result 

of workloads realigned to new sites and gain 110 authorizations as a result of workload 

realigned in. This scenario would result in a net gain of 10 authorizations :md would 

require the transfer of 10 authorizations. 



w Page 2. Question 3: Secretary Widnall, during the DOD hearing last week, 

Secretary Perry presented a chart which compared the costs and savings of down- 

suing and retaining all five Air Logistics Centers to the costs of closing two of these 

centers. Nearly two-thirds of the savings under the "downsizing" alternative came 

from "non-BRAC actions." 

What are these %on-BRAC actions" and why are they includetd in this 

analysis? 

Answer: The "non-BRAC actions" reflect the impact of force structure reductions, 

downsizing to core, contracting out, and other non-BRAC initiatives. The chart portrayed 

the real effort, both BRAC and non-BRAC, that the Air Force brought to bear on the 

issue of reducing depot infrastructure. 



P a ~ e  2. Question 3b: Would these "non-BRAC actions" be realized even if one or 

two Air Logistics Centers were closed? 

Answer: No. The movemer~t of workload into remaining Air Logistics Centers would 

preclude many of these actions. 



Page 2, Question 3c: What are the total savings that these "non BRAC actions" 

would provide if the Air Force closes one or two Air Logistics Centers? 

Answer: Some savings would be achieved, but these savings would be substantially 

reduced because the infrastructure eliminated by these actions may either be eliminated 

by the closure, or may be required for receiving work from closed Air Logistics Center 

bases. These savings have not been calculated. The savings should not be i~dded directly 

to a depot closure calculation.. 



Page 3. Ouestion 3d: How would the alternatives compare if you remove the %on- 

BRAC actions" from the downsizing alternative and then compare that alternative 

to closing only the one air logistics center that provides the greatest savings? 

Answer: The financial aspects of the recommended downsizing option, with no 

consideration of non-BRAC actions, are as follows: 

The financial aspects of the options for closure of either Kelly or McClellan alone are as 

follows: 

One-time costs 

$183 M 

1 Kelly AFB 1 $545 M 1 $74 M 

McClellan AFB $559 M $89 M ($487 M) 6 

Annual savings 

$89 M 

20 Yr NPV 

($991.2 M) 2 

Personnel 

1905 



P a ~ e  3. Ouestion 4: Secretary Widnall, the chart also shows that the one time cost 

to close Air Logistics Centers at San Antonio and Sacramento are approximately 

$1.1 billion. Cost of Base Realignment Actions analysis in support of these 

recommendations reflect that the estimate includes about $249 million in 

construction costs, $330 million in personnel moving costs, and approximately $257 

million in "unique" one time costs. 

Please explain in as much detail as possible why the Air Force would need to 

spend $249 million for construction, when excess capacity already exists at all Air 

Logistics Centers. (It was indicated during the hearing that an insert for the record 

detailing the construction requirements would be provided). 

Answer: A large percentage of the total MlLCON costs are associated with tenant 

requirements, renovationhew administrative space, and military family housing. Refer to 

the following tables for specific projects and costs. 



MILCON Requirements for Kelly Closure 

Losing Base 

Kelly 

Kelly 

Kelly 

Kelly 

Kelly 

Kelly 

Kelly 

Kelly 

Kelly 

Kelly 

Kelly 

Gaining Base 

Lackland 

Lackland 

Hill 

Tinker 

Tinker 

Tinker 

Tinker 

Tinker 

Tinker 

Tinker 

Tinker 

Organization 

Multiple 

(cantonment) 

Multiple 

(cantonment) 

Air Logistics Center 

Air Logistics Center 

Air Logistics Center 

Air Logistics Center 

Air Logistics Center 

Air Logistics Center 

Air Logistics Center 

Multiple 

Air Logistics Center 

1 Description 1 Cost ($M) I 
Utilities 

Fences, Security, Ftoads 

Cold Storage Facility 

Bldg 214 GTE Test Facility 

FueVAir Facility 

Bldg 3902 Fuel Test 

Bldg 3703 Fuel Test 

C-5 Repair Facilities 

Renovate Engine Test Cells 

NewIRenovate Admin Space 

93 new MFH Units 

I Kelly Total 1 104.6 1 

Continued Next Page 



MILCON Requirements for McClellan Closure 

I Losing Base 

McClellan 

McClellan 

McClellan 

McClellan 

McClellan 

McClellan 

McClellan 

McClellan 

McClellan 

McClellan 

McClellan 

McClellan 

McClellan 

McClellan 

McClellan 

McClellan 

McClellan 

McClellan 

McClellan 

McClellan 

Gaining Base 

Tinker 

Tinker 

Tinker 

Tinker 

Tinker 

Offutt 

Offiltt 

Hill 

Hill 

Hill 

Hill 

Hill 

Hill 

Hill 

Hill 

Hill 

Hill 

Moffett 

Travis 

Travis 

Organization 

Air Logistics Center 

Air Logistics Center 

Special Mission 

Air Logistics Center 

Air Logistics Center 

AFTAC 

AFTAC 

Air Logistics Center 

Air Logistics Center 

Air Logistics Center 

Air Logistics Center 

Air Logistics Center 

Air Logistics Center 

Air Logistics Center 

Air Logistics Center 

Air Logistics Center 

Air Logistics Center 

US Coast Guard 

Multiple 

Det 42 

Description 

New AIC Maintenance Dock 

Hydraulics Reconfiguration 

SCIF and Secure Storage 

Instruments 

NewJRenovate Admin Space 

Renovate Facilities 

Airman Dormitory 

3&6 Story Tower 

40,000 sf High Ba:y 

Renovate Bldg 10OC 

Renovate Bldg 5N 

Construct Test Platform 

Tower Supports 

Renovate Bldg 265 

Construct Test Celils 

Renovate Bldg 1 1 

NewIRenovate Admin Space 

Beddown 4 C-130 Aircraft 

Dormitory 

Secure Facilities 

I McClellan Total 1 97.5 / 



MILCON Requirements for Dual Closure 

(Close Kelly and McClellan AFBs Simultaneously) 

Losing Base 

Dual Closure 

Center 

Air Logistics Dual Closure 

Gaining Base 

Tinker 

Tinker 

I I 1 Center 

Organization 

Air Logistics 

Dual Closure 

I Dual Closure I Hill I Air Logistics 

I Description I Cost $(M) I 

Tinker 

TTB Hangar 

Add'l Admin MILClON 

Add'l90 MFH Units 

Add'l Admin MILClON 

MlLCON For Kelly Closure 

MILCON for McClellan 

Closure 

Center 

Air Logistics 

I Dual Closure Total 1 245.9 1 



P a ~ e  3, Question 4a: The $330 million cost estimate to accommodate personnel 

movements would apparently move almost 19,000 civilian and 6,600 m.ilitary 

personnel. Considering that the five Air Logistics Centers will employ only 27,000 

civilians, is it really necessary . . to relocate 19,000 (67%) civilians to accommodate two 

aviation logistics center closures. (Mr. Beach indicated he also questioned this 

percentage and would provide an insert for the record on this point) 

Answer: When the closure of the Air Logistics Center bases are considered, a total base 

closure is the scenario. There are more than 79,000 civilian and military positions in five 

Air Logistic Centers. The, two depot closure option involved 28,664 military and civilian 

position. (17,660 at Kelly, arid 11,004 at McClellan) From that number, 2,683 positions 

were eliminated as a result of' base operating support and consolidation efficiencies. The 

remaining positions were moved. Approximately 5,300 positions moved to Lackland, at 

(I no cost because of the 50 mile limit on costed moves. The remainder were moved to 

other Air Force installations, the majority of which were Air Logistic Centers, and were 

transferred with the relocated workload. 



Page 3, Question 4b: Why is the cost of moving 6600 military personrlel included as 

a cost to close the Air Logistics Centers when nearly all depot personnel are civilian 

employees. Please provide details used in calculating costs. 

Answer: Although most depot personnel are civilians, there are other AF or DOD 

tenants on the installation that must be transferred if the entire installation is closed. The 

Kelly/LacMand cantonment accounts for approximately 3300 military personnel transfers. 

There are no costs associated with these transfers since the COBRA model considers all 

moves under 50 miles to be "no cost" transfers. The remainder move to other military 

installations, at a cost in the scenario of approximately $15 Million. 



P a ~ e  3, Ouestion 4c: Please explain in as much detail as possible what is meant by 

"one-time unique closing costs?" Please itemize the one time unique costs. 

Answer: The COBRA model is well suited to estimate the cost of operational units but 

does not capture all costs associated with closing a depot. As a result, a number of "one- 

time unique costs" are computed off-line and entered into COBRA. These costs generally 

include production transition costs, environmental studies, line rearrangemc:nt costs, and 

Base Conversion Agency overhead. Production transition costs reflect the cost of 

overtime, contractor support, and temporary hires necessary to support depot 

requirements during the transition period. Environmental studies reflect those studies 

needed to determine disposallreuse potential for closure and realignment actions. Line 

rearrangement costs result when a product line must be changed either to ac:commodate 

more workload or moved to a new building/installation. If an installation i:; closed, the 

Base Conversion Agency (BCA) establishes an office during the closure period. This 

cost represents the estimated cost for the BCA. Refer to the following table for one-time 

unique costs used in the COBRA model for each option. 

One-Time Unique Costs for Dual Closure Option 

Category -pzGi'l 
Production Transition Costs 

Environmental Studies 

Civilian Terminal Leave 

Reanangemen t Costs 

Base Conversion Agency 

Shutdown Neutron Radiography Facility 

( Total 1 255.7 1 



One-Time Unique Costs for Consolidation Option 

1 category l - TZ iGq  

I Productivity Losses 1 14.9 I 
( Facility Demolition Costs 1 25.9 I 
Total 1 49.8* 1 
* Varies slightly from COBRA report due to inputs associated with facility 

demolition costs. 

The consolidation option also includes $44.1 million for rearrangement costs. Unlike the 

closure option, these costs are reflected in the MILCON category. 



Page 3, Question 5: Secretary Widnall, your alternative to downsiziing was the 

closure of two depots. Did you examine the alternative to close one (depot? 

Answer: Each Air Logistics Center installation was examined for the same eight criteria 

by which all Air Force installations were examined. This analysis led to tach installation 

being placed in one of three tiers. Based upon the tiering of all five installlations, we 

examined three closure options: Kelly only, McClellan only, and both h;tallations 

together. We identified, however, an excess capacity of only 1.5 depot equivalents in our 

process. 



Page 4, Ouestion 6: Secretary Widnall, in testimony last week, Mr. Cdtbaum 

indicated that the Depot Joint Cross-Service Group calculated capacity of depots 

based on a 40-hour work week, or just one shift per activity. This is a1 very 

conservative way of measuring capacity since people work more than one shift in 

times of crisis. Using only one shift, how much excess capacity does the Air Force 

have? 

Answer: The Air Force calculated an excess capacity of approximately oine-and-one-half 

depots of excess capacity. The Air Force peacetime CORE requirement is calculated 

based upon a 40 hour, single shift workweek. This CORE peacetime requirement is 

necessary to ensure sufficient personnel, facilities, and resources, are available to support 

JCS wartime scenarios as required by Title 10. The wartime requirement will be greater 

than that experienced in peacetime. This will be met by surging our peace time capability 

-1 (through increased shift operations). The CORE determination is an approved DOD 

methodology used by all services. 



P a ~ e  4, Question 6a: If you used one and one half or two shifts, how much excess 

capacity does the Air Force have? 

Answer: For given workloads, the number of shifts required is a function of the amount 

of work, facilities, and personnel available. The Air Force currently utilizes multi-shift 

operations at its depots for given workloads. 

It is important to understand that excess capacity is not solely based upon 

single/multi-shift utilization. The Air Force must be able to support its wartime 

requirements and other statutory requirements. The Air Force must maintain sufficient 

capacity in peacetime to surge to meet our wartime requirement. Excess capacity can be 

determined after meeting our peacetime, wartime, and statutory capacity requirements. 

The Air Force must also comply with the law which requires that no more than 40 percent 

of our appropriated funds be obligated for the performance of depot level nlaintenance by 

non-Government employees. 



Page 4. Ouestion 7: Secretary Widnall, in May 1994 the Deputy Secretary of 

Defense stated "...depot maintenance capabilities will comprise only the minimum 

facilities, eq*ment, and skillpersonnel necessary to ensure a ready and controlled 

source of required competence. 

Will the Air Force base closure list result in the minimum num'ber of 

facilities to ensure readiness and sustainability? 

Answer: The Air Force proposal (BRAC and non-BRAC) reduces excess depot capacity 

across all depots. The recommended realignments will consolidate production lines and 

move workloads to a minimum number of locations, allowing the reduction of personnel, 

infrastructure, and other costs. The net effect of the realignments along with other 

downsizing actions reduce Air Force capacity from 39.5 million hours to 30.7 million 

hours. These actions will reduce excess capacity and enhance efficiencies. As a result of 

all Air Force actions, depot maintenance capabilities will comprise the mirlimum 

necessary resources to accomplish the workload. 



Product Centers and Laboratories 

Page 4, Ouestion 1: Secretarv Widnall, an April 1994 Defense Science Board (DSB) report 

states that the Defense Laboratory System is an "obsolescent artifact of the Cold War that 

has not kept pace with the shrinking military force structure and changing patterns of 

technology advancement generation." The DSB recommended a 20 percent cut in the 

laboratories' Civil Service personnel, in addition to the 4 percent per annum cut directed 

by Defense Policy Guidance 1995-99. These cuts will result in a 35 percent reduction by the 

end of the century. Have you recommended base closures or realignments as a result of 

these personnel reductions? 

Answer: The recommended closure of Brooks AFB and relocation of the Human Systems 

Center and the closure of Rome Lab will bring total personnel down to the level the Air Force 

will need to effectively operate in this area. The closures and realignments were recommended 

as a result of an analysis of force structure and the eight selection criteria. 



P a ~ e  5, Ouestion 2: Secretarv Widnall, your recommendation to close Brooks Air Force 

Base, Texas, involved closing all activities and facilities, including family housing. We 

understand that there is a large waiting list for family housing at nearby Lackland Air 

Force Base. 

Why did your recommendation not include the retention of fanrily housing at 

Brooks to help satisfy Air Force family housing requirements in the San Antonio 

metropolitan area? (Major General Blume agreed to revisit this issue and to provide an 

insert for the record.) 

Answer: Brooks AFB Family Housing was not recommended for retention so that Brooks AFB 

could be recommended for total closure. The Air Force receives most benefit from the total 

closure of an installation and the elimination of its entire base operating support. However, in 

response to the question from the Commission, AETC and AFMC are evaluating the possibility 

of transferring the responsibility for Brooks base housing to Kelly AFB or :Lackland AFB. The 

Air Force will provide a position on this issue in the near future. 



Page 5, Ouestion 3: Secretarv Widnall, we recently received a copy of a memorandum 

dated February 15,1995, from the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army (Installations 

and Housing) to the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Fc~rce (Installations) 

expressing interest in the US. Army Reserve Command acquiring approximately 57 acres 

and 13 permanent buildings at Brooks AFB--should it become available from the Air Force 

(see attachment). Transfer of this Air Force property would allow the Army Reserve to (1) 

eliminate a costly lease, (2) reduce the need for newly programmed military construction, 

and (3) provides facilities necessary to enhance unit readiness at a significant savings to the 

Department of Defense. According to Army officials, the Army Reserve would be able to 

cancel a lease with an annual cost saving of $218,655 and a fiscal year 1999 military 

construction project with an estimated cost saving of $11.4 million. 

Was this request discussed and resolved during deliberations by either the BRAC 95 

Steering Group or BRAC 95 Review Group, which were established to consider such inter- 

service needs? If not, why not? (During the hearing, testimony indicated a record reply 

was in order.) 

Answer: This question was not discussed during any deliberation of the Review or Steering 

Group. Moreover, this request was not discussed by the Air Force Base Closure Executive 

Group nor presented to the Secretary of the Air Force for consideration. This type of request 

seems most appropriate for consideration during the screening period associated with base 

closures after those closures are approved. During the screening period, conducted immediately 

following closure approval, DoD organizations have priority to request real property. 



Page 5, Question 4: Secretarv Widnall, an alternative was received by the Laboratory 

Joint Cross-Service Group to consolidate the lab at Brooks Air Force Base to a Naval 

Installation in Orlando, Florida. Instea4 the Air Force chose to relocate the lab to Wright- 

Patterson Air Force Base. 

What was the Air Force's rationale for this action? 

Answer: The rationale for the Air Force decision regarding the Brooks AIFB receiver was (1) 

cost, (2) use of available capacity, and (3) consolidation of related activities. Specifically, 

because the LJCSG proposed relocation of part of Brooks AFB activities was to leased space, the 

WCSG alternative would not use available DoD capacity and would be more costly than using 

existing Air Force capacity at Wright-Patterson AFB. Additionally, since the primary customer 

for the products and services of the Human Systems Center and Armstrong Lab are the activities 

at Wright-Patterson AFB (e.g., ASC and WL), the collocation made sense from a synergistic 

perspective. 



P a ~ e  5 Ouestion 4a: Why did the Air Force reject the alternative submitted by the Joint 

Cross-Service Group? 

Answer: The Air Force did not reject the alternative submitted by the Lab Joint Group. Instead, 

the alternative was considered as one option, along with options involving Air Force sites as the 

consolidation receivers. For reasons of costs and compatibility, the Air Force option was 

selected. The Air Force's analysis of this alternative was consistent with the principle that Joint 

Group alternatives are provided for Service consideration, in parallel with broader Service 

considerations. 



wt Test and Evaluation 

P a ~ e  6, Ouestion 1: General Fo~leman, several studies have pointed out that great 

opportunities for reduction in the test and evaluation infrastructure exist in testing of high 

performance aircraft, test support aircraft, and electronic warfare testing. Do you believe 

the Air Force and Navy should combine activities such as Patuxent River Naval Air Test 

Center with China Lake Naval Weapons Center and Edwards Air Force Base? 

Answer: No. Analysis of certified data indicates that both Air Force Flight Test Center at 

Edwards AFB and Naval Air Weapons Center, Patuxent River, are needed to support Air Vehicle 

Fixed-Wing T&E. We re~ognize the unique capabilities of many of the Test and Evaluation 

ranges, particularly relating to geographic or topographical characteristics. There are testing 

advantages to keeping a diversity of environments, e.g., water, beach, desert, and forest areas; 

low temperature, high temperature; and humid and arid areas. The Air Force has, over a long 

period of time, consolidated its Electronic Combat, Air Vehicle, and Armament/Weapons test 

activities into only a few locations. The resulting locations, such as Eglin AFB and Edwards 

AFB, represent full-service capabilities over the full life-cycle of components. 



Page 6. Ouestion 2: Secretary Widnall, regarding the realignment recommendation that 

would relocate electronic warfare capability from Eglin Air Force Base to Nellis Air Force 

Base, did the Air Force consider an alternate proposal by the Test and Evaluation Joint 

Cross Service Group that would have transferred certain Eglin missions to Chiia Lake 

Naval Weapons Center? 

Answer: No. The Test & Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG-TE) chose to exclude 

"core" activities from its analysis for closure and realignment, limiting these activities to receiver 

status only. As a result, there was no JCSG-TE alternative to transfer any Eglin missions to 

China Lake. Some additional "core" activity options were presented by the JCSG-TE co-chairs. 

The Air Force did not analyze these options as no supporting analysis was provided. Our Air 

Force internal analysis, using Joint Group data and the Joint Group analysis plan on core 

activities, demonstrated that relocation of Air Force Development Test Center (AFDTC) to 

NAWC (China Lake) from Eglin was not viable in terms of cost or capability. Further, 

relocation of only one portion of the Eglin AFB capabilities presented no benefits, and disrupted 

a consolidated, full-service test center. 



v Undergraduate Pilot Training 

P a ~ e  6, Question 1: General Fo~leman, what was the impact, if any, off basing 

considerations of the Joint Primary Aircraft Training System on your BRAC 95 basing 

decisions? Will the final selection of a jet or prop Joint Primary Aircr.aft Training System 

aircraft affect your basing decisions? What Joint Primary Aircraft Training System 

selection criteria, such as range, airspace, and cross-wind limitations, were or were not 

considered as factors in your basing decision and why? This criteria L; relevant, since 

Reese AFB, Texas was downgraded in these areas. Absent a decision an which JPAT 

aircraft candidate will be selected until this summer, and recognizing that the planned 

introduction of the JPAT into the Service's Pilot Training programs will not occur until 

2001 and stretch over a decade, how much weight did JPAT considerations carry in your 

decision-making during this round? 

.I Answer: The specific evaluation of the training capabilities of the pilot training installations 

was conducted by the Joint Group for Undergraduate Pilot Training. I have referred your 

questions to that Group. The Air Force accepted the functional values provided by the Joint 

Group and used an average of the Joint Group functional values for each in:stallation as the basis 

for its Criterion I grading. In the evaluation of the other criteria, JPATS-related issues were not a 

factor. 



P a ~ e  7. Ouestion 2: @nerd Fopleman, the Air Force selected Reese AFB, Texas as its first 

Specialized Undergraduate Pilot Training sit. introduced the T-1 training aircraft there, 

and initiated the consolidation of Undergraduate Pilot Training with the Navy in a joint 

program there as well. Based on these decisions, many are of the impression that the Air 

Force places a high value on Reese AFB. Why has the Air Force now rated Reese so low in 

comparison to the other Undergraduate Pilot Training category basesl? 

Answer: The 1995 BRAC process included a Joint Cross-Service Group fbr Undergraduate Pilot 

Training (JCSG-UPT) to evaluate the functional effectiveness of each UP'r base to perform pilot 

training. The Air Force accepted the functional values derived by the JCSG-UPT as the basis for 

its Criterion I grading. All eight criteria were then examined to produce the tiering of 

Undergraduate Flying Training bases. 

Reese AFl3 is a highly valuable pilot training base, as are all the Air Force pilot 

training bases. The selection. for closure of any Air Force flying training will involve 

closure of an excellent installation. Nonetheless, using the evaluations of the Joint Group 

and the Air Force analysis provides a reliable means of retaining the most capable 

installations. 



Pape 7, Ouestion 2b: Please explain the Air Force rationale for recommending the closing 

of Reese and transferring all of its aircraft, in particular, the newly introduced T-1 aircraft, 

along with the Joint Training Program, to Vance, Laughlin, and Columbus, when these 

bases have yet to transition to these programs, as opposed to leaving these assets in-place at 

Reese, and simply closing one of these other bases, and avoiding the need for these 

transfers altogether. 

Answer: The costs of relocating all missions, aircraft, and personnel were included in the final 

COBRA analyses of Air Force recommendations. Those costs were not wlfficient to warrant the 

selection for closure of a base other than Reese AFB. It should be noted that T-1 training is 

currently being performed at Randolph, Reese, and Laughlin AFBs. It will also be performed at 

Vance AFB this fall, and Columbus AFB in the spring of 1996. Each of these bases is fully 

capable and will to a great extent participate in the Joint Training Program. 

.r 



Large Aircraft And Missile Systems 

Pave 8, Ouestion la: General Fo~leman, with the transfer of aircraft from Malmstrom Air 

Force Base, Montana to MacDill Air Force Base, Florida, is the Air f irce reopening a 

closed base and adding infrastructure to the inventory? 

Answer: The Air Force is not recommending that a closed base be reopened. MacDill AFB was 

not recommended for closure, but was realigned and provides the entire support for the two 

Unified Commands located there. The Air Force did recommend retentiori of the airfield as an 

active duty Air Force airfield, rather than transfemng control to the Department of Commerce or 

other non-DoD agency. 

The requirement for the Air Force to provide support for recently-validated Unified 

Command requirements substantially increases Air Force costs of airfield operations. There is 

no benefit to transferring the if the Air Force must contribute approximately 95 percent of 

the operating costs., The proposed retention provides an opportunity to receive limited, 

compatible force structure. Closing the airfield at Malmstrom AFB removes infrastructure, and 

personnel overhead, roughly equal to that gained by the MacDill airfield action. In addition, 

placing tanker assets on MacDill airfield reduces a tanker shortage in the Southeastern United 

States. Both actions taken together provide a cost-effective means of prov~tding necessary 

support to the Unified Commands and solving an operational issue, without increasing Air Force 

infrastructure. Each of these actions is exclusive and may be accomplished independently. 



P a ~ e  8, Ouestion lb: Savings estimates from the previous BRAC recommendations will not 

be realized as a result of the new recommendation. Has this been taken into account in 

estimating the current savings? 

Answer: Yes, the manpower authorizations associated with the closure of the airfield at 

Malrnstrom AFB will be used to establish Air Force operations on the airfield at MacDill Am. 

If those manpower authorizations were not used, there would be a cost for the Air Force to run 

the airfield. Those costs, however, would be substantially the same as the Air Force costs that 

will be incurred to support the airfield if transferred to the Department of Commerce. 



P a ~ e  8. Question lc: How will additional cost savings be achieved by this action, as the 

current recommendation indicates? 

Answer: The primary savings come from the fact that the Air Force will 1x paying for the 

operation of one airfield, MacDill (which it must now continue to operate to satisfy the recently 

validated Unified Command requirements), versus the current situation of operating two 

airfields, MacDill and Malmstrom. 



Page 8 Ouestion Id: Why is the base being opened as an active component installation 

rather than a Reserve installation as recommended in 1993? 

Answer: The 1993 recommendation was to temporarily operate the until conversion to 

a civil airport. The AFRES unit which was to have operated the airfield Pias directed by the 1993 

Commission to remain in a cantonment at Homestead AFB. 

The 1995 recommendation reflects current force structure, operational considerations, and 

the 1993 Commission direction regarding the AFRES unit at Homestead ARB. . A scenario was 

considered which involved movement of an AFRES unit to the airfield, but the movement of the 

Malmstrom unit was considered more cost-effective, given the recornrnenldation to close the 

Malmstrom airfield. Materials that document this decision were supplied to the Commission as 

part of the initial Air Force data submission. 

w 



Small Aircraft Bases 

Page 8, Question la: Secretarv Widnall, the Air Force has reduced its fighter aircraft force 

from 36 fighter wings at the end of the Cold War to the 20 wings now projected in your 

current Force Structure Plan. Simultaneously, it has reconfigured the size of the typical 

fighter wing from 72 to 54 aircraft, and the typical squadron from 24 to 18 aircraft. 

Similarly, the size of reserve units has also decreased. What was the A~ir Force's rationale 

for these smaller units? 

Answer: In the past five years, the Air Force has structurally reorganized to achieve the 

deployment and employment flexibility and global forward presence necessary to deter or 

respond to aggression by any emerging threats in the Post Cold War era. PLS outlined in 

the Bottom Up Review, increases in reliability and maintainability of newer weapons 

systems, coupled with improved accuracy and lethality of precision weapons, allow us to 

field combat firepower of yesterday with fewer combat aircraft per wing. The higher 

number of smaller squadrons provides a 33 percent greater deployment ancl employment 

flexibility. Additionally, decreasing the squadron size helped mitigate the increased span 

of command and control for the squadron commander associated with integrating the 

flight line maintenance functions organically within the fighter squadrons. The additional 

manpower associated with more smaller squadrons was more than offset by the savings 

associated with restructuring maintenance within the flying squadrons and reorganizing 

our logistics from a three- to a two-level maintenance structure. 



Paee 8, Ouestion lb: In light of the excess capacity at fighter bases that results from 

smaller wings, would if. be feasible to increase the number of squadrons assigned to a 

fighter wing, or the number of fighter wings assigned to a base? 

Answer: When discussing excess capacity at fighter bases several factors beyond base facilities 

infrastructure must be considered. As we have modernized our forces, our peacetime as well as 

our wartime operations tempo (sorties per training day) have increased noticeably. This has 

increased the number of aircraft movements (takeoffs, landings, and practice approaches) per 

aircraft as well as the demand on our special use training airspace and ranges. These, as opposed 

to base facility infrastructure, are the factors that generally tend to limit the amount of aircraft 

that can be assigned to a particular base. Additionally, as we have downsized our force structure, 

we have also fielded weapons systems and munitions with increased target. acquisition and 

delivery ranges which require larger volumes of airspace to meet effective training. Many of our 

fighter bases are currently operating at, or above, historical high water marks for PAA aircraft. 

Other fighter bases now support Composite Wing bases operating significant numbers of other 

types of aircraft. The imperative to maintain engine and avionic compatibj.lity at the wing and 

base level to the maximum extent possible constrains force structure realignment opportunities. 

Finally, some reserve capacity in the small aircraft base category is desirable to provide the 

flexibility to return forces from overseas should future national policy so dictate. In short, the 

Air Force looked at the capacity of our small aircraft bases and concluded &at, considering all 

the above factors, there was no operationally sound opportunity to achieve a base closure 

recommendation. 



Page 8, Question lc: Is it reasonable to assume if the fighter wing structure is realigned to 

72 aircraft that more bases could be closed? 

Answer: There are many factors that mitigate realigning our fighter wings to 72 aircraft. The 

Air Force organizes its forces to efficiently meet National Security imperatives, provide overseas 

forward presence, and preserve readiness of the force. Our overseas forward presence is dictated 

by and tailored to meet multiple bi- and multi-lateral international security arrangements. 

Additionally, the Air Force has tailored three CONUS Composite Wings to meet specific 

missionized rapid reaction response requirements. The wings, designed to meet specific 

requirements, are critical elements of our Post-Cold War era Air Force. Several of our small 

aircraft bases are operating at or above their historical high water mark for operations tempo. 

Four of our small aircraft bases are operating at approximately 75 percent of their operations 

tempo high water mark. Of these, two are F-15 bases and two are F-16 bases. The Air Force 

reviewed realignment options which would allow the recommendation for a base closure. All 

these options provided either mixed aircraft beddowns with logistical concerns or beddowns 

which significantly exceeded operations tempo capacity at one or more receiving bases. 



Page 9, Ouestion Id: Was the wing size taken into consideration during the Air Force 

analysis of closure and recommendations? 

Answer: The wing size was taken into consideration during the Air Force base closure 

deliberative process. Many of our wings have aircraft PAA in addition to that which is 

accounted for in the FWE force but that nonetheless contribute to the operations tempo at the 

base. For example, Seymour-Johnson AFB has 36 PAA TF-coded F-1SEs and Shaw AFB and 

Davis-Monthan AFB have OA- 10 aircraft embedded in AfOA- 10 squadrons. The total flying 

force structure assigned to a base must be used in determining excess capacity available. After 

complete analysis, the Air Force stands by its recommendation to retain all its small aircraft 

bases. 



Page 9, Ouestion 2: General Fogleman, the current Force Structure Plan reduces the 

fighter aircraft inventory by six Fighter Wing Equivalents from 26 to 20 wings. During 

this drawdown, the Air Force has recommended closure of one small aircraft base, 

Homestead Air Force Rase, in 1993. Can you explain why the Air Force has been unable to 

identify any additional small aircraft bases for closure despite this significant reduction in 

fighter aircraft? (This was discussed but a record response would amplify this issue.) 

Answer: This answer was not provided by General Fogleman, due to his disqualification from 

participation in Air Force considerations of the Small Aircraft subcategory. The reduction from 

the Base Force of 26.5 Fighter Wing Equivalents to the Bottom Up Review Force of 20 Fighter 

Wing Equivalents (FWEs) was accomplished by reducing the Active Conlponent from 15.25 

FWEs to 13 FWEs and the Reserve Component from 13.25 to 7 FWEs. In the Active 

Component reduction of 2.25 FWEs from the Base Force to the BUR Force, 1.0 FWE was 

reduced in Europe and 0.17 FWEs were reduced in the Pacific. The resulting CONUS Active 

Component reduction from the Base Force was slightly more than 1 FWE. In 1993, the Air 

Force recommended Homestead AFB, Florida for closure. The 1993 Conunission included 

Homestead AFB in their closure recommendation to the President and it was subsequently 

approved for closure. Additionally, the Air Force has, subsequent to the Blase Force, formed 

three missionized Composite Wings and collocated some TF-coded fighters and AIOA-10s not 

counted in the FWE force structure on fighter bases. This has resulted in near high water mark 

operations tempo at many of our small aircraft bases. As stressed previously, the Air Force 

analyzed closure scenarios for each small aircraft base in the bottom and middle tiers. No 

operationally sound or cost-effective option was revealed. The record of tlhis analysis is 

contained in the minutes of the Base Closure Executive Group. 



Hospital Issues 

P a ~ e  10, Question 1: Secretarv Widnall, during Mr. Boatright's testimony, he indicated 

that the Air Force does not agree with the hospital bed requirement figure used by the 

Hospital Joint Cross Service Group. 

What is the correct figure for the Air Force's requirement for hospital beds in the 

United States? 

Answer: The Air Force's operating bed requirement for peacetime support in the United States 

is 2255. This figure is based on workload demand and reflects a percentage of the average daily 

patient load at our medical facilities. 



Page 10, Question la: 1)oe.s this requirement figure take into consideration the capacities of 

the Army and Navy, as well as the contingency beds provided by the Department of 

Veterans Affairs and the National D i t e r  Medical System (NDMS). 

Answer: No. Wartime, contingency operations and disaster casualty requirements include but 

exceed this baseline number. Expansion bed missions are in addition to this number. The 

number, therefore, is limited to Air Force, peacetime inpatient workload orily and does not 

account for Army, Navy, Department of Veteran's Affairs or NDMS beds availability. 



P a ~ e  10, Question 2:. kretarv  Widnall, Mr Boatright also stated that the Air Force 

believes that hospital closure and realignment decisions are premature at this point and 

that they should follow this round of base closures and realignments. 

Why didn't the Air Force develop a list of hospital closures and realignments that is 

predicated on the acceptance of the rest of the Air Force BRAC list? 

Answer: Recommendation on the closure of medical treatment facilities are integral to the Air 

Force recommendations. However, not only Air Force but all DoD closur(=s and realignments 

must be considered in order to develop a list such as that proposed by the Medical Joint Group. 

Mission transfers, with the associated personnel moves, will impact the health care delivery 

systems in all regions where a realignment or mission change associated with BRAC occurs. The 

Air Force has aggressively been sizing the Medical Service separate from the BRAC actions. 

During the period FY 94-96, the following actions have been or are planned to occur: Three 

hospitals have been downsized to clinics, 4 more are being evaluated, and 18 emergency rooms 

are being modified. Three obstetrics services have been closed, 1 is awaiting approval to close 

and 8 are being evaluated for closure. Strategic Resourcing has reduced manpower requirements 

by 10 percent and 1,050 operating beds have been reduced. Joint staffing has been initiated at 5 

MTFs and is being considered at 2 more. AFMS Medical Force Review hiis been initiated to 

identify the baseline medical readiness needs with an estimated completior~ date of May 95. 

Finally, the Strategic Resourcing process, initiated for the first time in Dec 94, is designed to size 

our medical facilities based on the most economical source of care for our total beneficiary 

population. This process will continue to drive proper sizing of the AFMS into the next century. 

The vast majority of proposed actions can be accomplished without resort to BRAC. 



P a ~ e  10, Ouestion 3: Secretarv Widnall, Mr. Boatright testified that hospitals can be 

closed and realigned outside of the BRAC process. 

While this is likely to be true for small and medium hospitals, is it true for large 

hospitals? 

Answer: Closing or realigning even large hospitals would likely not break the BRAC thresholds. 

In addition, since only portions of those hospitals would be relocated, there is even less 

likelihood that a BRAC threshold would be broken. 



Page 10, Ouestion 3a: Does the Air Force intend to address the potential cost effectiveness 

of realigning large hospitals, such as the three medical centers identifiied by the joint cross 

service group? 

Answer: Yes, but not through the BRAC process. Strategic Resourcing is being developed to 

address present and future resource requirements of the total AFMS. This process considers the 

total MILPERS and Direct Care dollars (O&M, CHAMPUS) required to olperate a medical 

facility in each catchment area. The decision process will include a cost comparison of the 

sources of care, quality considerations, and access impacts. The goal of the entire process is to 

ensure that the most cost effective source of high quality, appropriate access to care is provided 

to our beneficiary population. Since medical facilities are being closed at bases being closed or 

realigned under BRAC, the Air Force is realizing a substantial reduction in medical facilities. 

Through Strategic Resourcing the remaining medical facilities will be rightsized based on cost 

effectiveness. 



Page 10, Ouestion 4: Secretarv Widnall, how did the Air Force consiider the medical 

needs of the active duty personnel, retirees, and their family members remaining in the 

area of hospitals to be closed? 

Answer: Statutory requirements dictate that a joint services working group shall solicit the 

views of persons adversely affected by installation closures and realignments on the issue of 

suitable substitutes for furnishing health care. In most cases, no hospital or clinic will remain 

after the closure or major realignment of an installation. 



Economic Impact 

Page 11, Question 1: Secretary Widnall, how did you assess the impact of your closure 

and realignment recommendations on existing and potential receiving communities' 

infrastructure? Please elaborate. What factors were considered? 

Answer: As a general rule, AF active installations are located adjacent to communities that 

provide outstanding support. In rating community support, we were faced with the difficult task 

of distinguishing the best of the best. Nevertheless, we approached the evaluation of community 

support in a very systematic fashion. We adopted essentially the same process and factors for 

BRAC-95 as used for BRAC-93 to evaluate the ability of both the existing and potential 

receiving communities' infrastructure to support forces, mission and people. In evaluating 

Criterion VII, the AF Base Closure Executive Group(BCEG) assessed a number of factors. Nine 

factors--referred to as subelernents--were evaluated: Availability of Housing, Transportation, 

Shopping, and Recreation; Quality of Education and Medical Services; Proximity to Metro 

Area; Likelihood of Obtaining Employment and Local Crime Rates. Quesi.ions and 

corresponding grading elements (or goalposts) were developed by the BCEG to assess a 

community's capability to meet AF needs relative to the nine subelements. The BCEG used an 

objective, color coded rating scale in order to quantify specific data points I-elative to the 

established criterion; "green" represented the highest capability, yellow less so, and red the 

lowest. Weights were assigned and an overall score was mathematically derived for each 

installation. Of the 43 active bases evaluated, 18 received ratings of G-; 16-Y+; and 9-Y. The 

overall Criterion VII grades were considered by the BCEG in the tiering process, and were 

reviewed by the Secretary of the Air Force. 



'Crl Environmental Impact 

P a ~ e  11, Ouestion 1: Secretarv Widnall, according to DoD Guidance, "environmental 

restoration costs at closing bases are not to be considered in cost of closure calculations." 

Were any bases not recommended for closure or realignment dlue to unique 

contamination problems? Please elaborate. 

Answer: Environmental restoration costs at Air Force bases were not considered in closure cost 

calculations. There were no unique contamination problems which caused any base to be 

excluded from closure or realignment consideration or recommendation. 



w P a ~ e  11. Ouestion 2: Secretarv Widnall, did the overall cost of ewvironmental restoration 

at all bases affkct the size of the list presented to the Commission? 

Answer: The Air Force has a legal obligation for environmental restoration regardless of whether 

a base is closed, realigned or remains open. The overall cost of environment and restoration did 

not affect the decision to recommend a base for closure or realignment. In the case of depot 

installations, although the recommendation to consider a downsizing option was based only on 

COBRA-related expenses, a krther analysis of the impact of environmerltal restoration expenses 

at depot installations further supported the wisdom of the downsizing approach. 



1(11 Page 11. Ouestion 3: Secretary Wiclnall, DoD policy also states that %nique contamination 

problems requiring environmental restoration will be considered as a potential limitation 

on near-term community reuse." Were any installations eliminated from closure 

consideration due to unique contamination problems? If so please elaborate. 

Answer: No. 



Pspe 11. Question 4a: Secretarv Widnall, in making closure and realignment decisions, 

what role did environmental compliance play in your analysis? 

Answer: Environmental compliance was considered in the overall analysis. 

Compliance costs were factored into the COBRA model. Compliance costs in COBRA 

may be savings associated with a closure, or may be costs incurred at a receiving 

location. 

To the extent that air quality concerns are viewed as environmental compliance 

issues, there was considerable attention given. Air Quality was a Criterion 11 subelement, 

and included analysis of attainment status, current restrictions, and restrictions on future 

growth. 

Air Quality issues were also considered when selecting potential receiver bases in 

closure scenarios. Receivers that held the prospect of difficulty in achieving a positive 

conformity determination were generally not used in the scenarios. 



w P a ~ e  12. Ouestion 4b: Did the fact that a base's expansion potential is limited by 

environmental restrictions play a major role in the analysis? 

Answer: Expansion potential (capacity) was looked at to determine if any environmental issue 

(e.g., threatened or endangered species, unique habitat, etc.) could constrain the existing or 

future mission. Although there are identified constraints on some Air Force installations, in no 

instance did these constraints impact on a decision to close or realign 

and installation. Constraints were considered in the evaluation of Criteria VIII grading, as well 

as the Air Quality portion of Criterion II. 



Pare 12. Ouestion 4c: Were bases in Clean Air Act or other non-attainment areas viewed 

differently from those in attainment areas? 

Answer: The attainment status of the area in which an installation is located formed a portion 

of the Criterion II grade for that installation. In addition, air quality issues were considered in 

selecting receivers when developing potential closure scenarios for analysis. 

Bases in nonattainment areas received further analysis to determine the affect on 

capacity. The Clean Air Act Amendments mandate that when the Federal government proposes 

any action in an area designated by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as 

nonattainment, with reference to National Ambient Air Quality Standards, it must document that 

the impact of those actions conform to the purpose of the applicable State or Federal 

implementation plan. Force structure moves are considered Federal actions, whether resulting 

from a base closure or realignment. 

The conformity analysis examines the impacts of foreseeable direct and indirect 

.I emissions created only from the proposed action. It must also demonstrate, by EPA standards, 

that the Federal action will not cause or contribute to new violations of any national air quality 

standard in the nonattainment area, nor increase the frequency or severity of an existing violation. 

The impact of the action is determined with respect to the nonattainment status of the entire air 

quality district, not just its immediate vicinity. 

The necessity of a conformity analysis alone does not bar a Federal action. Conformity 

may be shown after analysis, or the emissions associated with the action may be viewed as de 

minimis. Even where the action by itself might violate conformity, rnitigai-ion measures may be 

implemented which, when coupled with the action, will achieve positive conformity. 

When considering receivers for closure scenarios, the BCEG reviewed conformity 

issues. If a base appeared to be unable to accept a mission due to conforml~ty issues, other 

receivers were selected for the closure scenarios. 



Page 12, Ouestion 5a: Secretary Widnall, how many installations recommended for closure 

in this or prior rounds are expected to have substantial portions of land placed into 

caretaker status due to unique contamination problems? 

Answer: At the twenty-seven Air Force bases closed under the 1988 and 1990 BRAC 

Realignment and Closure Laws, we have 80,409 acres available for reuse. While cleanup 

activities are required on 36,703 of these acres, there are no "unique" contiunination problems 

preventing us from transferring these acres when remedial actions are in-place. Right now, most 

of these remedies will be in-place by end of FY 97 for BRAC '88 bases, by end of FY 99 for 

BRAC '91 bases, and by end of FY 2001 for BRAC 93 bases. This will "fiee up" most of the 

property on the 27 installations for transfer by deed. 



w Page 12. Question 5b: How long are such caretaker costs accounted for under base closure 

funding? 

Answer: Caretaker requirements are currently programmed through FY ;!W1 as we expect to 

have to maintain facilities until cleanup remedies are in place and longer if reuse of some parcels 

occurs beyond FY 200 1. 



Page 12. Question 6: Secretam Widnall, in the 1993 round, one comnlunity pointed out 

that the cost of cleaning up an installation directed to close could be three to ten times as 

great as the cost of cleaning up an active installation. This difference is due to expected 

technological advances in environmental restoration. Do you believe tihe difference 

between routine and closure related cleanup costs, if factual, should be considered in cost 

of closure calculations? 

Answer: We do not believe there are necessarily substantial differences between the cleanup 

costs at a closing base as compared to an active base. Our experience shows that the costs to 

complete cleanups are much better defined at closure bases because more tlollars have been 

invested in completing investigations, hence the real cost of cleanup is more clearly understood. 

In some cases, costs are not increased, but are expended more rapidly. This acceleration of 

expenses has budgetary impact. We do not believe the environmental costs should be 

considered in the cost to close an installation because these are dollars we lhave to expend 

l(r regardless of whether the base closes or remains open. 



wf Air Force Space Command Bases 

P a ~ e  12. Ouestion la: General Fogleman, The Secretary of Defense irecommended 

realignment of the Onizuka Air Force Station, including the inactivation of the 750th Space 

Group and moving its functions to Falcon Air Force Base, Colorado, and relocation of 

Detachment 2, Space and Missile Systems Center to Falcon Air Force Base. What are the 

projected future Air Force satellite control requirements and how do they differ from 

current requirements? 

Answer: In the past, dual satellite control nodes were deemed essential. 'The current Air Force 

policy concerning the degrec: of duplication required to protect satellite operations has changed. 

In the past, an entire alternate satellite control node was required. Presently, requirements only 

call for duplicate communication infrastructure at a geographically separated site. We plan to 

meet this requirement by adding communication capabilities to the existing infrastructure. 



W Paw 13. Ouestion lb: In the SpaceSatellite Subcategory, what percent of excess capacity 

currently exists at Onizuka Air Station? 

Answer: Currently, there is no excess capacity at Onizuka Air Station. Existing facility 

shortfalls are met by leasing facility space off station. However, there is excess capacity in the 

category. It was this excess capacity that had to be addressed and which rt:sulted in the 

recommendation related to Onizuka AFB. 



V Pspe 13. Question 1b.l: Based on projected future Air Force satellite control 

requirements, what percent of excess capacity is expected to be found at Onizuka Air 

Station 

Answer: Although an excess of one satellite control node was identified in the Air Force 

process, this excess was not associated with a particular base. Either Onkuka AS or Falcon 

AFB could support Air Force control node requirements. 



wf Page 13. Question lb.2: Does realignment of Onizuka Air Station leave sufficient capacity 

to adequately support projected future requirements? 

Answer: Yes. 



w Page 13. Question lc: If the Air Force has one more Satellite control installation than is 

needed to support projected future requirements, then why did the A.ir Force not 

recommend closing Onizuka Air Station? 

Answer: Onizuka AFS is required to support tenant missions beyond the: year 2001 that are not 

cost effective to relocate to another location. The Air Force's vision is to tiownsize Onizuka AFS 

by reliance on contract or civilian operations. It is anticipated that Onizuka AFB will eventually 

close as tenant missions phase out. 



ef Paw 13, Question 1c.l: What other tenants would be affected by a decision to close the 

facility? 

Answer: Discussion of this subject requires an appropriate security classification. 



b,# Air Reserve Components 

Page 13, Question 1: Secretarv Widnall, during the 1993 base closi~ng process, the Air 

Force identified the basing of Air Reserve Component units as an is'sue that would be 

addressed during this round. Further, the size of Air Reserve Component units has 

recently been reduced. How have you addressed the Air Reserve Component during this 

round of base closure? 

Answer: The base closure and realignment process evaluates Air Force: installations, both active 

and reserve, against the eight selection criteria and the force structure requirements. The Air 

Force subdivided the Air Force Reserve mission into four weapon system groups: Fighter, 

Strategic Airlift, Aerial Refbeling (Tankers), and Tactical Airlift. Each group was analyzed using 

the eight criteria, and cost effective closures and realignments identified amd analyzed. Two 

Reserve bases were recommended for closure (Bergstrom ARB, TX and Greater Pittsburgh IAP 

ARS, PA). Additionally, four other Reserve units will be impacted by thi: current Air Force -' recommendations. 

The Air National Grard (ANG) operates on a cost effective basis on a large number of 

civilian airfields. We examined ANG bases for cost effective opportunitit:~ that made sense for 

relocation to active Air Force bases as recommended by the Secretary of Defense's kick-off 

memorandum. Generally, it is impractical for ANG units to cross state lines. The new location's 

capacity analysis and recruiting factors were also taken into consideration. The Air Force 

recommended a number of closures of Air Guard Stations, including several that were stand alone 

installations (North Highland, CA; Ontario AGS, CA), and others that were in leased space at 

other airfields (Moffett Federal Airfield AGS, CA, Greater Pittsburgh AGS, PA; Roslyn AGS, 

NY). 



Page 13, Question lb: How have opportunities to consolidate reserve squadrons been 

affected by reductions in the size of Air Reserve component units? 

Answer: The Air Force Reserve looked for opportunities to consolidate force structure and 

reduce overall operating costs. The reductions in the size of units reducecl the costs of 

consolidating aircraft such as C-130s from closed units to bases where we previously had a like 

number of aircraft (Peterson AFB, CO) and at a base where the capacity analysis showed that no 

military construction (MILCON) would be required (Dobbins ARB, GA). This resulted in an 

opportunity for the Air Force Reserve to achieve savings. 

The Air National Guard (ANG) is a comrnunity-based defense force. Therefore, it is 

imperative the ANG maintain a presence in the communities throughout the nation. Further 

consolidations of ANG units will erode the importance and magnitude needed to maintain that 

w community based support. Also, with the present force structure, it is still economically viable 

to retain existing ANG units rather than to combine ANG fighter units. Several units would be at 

or beyond their maximum capacity if required to absorb additional force stmcture from overseas 

or from the active Air Force inventory; therefore, further opportunities to consolidate were not 

presented. 



Pave 14, Ouestion 2: Ceneral Fogleman, the Air Force is recommending the transfer of a 

few Air National Guard units to larger active and reserve bases, such as McClellan and 

March Air Force Bases in California. Also, the Air Force has recommended the closure of 

the Pittsburgh International Airport Air Reserve Station and the realignment of its eight 

C-130 aircraft to two other Reserve units. The jusW~cation for this action states, "The Air 

Force Reserve has more C-130 aircraft operating locations than necessary to effectively 

support the Reserve C-130 aircraft in the Department of Defense Force Structure Plan." 

However, there are many Air Reserve Component units that were nol. recommended for 

consolidation. For example, no major Air National Guard unit (as identified in Appendix 

VI of the Air Force's Analyses and Recommendations) was identified for closure or 

realignment? Since there appears to be considerable savings to be gained by this type of 

consolidation of resources, what opportunities exist for further consollidations throughout 

the Air Reserve Component, especially in the fighter force structure where there have been 

reductions in the size of the units? 

Answer: As the Air Force analysis demonstrates, the Air Force considered a number of closure 

scenarios involving Reserve or Guard installations. The record also supports the decision 

involving each potential closure scenario. All reasonably cost-effective artd operationally sound 

closure opportunities were recommended for implementation. Many of the fighter units were 

located at airports or other locations in very cost-effective situations, such that closures or 

movements would have been very costly or would have produced lengthy payback periods. 



P a ~ e  14. Question 2b: What distinguished the Air Reserve Component units from the Air 

Force recommended for relocation to other bases as candidates for this action? 

Answer: After consideration of the eight selection criteria, the final determination of actions 

related to ARC bases typically rested on cost-effectiveness, recruiting and retention 

considerations, and opportunities to consolidate at other locations. 



P a ~ e  14. Question 2c: Why was the Air National Guard unit at Pittsburgh International 

Airport not identified for relocation in light of the fact the Air Force Reserve unit at the 

same location was recommended for relocation. 

Answer: The Air National Guard unit at Pittsburgh International Airport is not collocated with 

the Air Reserve unit. It is located across the runway from the Air Reserve unit. The ANG unit 

operates cost effectively and independently of the Air Force Reserve unit. There are no other 

locations within the State of Pennsylvania to which this unit could be economically relocated. 



Page 14, Question 26: Since the Air National Guard unit will remain at Pittsburgh 

International Airport, how will this affect the closure of the Air Force Reserve station at 

the airport? 

Answer: The closure of the C-130 unit at Pittsburgh IAP will have little., if any, effect on the 

Air National Guard KC-135 unit also located at the airport. Likewise, the continued operations 

of the Air National Guard unit will have little, if any, effect on the closure of the Air Force 

Reserve Station. 



Congressional Questions for the Record 

Rep Boehlert (NY) 

Page 15, Ouestion 1: In last weeks testimony before this commission,, Defense Secretary 

Perry described Lowry Air Force Base's reuse plan as a successful consequence of the 

BRAC process. In the BRAC 95 process, did you consider the communities' reuse plans as 

a result of previous BRAC closure or realignment decisions? Should already completed , 
well developed reuse planning efforts be a part of subsequent BRAC decisions? 

Answer: There is no formal consideration of a reuse plan in the Air Force process. However, 

past BRAC actions are reflected in the economic impact criterion and its supporting data. 

Additionally, we are well aware of the past actions at all our installations, and are sensitive to 

both the reality and perception in the community when multiple actions are taken. On the other 

hand, the law makes no provision for exempting locations that have been impacted in previous 

BRAC rounds and in fact requires them to be considered if the remaining activities meet the 

BRAC threshold. 



Page 15, Ouestion 2: As you know, Griffiss Air Force Base was realigned as part of BRAC 

1993. During that process the Air Force stated in a letter to the comnnission that "the Air 

Force has no plans to close or relocate Rome Laboratory within the n~ext five years." Since 

then the community has united behind a reuse plan with the lab as its linchpin. Was the 

impact to the community's reuse plan taken into consideration in the decision to close 

Rome Lab? 

Answer: There is no formal consideration of a reuse plan in the Air Force: process. However, 

past BRAC actions are reflected in the economic impact criterion and its supporting data. 

Additionally, we are well aware of the past actions at all our installations, and are sensitive to 

both the reality and perception in the community when multiple actions are taken. On the other 

hand, the law makes no provision for exempting locations that have been impacted in previous 

BRAC rounds and in fact requires them to be considered if the remaining activities meet the 

BRAC threshold. 

At the time of the referenced letter, the Air Force had no plans to close or relocate Rome 

Laboratory. The recommendation to close Rome Laboratory is a direct result of the 1995 BRAC 

analysis. 



Page 15, Ouestion 3: How does the Air Force define interservicing? How was 

interservicing applied to Air Force labs in total? How did the Air FOJ-ce apply 

interservicing to C31 labs? 

Answer: Interservicing can take a variety of forms - from collocation of activities to assignment 

of individuals to joint activities to transfer of responsibility for the function to a single service. 

The Air Force agreed with the LJCSG and recommended C31 interservicing in the laboratory 

category consisting of the relocation of a portion of Rome Laboratory to Fort Monmouth, New 

Jersey, for eventual integration with the Army Laboratory. During the BRAC 95 analysis 

process, other Air Force laboratory activities were offered for interservicing but were not 

accepted. 



Page 15, Question 4: What criteria did the LJCSG use to determine if excess capacity 

existed in its labs? In the Air Force, where and to what extent does excess capacity in labs 

exist? 

Answer: Without addressin.g the method used by the LJCSG, the capacity review was based on 

man-years, based on demonstrated available capacity versus future requirements. The briefing on 

lab capacity was provided in the BCEG minutes for the November 9,1994-, meeting. Those 

minutes note the difficulty of attempting to define a capacity reduction targets because of the 

diversity in size and variety of missions among the lab facilities. A total of 2,806 man-years of 

excess lab capacity were identified. 



Page 15, Question 5: Having received the highest ranking of its labs, why did the Air Force 

decide that Rome Lab was one to be slated for closure? 

Answer: Rome Lab did not receive the highest ranking of Air Force Labs. Rather, it was placed 

in the top tier based on preliminary analysis. Subsequently, the Lab Joint Cross-Service Group 

requested the Air Force to analyze Rome Lab for closure. We found significant costs that could 

be avoided by an innovative sharing of the Rome Lab activities between Hanscom AFB and Fort 

Monmouth. An additional advantage is increased inter-service cooperation. In contrast to the 

level-playing field analysis in which the tiering was based, we found cost-effective options for a 

Rome Lab closure after reviewing in depth the Lab Joint Cross-Service Group recommendation. 



V Representative Combest (Tx) 

Ranking of Bases 

Page 16, Ouestion 1: The Air Force rated Reese Air Force Base number two among five 

UPT bases in 1991. What has changed at Reese or at other bases that would make the Air 

Force rank Reese AFB last, well below its other UPT bases in the 1995 analysis? 

Answer: In 1991, the Air Force closed Williams AFl3 because it was c1e;uly ranked below the 

retained UPT bases. The information regarding Reese AFJ3's ranking as # 2  cannot be 

substantiated and did not come from Air Force analysis. There was no tiering done by the Air 

Force in 1991 to indicate any such ranking. The Pilot Training Subcategoly, of which Reese AFB 

was a member, was excluded from consideration in 1993 based upon capacity analysis. Tiering 

in 1995 placed bases in one of three tiers to show relative value of the bases to the Air Force. 

There was no ranking within the tiers. 

During the 1995 process the SECDEF created several Joint Cross-Service Groups (JCSGs) to 

examine and recommend to the services basing alternatives that could reduce excess capacity. 

The JCSG for Undergraduate Pilot Training used quantitative analyses to (determine the 

functional value of each pilot training base to perform the mission of producing rated aviators. 

The JCSG-UPT evaluated each UPT base for several pilot training functions (e.g., primary, 

airlifthanker, bornbedfighter, etc) against measures of merit that encompassed the requirements 

for undergraduate flying training. 

In many cases, changes in force structure, facilities, measures of merit, and the cross-service 

evaluation of categories resulted in different outcomes from previous rounds. 



bi Quality of Life 

P a ~ e  16, Ouestion 1: Reese AFB is the number one choice of student and instructor pilots 

in AETC for base of assignment. Obviously, they think that the Quality of Life at Reese is 

better than that at other UPT bases. Why would the Air Force ignore this very clear 

Quality of Life indicator and recommend Reese AFB for closure? 

Answer: Aspects of community support important to military members and their fhdies are 

measured in the Criterion VII evaluation through a series of objective subelements. There are a 

number of reasons why people request assignments; it is not a usefid measure. 



w P a ~ e  16, Ouestion 2: With respect to educational opportunities, Reese AFB in Lubbock 

Texas is rated below Vance AFB in Enid, Oklahoma. Are you aware that Enid, Oklahoma 

has one private university with a permanent enrollment of over 700 students? Lubbock, 

Texas has two private universities, a private college, and Texas Techrlical University with a 

permanent enrollment of over 17,000 students, nine undergraduate sc:hools, two graduate 

schools, and a 1 million volume library. Knowing that one of the important features of an 

assignment for our highly skilled officer pilots and their talented spouses is the availability 

of graduate education programs, how is it that the Air Force rated Vznnce AFB higher than 

Reese AFB in educational opportunities? 

Answer: The Education subelement under Criterion VII consists of measluring and grading Pupil 

Teacher Ratio, Four Year Programs, Honors Programs, College Attendance, and Off-base 

Education. Reese AFB scored a Red for Pupil Teacher Ratio (Greater than 30 to 1 Pupil to 

Teacher Ratio in Grades K- 12). Reese received Green grades for the remaining elements within 

the Education subelement, for an overall grade of Green Minus. Vance AI;B received all Greens 

with the exception of a Yellow grade for College Attendance. Vance received an overall Green 

grade in Education, while Reese's overall grade was Green Minus. The details of the Criteria VII 

analysis, including data, subelements, and weighted grades are provided in the base questionnaire 

and the Air Force Report, Volume V of the DoD Report. 



V Operations 

P a ~ e  16. Question 1: Reese AFB was the choice of the Air Force, the Navy, and the DoD for 

implementation of Joint Undergraduate Primary AirIWTanker and Maritime training of 

the Air Force. How is it that the Air Force, now in 1995, r a t s  its capability in all of these 

areas as less than that of Columbus, Randolph, and Vance AFB's? 

Answer: All UPT bases underwent a qualitative analysis in regard to AirKifVI'anker and 

Maritime functional aspects of pilot training. In fact, each base was examined for many 

functional areas. Measures of merit were derived to judge the effectiveness of each base in each 

functional area, with the measures weighted slightly differently for the different functions. When 

the analysis was complete, Reese AFB ranked last by the JCSG-UPT in the Primary and 

Aidifflanker functional areas, and ahead of only Laughlin AFB in the Miuitime training 

function. These analyses were based on data requested by the JCSG-UPT and certified at the 

base, Major Command and Air Staff levels in accordance with the Air Force Internal Control 

Plan. 



V Page 17, Ouestion 2: Reese and Laughlin AFB's have fully implemented T-1 training and 

have completed all the facility construction necessary to support that training. Did the Air 

Force consider the fact that Vance AFB has not implemented T-1 training and has not yet 

built the necessary T-1 facilities? 

Answer: Military construction is currently ongoing at Vance AFB to prepare for the arrival of 

the T-1 aircraft. COBRA cost analysis considered projects as savings if they were programmed 

in 1996 or beyond. 



w P a ~ e  17. Question 3: Did you consider the savings that would accrue from stopping 

construction and implementation of the T-1 program at Vance? 

Answer: No. COBRA cost analysis considered projects as a savings if there were programmed 

funds in 1996 or beyond. A review of the COBRA data for the level-playing field analysis 

reveals no MILCON cost avoidance. 



Page 17, Question 4: In evaluating the airspace available at each Undergraduate Training 

Base, did you concentrate on measuring only the volume of airspace owned or controlled 

by the base or did you take into consideration the usability of all the ;tirspace available to 

the base for training? 

Answer: The Air Force did not evaluate airspace related to pilot training. Instead, the Air Force 

accepted the functional values for UPT bases provided by the Joint Cross-Service Group for UPT 

as the basis for its Criterion I evaluation. This question will be referred to OSD for response by 

the JCSG-UPT. 



Page 17, Question 5: Isn't usable or useful airspace a more valid measure than total 

airspace? 

Answer: The Air Force did not evaluate airspace related to pilot training. Instead, the Air Force 

accepted the functional values for UPT bases provided by the Joint Cross-Service Group for UPT 

as the basis for its Criterion I evaluation. This question will be referred to OSD for response by 

the JCSG-UPT. 



v Page 17, Ouestion 6: Isn't it true that in the Joint Cross-Service Group, the Air Force 

argued with the Navy that heavily weighing total available airspace vvas an improper 

measure of capacity? 

Answer: Since this question addresses the internal deliberations of the UPT Joint Group, it will 

be referred to OSD for response by the JCSG-UPT. 



V Previous Rankings 

P a ~ e  17, Ouestion 1: In the 1991 Base Closure round, Air Force Undergraduate Pilot 

Training bases were reviewed and Reese AFB was rated very highly - number two out of 

five Air Force bases. What accounts for this disparity? 

Answer: The Air Force did not rank the UPT bases in 1991 and cannot substantiate the claimed 

ranking. However, each round of base closures is independent of other rounds. Different 

methods of analysis, refined data, changes at the installation level, and forfce structure changes 

contribute to a variance in grading from one round to the next. 



V Page 17, Question 2: The Air Force itself and the DoD have placed great confidence in 

Reese AFB by choosing it as: the first base to implement Specialized Undergraduate Pilot 

Training; the first base to receive the new T-1 airliftjtanker training aircraft; the first and 

only base to implement the Air Force's portion of Joint Primary Undergraduate Pilot 

Training; the first and only base to do Joint Maritime Training for the Navy in the T-1; 

and Reese is the Air Force's choice as the first base to receive the new JPATS aircraft. 

Why would the Air Force want to close its premier UPT base? 

Answer: During the 1995 pl-ocess the SECDEF created several Joint Cross-Service Groups 

(JCSGs) to examine and recommend to the services basing alternatives that could reduce excess 

capacity. A JCSG for Undergraduate Pilot Training was chartered to consider cross-service 

evaluations of UPT bases. The JCSG used quantitative analyses to determine the functional 

vdue of each pilot training base to perform the mission of producing rated aviators. The JCSG- 

UPT evaluated each UPT base against a number of pilot training functions (e.g., primary, 

airliftltanker, bomberlfighter, etc) using measures of merit that encompassed the requirements for 

pilot training. The Air Force Base Closure Executive Group accepted the JCSG functional value 

analysis as the basis for the Air Force's Criterion I score. However, the sut~sequent tiering 

accomplished by the BCEG was based on an evaluation of all eight DoD criteria. This tiering 

was provided to the SECAF, who also reviewed the eight criteria grades and data. In addition to 

the Air Force analysis, the SECAF reviewed the JCSG-UPT alternatives that included the closure 

of the UPT function at Reese AFB in each alternative. 



VI P a ~ e  18. Ouestion 3: The Air Force analysis rates Reese below three UPT bases 

(Columbus, Randolph, and Vance) in its ability to perform Primary, Airlift/Tanker and 

Maritime training. If this is the case, why did the Air Force choose Rwse as the first base 

to perform joint training with the Navy in all three of these categories? 

Answer: The analysis referred to was accomplished by the Joint Cross-Service Group for UPT. 

The initiation of joint UPT activities significantly preceded BRAC '95 ancl was the beginning of 

a joint initiative to consolida.te all primary pilot training activities. Reese r W 3  was just the first 

of all UPT bases that will participate in such joint activity. 



1)1 Quality of Life 

Page 18, Ouestion 1: Reese AF'B is the number one choice of preference for base 

assignment of Student and Instructor Pilots in the Air Force's AETC (confirmed in a 

statement to the Lubbock Avalanche-Journal, February 2,1995). This kind of choice is 

made on the basis of Quality of Life. Why would the Department of Defense, newly 

committed to stressing "people over programsn (John Deutch, 09/94i), want to close the 

base that its personnel rate as the best for Quality of Life? 

Answer: Aspects of community support that are important to military members and their f'amilies 

are measured in Criterion VII evaluation through a series of objective sul>elements. There are a 

number of reasons why people request assignments; it is not a useful meawe. 



P a ~ e  18, Response to Commentary: Reese and Vance received overall Green Minus grades for 

the Transportation subelement under Criterion VII. Within the subelement of Transportation, 

Reese AFB received a Red grade for Public Transportation, and Green grades for the other 

subelements. The Red grade resulted from the lack of regularly-scheduled public transportation 

to the base. Vance AFB was graded Green for all of the Transportation subelement, with the 

exception of a Red for Municipal Airport Carriers. The overall grade reflected a "roll-up" of 

these grades. Since both bases had three Greens and one Red, and the weighting of these two 

subelements was equal, both bases received the same overall grade for Tr:msportation. 



w Operations - Airspace 

Page 18. Ouestion not numbered: Airspace is one area that was weighted very heavily 

during this round's analysis. We are firmly convinced that Reese AFB has access to 

adequate airspace to do its mission and it is unthreatened by encroaclunent. We are 

concerned that sheer volume of airspace owned and controlled by each base was 

emphasized and that usability was not adequately considered. Some bases may 

own/control more airspace than Reese in terms of sheer volume, however, much of their 

airspace is unusable for basic Undergraduate Pilot Training. Reese has readily available 

visual routes and alternate training fields. 

Answer: The Air Force did not evaluate airspace related to pilot training. Instead, the Air Force 

accepted the functional values for UPT bases provided by the Joint Cross-Service Group for UPT 

as the basis for its Criterion I evaluation. This question will be referred to OSD for response by 

the JCSG-UPT. The Air Force process did analyze airspace encroachment under Criterion 11. 

All Air Force UPT bases received a Green score under Encroachment exce:pt Randolph AFB, 

which received a Green Minus. 



W Savings 

Pape 19. Ouestion not numbered: The objective of any BRAC proces:s is to save our tax 

dollars. Reese's T-1 program is fully implemented with all facilities in place. Vance AFB is 

still constructing their T-1 hangar. Stopping construction would save! MILCON dollars. 

Answer: COBRA cost analysis would consider any halt to MILCON projects as a savings, if the 

costs were programmed in 1996 or later. Review of COBRA data for the level-playing field 

analysis at Vance shows no MJLCON savings. 



w 
Sen Santorum (PA) 

Page 19, Ouestion 1: The DoD justification for closure of the Pittsburgh IAP Air Resewe 

Station was that, "although Greater Pittsburgh ARS is effective in supporting its mission, 

its evaluation overall under the eight criteria supports its closure. Its operating costs are 

the greatest among Air Force Resewe C-130 operations at civilian airfields." Can you tell 

me what exactly are the components of "operating costs?" 

Answer: The following are components of Base Operating Support: Pub:lic Affairs; Ground 

Safety; Administration; Contracting; Comptroller/Budget; CBPO; Civilian, Personnel; 

Supply/Fuels; Transportation; SecurityILaw Enforcement; Civil Engineering; Fire Protection; 

MWR, Services/Billeting; Base Operations; Aircrew Life Support; Disaste:r Preparedness. 



V Page 19, Ouestion 2: Are the costs associated with successfully manning at 110% 

considered relative to other bases which are below 100% total manning? 

Answer: The costs were compiled for requirements, not assigned personnel. This ensures that 

all organizations are equally evaluated using the same criteria. 



w Page 19. Question 3: Are the costs incurred in maintaining a higher state of readiness 

(exercise, contingency, and humanitarian deployments, etc.) held agai.nst the unit in 

computing "operating costs?" 

Answer: No. The operating costs that are considered are fixed irrespective of operations of the 

unit. The costs are related to the unit's facilities and operating location arrangements. 



w Rep Hansen (UT) 

P a ~ e  19, Ouestion 1: Did you, or anyone on your staff, receive any communication or 

guidance from the White House, or anyone associated with the White House, directing you 

to remove McClellan AFB in California from consideration, foreclos~lre, or recommending 

that you devise a plan for Air Logistics Centers that would keep McClellan open? 

Answer: No. 



w Rep Tejeda (TX) 

P a ~ e  19. Question 1: In 1993, the Air Force excluded three bases in the 

IndustriaVl'echnical Support Category-Product Center and Laboratlory Subcategory from 

further consideration for closure/realignment. Those bases were Brooks AFB, Hanscom 

AFB, and Los Angeles AFB. The Air Force stated that, "...there is not sufficient excess 

capacity to close any of these bases without replicating a significant portion of these 

facilities.. at another location. The cost to do this is prohibitive." What has changed in the 

past two years that the Air Force now recommends closing Brooks AlFB and moving 

Armstrong Lab and the U.S. Air Force School of Aerospace Medicine to Wright-Patterson 

A m ?  

Answer: Since BRAC 93, the Air Force has been required to absorb major personnel reductions 

in its acquisition and sustainment workforce. In addition, the work of the Laboratory Joint 

Cross-Service Group provided a much more refined analysis for evaluating the excess capacity of 

DoD laboratory facilities. Finally, excess capacity at Wright-Patterson AFB provides a cost- 

effective beddown of the activities from Brooks AFB. 



w Rep Scarborough (FL) 

Page 20. Ouestion 1: The 1995 Defense Authorization Bill directed the Secretary of Defense 

to submit a Master Plan for the final disposition of all Electronic Combat (EC) facilities 

before relocating any EC equipment or making any EC realignment.. How does the 

Department of Defense BRAC recommendations to move eight EC threat simulators and 

two EC pod systems from Eglin Air Force Base, as well as the movement of REDCAP and 

AFEWES equipment to Edwards Air Force Base, comply with this Clongressional 

directive? 

Answer: This question will be referred to OSD for response, since it concerns the OSD 

recommendation and consideration of Authorization Bill provisions. 



Representative Montgomery (MS) 

Page 20. Ouestion 1: The Navy testified on March 6,1995 that there was excess capacity at 

Air Training Stations. If the pilot training rate is the same for both services in the year 

2001 and the Air Force is transferring substantial numbers of Air Force flight officers to 

the Navy, and the Navy is going from five Air Training Bases to three, how is it that the Air 

Force can now have after RRAC 95, seven Air Training Bases that include the two 

additional Air Force Bases conducting flight screening? 

Answer: The Defense Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) recommerldations for 

undergraduate flying training reflect sizing by several independent methods. The UPT JCSG 

determined the infrastructure needed to support total DoD requirements. The Air Force and the 

Navy completed independent analyses which confumed they each retained the appropriate level 

of resources. The Department of the Navy specifically stated it did not need additional training 

capability. Several facts bear explanation. 

There is no single number which represents a "pilot training rate". For example, the JCSG 

estimated rotary-wing aircraft use less than 20% of the infrastructure of light fixed-wing aircraft 

per flying operation. In 2001, the rotary-wing track represents about 44% of the Navy-generated 

advanced track requirements,, and less than 4% of Air Force-generated requirements. Primary 

training (which includes the Navy's T-34 primary and intermediate tracks) is the most directly 

comparable. The Air Force and Navy are moving toward consolidation in primary training and 

are exchanging students on a one-to-one basis. Their rotary-wing students as well as fixed-wing 

students complete primary training. In primary, the Air Force "pilot training rate" is about 30% 

higher than the Navy rate. Additionally, about a third of the Navy's students only complete 66 

hours of primary flight training rather than the 92 hours their counterparts fly. All Air Force 

students complete the entire track. 

Counting "bases" also requires some caveats. The flight screening locations are unsuitable for w undergraduate pilot training. Their prospective closure offers limited savings or paytpck 



mv potential. For example, the Air Force contract flight screening operation at Hondo, Texas, uses 

the airfield under a no-fee lease. The JCSG considered flight screening sites as outlying fields, 

not as "bases". This brings a more accurate post BRAC count to five Air IForce bases and three 

Navy bases. Shepherd AFB represents a unique training activity that provides training to a 

number of foreign aviation students and a limited number of USAF students. Randolph AFB 

provides no undergraduate pilot training, but instead provides navigation nnd pilot instructor 

training. Air Force primary pilot training is accomplished at only four bases, and the 1995 

recommendation would decrease this by 25 percent. Also of note, while the Navy realigned the 

NAS Corpus Christi UFT mission, they retained the runway and airspace capacity. In fact, they 

propose to extend one NAS Corpus Christi runway to further increase capacity to service NAS 

Kingsville UPT requirements. 

In summary, the BRAC recommendations reflect a confluence of joint and Service analyses. The 

Air Force and the Navy have retained the infrastructure they require to acclomplish their 

respective missions. 



V 
New Mexico Delegation 

P a ~ e  21. Question 1: How much money was appropriated for military construction at 

Kirtland AFB for fscal years 1994 and 1995? How does this compare with other Air Force 

bases and facilities, scheduled for closure or realignment in the 1995 BRAC? 

Answer: In FY94 Air Force military construction appropriated for Kirtland AFB was $35.1M. 

For FY95 the amount was $10.5M, for a total for the two years of $45.6hI. Military construction 

at all other Air Force bases recommended for closure or realignment in this Commission for both 

FY94 and FY95 is $164.4111. I must emphasize that in the vast majority of these cases this 

military construction funding remains necessary and a high priority because it is taking place at 

realigned bases. 



Page 21. Question 2: According to the Air Force's proposal for the 1995 BRAC, Kirtland 

AFB has tenants, both Air Force and non-Air Force, which will require continued support. 

Would there exist recurring costs if the Air Force had transferred thle Space and Missile 

Systems Center and Aerospace Corporation to Kirtland AFB and closed Los Angeles Air 

Force Base. 

Answer: The Air Force examined a closure of Los Angeles AFB, but detmnined that this was 

not a viable option due to a loss of its interconnectivity with the aerospace community and 

excessive costs for the savings. Since no focused analysis was accomplished on the closure of 

Los Angeles AFB with a move to Kirtland AFB, that information is unavailable. 



P a ~ e  21. Ouestion 3: Is there any plan in existence determining which facilities at Kirtland 

AFB, to be abandoned as a result of realignment, will be turned over l:o other government 

agencies or private enterprise? Will the existing fence perimeter be altered? 

Answer: The details of property disposal, transfer, and reuse will be worked out in a cooperative 

process among the Air Force, the community, and the remaining activities at Kirtland AFB. The 

goal of that process will be to effectively and efficiently accommodate the needs of all affected 

parties. The issue of the fence perimeter will be addressed in that process. 



P a ~ e  21, Question 4: Hy the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, had the Air Force consulted with DOE as .to the effect of 

realignment on the Department's nuclear deterrence mission andfor ,the fiscal impact of the 

realignment of the DOE with respect to nuclear deterrence programs:? Did the Air Force 

receive any response from the DOE? Was the response in writing? 

Answer: The sensitivity of the BRAC process raises concerns with communications outside the 

Department of Defense on potential base actions. We did consult with DOE during the latter 

stages of the process, and used the information we possessed to gauge the impact of this action 

on that and other agencies. Under the DoD COBRA guidance, costs of actions to other agencies 

are not normally included in the calculations. Following the announcement of the 

recommendations, we sent teams to meet with DOE and the other agencies at Kirtland to assess 

needs and impact. We will send another team soon, and will continue this cooperative process 

throughout the implementation period if this recommendation is approved. 



P a ~ e  22. Ouestion 5: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, had the Air Force consulted with DOE or Sandia National 

Laboratories as to the effect of realignment on Sandia National Laboratories? Did the Air 

Force receive any response from the DOE or Sandia? Was the response in writing? 

Answer: The sensitivity of the BRAC process raises concerns with communications outside the 

Department of Defense on potential base actions. We did consult inform;dly with DOE during 

the latter stages of the process, and used the information we possessed to gauge the impact of 

this action on that and other agencies. Following the announcement of the recommendations, we 

sent teams to meet with DOE, Sandia, and the other agencies at Kirtland to assess needs and 

impact. We will send another team soon, and will continue this cooperative process throughout 

the implementation period i:f this recommendation is approved. 



Page 22. Ouestion 6: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's; recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, did the Air Force consult with all of Kirtlaind's scheduled 

remaining tenants, both Air Force and non-Air Force, about the effect of the realignment 

on their respective missions and the fucal cost to them of the realignment? Did the Air 

Force receive any responses? Were they in writing? 

Answer: The sensitivity of the BRAC process raises concerns with comnlunications outside the 

Department of Defense on potential base actions. We did consult with some agencies, both Air 

Force and non-Air Force, during the latter stages of the process, and used the information we 

possessed to gauge the impact of this action on those agencies. Under the DoD COBRA 

guidance, costs of actions to other agencies are not normally included in the calculations. 

Following the announcement of the recommendations, we sent teams to meet with DOE, Sandia, 

'1(1 and the other agencies at Kirtland to assess needs and impact. We will send another team soon, 

and will continue this cooperative process throughout the implementation period if this 

recommendation is approved. 



V P a ~ e  22, Question 7: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force':$ recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, did the Air Force consult with the Department of Veteran's 

Affairs about the effect of no longer supporting the joint Air Force-Department of Veterans 

Affairs Medical Center in Albuquerque? Did the Air Force receive any response? Was it 

in writing? 

Answer: The Air Force did not consult with the Department of Veteran's Affairs prior to 

submitting its recommendations to the Department of Defense. The sensitivity of the BRAC 

process raises concerns with communications outside the Department of Defense on potential 

base actions. We did consult with some agencies, both Air Force and non-Air Force, during the 

latter stages of the process, and used the information we possessed to gauge the impact of this 

action on those agencies. Under the DoD COBRA guidance, costs of actions to other agencies 

are not normally included in the calculations. Following the announcement of the 

recommendations, we sent teams to meet with DOE, Sandia, and the other agencies at Kirtland to 

assess needs and impact. We will send another team soon, and will continue this cooperative 

process throughout the implementation period if this recommendation is approved. 



Page 22, Ouestion 8: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, did the Air Force consult with the City of 141buquerque on the 

effect of the withdrawal of the Air Force crash-fire support to the Albuquerque 

International Airport? Did the Air Force receive any response? Was it in writing? 

Answer: The Air Force did not consult with the City of Albuquerque prior to making its 

recommendations to the Department of Defense. Following the announcement of the 

recommendations, we sent teams to meet with those affected by the Kirtland recommendation to 

assess needs and impact. We will send another team soon, and will continue this cooperative 

process throughout the implementation period if this recommendation is approved. 



Page 22, Question 9: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the Secretary of Defense, did the Air Force consult with the Assistant to the 

Secretary of Defense for Atomic Energy about the effect of removing the Field Command 

of the Defense Nuclear Agency from Kirtland? Did the Air Force receive any response 

from the Assistant to the Secretary? Did he address the adverse impact on DNA's mission 

of separating the Field Command from DOE'S Albuquerque Operations Office and Sandia 

and Los Alamos Laboratories? 

Answer: The Air Force did not consult with the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for 

Atomic Energy concerning its recommendations at Kirtland. Following tlhe announcement of the 

recommendations, we sent teams to meet with DOE, Sandia, and the other agencies at Kirtland to 

assess needs and impact. We will send another team soon, and will continue this cooperative 

process throughout the implementation period if this recommendation is a.pproved. 

The Air Force Special Assistant for Base Closure and Transition c'ontacted senior 

leadership in DNA relative to the proposed Air Force action at Kirtland AFB. Air Force was 

advised by DNA that relocation was not as preferred as remaining at Kirtl.md but could be 

accomplished in a workable manner with a small contingent remaining as liaison with DOE. 

Impacts on DNA's mission were discussed and weighed. 



Page 23, Ouestion 10: Was it appropriate to categorize Kirtland AFB as a Laboratory and 

Product Center when the Air Force's Phillips Laboratory represents only a small fraction 

of the installation work force? 

Answer: Installations were categorized according to their predominant Air Force mission. The 

Phillips Laboratory operation is the primary mission of the Air Force at Kirtland AFB. No other 

category more accurately characterizes the operations of the base. 



Page 23. Ouestion 11: Wouldn9t it have been more appropriate to look at Kirtland AFB as 

a federal installation with significant Department of Defense and Department of Energy 

activities, rather than as an Air Force Laboratory and Product Center. 

Answer: The BRAC law requires that all military installations with 300 or more DoD civilian 

authorizations be reviewed for closure or realignment. Characterization of this installation as a 

non-Air Force facility would have been inconsistent with the law. All installations were 

categorized according to their predominant Air Force mission. The Phillips Laboratory operation 

is the primary mission of the Air Force at Kirtland AFB. No other categoly more accurately 

characterizes the operations of the base. The value of the other DoD and federal activities was 

duly recognized, and was in fact the basis for retaining those activities in their present facilities. 



Page 23, Question 12: An Air Force justification indicates that the Sandia and Phillips 

Laboratories can be cantoned. Does the cantonment plan envision cantoning the 60 square 

miles of specialized testing and storage areas and facilities used by both laboratories? Was 

the cost of such an extensive cantonment properly assessed? 

Answer: The implementation plan for the realignment has not been finalized. On-site surveys 

will further refine the projected costs of the proposal in the BRAC analysis process. We believe 

that the cantonment requirements can be met with reasonable costs as pro-jected in our analysis. 

If the recommendation regarding Kirtland becomes law, the Air Force will work cooperatively 

with the community, the other agencies at Kirtland AFB, and other interested activities to ensure 

that the ultimate plan accommodates the reasonable needs of those parties. 



Parre 23, Ouestion 13: With respect to the move of the 58th Special Operations Wing, what 

are the total costs for relocating this wing? How much of these costs are associated with 

moving the flight simulators? 

Answer: The Air Force estimated a cost of approximately $109 M in military construction, 

including housing, for the move to Holloman. Of that expense, $5.95M was for construction of 

simulator facilities. The $109M figure does not include $9.6M in projects currently funded for 

Kirtland for simulator facilities. These projects will be transferred to Holloman under the Air 

Force recommendation. An additional expense of $3M will be incurred far shipment of the 

simulators from Kirtland to Holloman. 



Pape 23. Question 14: Does your estimate of the cost savings of realigning Kirtland 

include the new security cost for the 898th Munitions Support Squadron, whose mission is 

control and security of nuclear weapons? Are these security forces ccosted as high-quality 

police with special training equipment and procedures or as the standard security forces 

associated with a normal Air Force Base? 

Answer: There is no new security requirement. Instead, the military personnel of the security 

police will be converted to the appropriate level of civilian personnel, with necessary training and 

equipment. Since we have security personnel at many of our installations with special weapon 

responsibility or other sensitive concerns, we are confident the quality and training of these 

personnel will be sufficient. 
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Rep Hansen (UT) 

Page 19. Ouestion 1: Did you, or anyone on your staff, receive any c:ommunication or 

guidance from the White House, or anyone associated with the Whiite House, directing you 

to remove McClellan AFB in California from consideration, foreclosure, or recommending 

that you devise a plan for Air Logistics Centers that would keep McClellan open? 

Answer: No. 
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- 
Representative Montgomery (MS) 

Page 20. Ouestion 1: The Navy testified on March 6,1995 that there was excess capacity at 

Air Training Stations. If the pilot training rate is the same for both services in the year 

2001 and the Air Force is transferring substantial numbers of Air Force flight officers to 

the Navy, and the Navy is going from five Air Training Bases to three, how is it that the Air 

Force can now have after BRAC 95, seven Air Training Bases that include the two 

additional Air Force Base. conducting flight screening? 

Answer: The Defense Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) recomm~:ndations for 

undergraduate flying training reflect sizing by several independent methcds. The UPT JCSG 

determined the infrastructure needed to support total DoD requirements. The Air Force and the 

Navy completed independent analyses which confjrmed they each rctaine:d the appropriate level 

of resources. The Department of the h'. vy specifically stated it did not need additional training 

capability. Several facts bear explanation. 

There is no single number which represents a "pilot training raten. For e:cample, the JCSG 

estimated rotary-wing aircraft use less than 20% of the infrastructure of light futed-wing aircraft 

per flying operation. In 2001, the rotary-wing track represents about 44937 of the Navy-generated 

advanced track requirements, and less than 4% of Air Force-generated requirements. Primary 

training (which includes the Navy's T-34 primary and intermediate track;) is the m o s  directly 

comparable. The Air Force and Navy are moving toward consolidation ba primary :raining and 

are exchanging students on a one-to-one basis. Their rotary-wing studenra as well as fixed-wing 

students complete primary training. In primary, the Air Force "pilot training rate" is about 30% 

higher than the Navy rate. Additionally, about a third of the Navy's students only complete 66 

hours of primzy flight training rather than the 92 hours their counterpa; fly. All Air Force 

students complete the entire track. 

Counting "bases" also requires some caveats. The fiight screening locations are unsuitable for 

undergraduate pilot training. Their prospective closure offers limited savings or pa. .wck 



potential. For example, the Air Force contract flight screening operation at Hondo, Texas, uses 

the airf~eld under a no-fee lease. The JCSG considered flight screening sites as outlying fields, 

not as '"bases". This brings a more accurate post BRAC count to five Air Force bases and three 

Navy bases. Shepherd AFB represents a unique training activity that provides training to a 

number of foreign aviation students and a limited number of USAF students. Randolph AFB 

provides no undergraduate pilot training, but instead provides navigation and pilot instructor 

training. Air Force primary pilot training is accomplished at only four bases, and the 1995 

recommendation would decrease this by 25 percent Also of note, while the Navy realigned the 

NAS Corpus Christi UPT mission, they retained the runway and airspace capacity. In fact, they 

propose to extend one NAS Corpus Christi runway to further increase capacity to service NAS 

Kingsville UPT requirements. 

In summary, the BRAC recommendations reflect a confluence of joint and Service analyses. The 

Air Force and the Navy have retained the infrastructure they require to accomplish their 

respective missions. 
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Rep Scarborough (FL) 

Page 20. Ouestion 1: The 1995 Defense Authorization Bill directed the Secretary of Defense 

to submit a Master Plan for the final disposition of all Electronic Combat (EC) facilities 

before relocating any EC equipment or making any EC realignments. How does the 

Department of Defense BRAC recommendations to move eight EC tlnreat simulators and 

two EC pod systems from Eglin Air Force Base, as well as the movement of REDCAP and 

AFEWES equipment to Edwards Air Force Base, comply with this Congressional 

directive? 

Answer: This question will be referred to OSD for response, since it concerns the OSD 

recommendation and consideration of Authorization Bill provisions. 
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Rep Tejeda (TX) 

Page 19, Ouestion 1: In 1993, the Air Force excluded three bases in the 

IndustriaKl'echnical Support Category-h'oduct Center and Laboratory Subcategory from 

further consideration for closure/realignrnent. Those bases were Brooks AFB, Hanscom 

AFB, and Los Angeles AFB. The Air Force stated that, "-there is not d ~ c i e n t  excess 

capacity to close any of these bases without replicating a significant portion of these 

facilities, at another location. The cost to do this is prohibitive." What has changed in the 

past two years that the Air Force now recommends closing Brooks AdFB and moving 

Armstrong Lab and the US. Air Force School of Aerospace Medicine to Wright-Patterson 

AFB? 

Answer: Since BRAC 93, the Air Force has been required to absorb major personnel reductions 

in its acquisition and sustainment workforce. In addition, the work of the Laboratory Joint 

Cross-Service Group provided a much more refined analysis for evaluating the excess capacity of 

DoD laboratory facilities. Finally, excess capacity at Wright-Patterson PEE provides a cost- 

effective beddown of the activities from Brooks AFB. 
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Sen Santorum (PA) 

Page 19, Ouestion 1: The DoD justification for closure of the Pittsburgh LAP Air Reserve 

Station was that, "although Greater Pittsburgh ARS is effective in supporting its mission, 

its evaluation overall under the eight criteria supports its closure, Iki operating costs are 

the gmtest among Air Forc:: Reserve C-130 operations at civilian airfields." Can you tell 

me what exactly are the components of "operating costs?" 

Answer: The following are components of Base Operzting Support: Public Affairs; Ground 

Safety; Administration; Contracting; ComptrollerlBudgeS CBPO; Civilian Personnel; 

Suppi!.iFuz:s: Transportation; SecurityLaw Enforcement; Civil Engineering; Fire Protection; 

MWR, Services/Billeting; Base Operations; Aircrew Life Support; Disaster Preparedness. 



Page 19. Ouestion 2: Are the cos l  associated with successfully manning at 110% 

considered relative to other bases which are below 100% total manning? 

Answer: The costs were compiled for requirements, not assigned perso~mtl. This ensures that 

all organizations arc equally evaluated using the same criteria. 



Pane 19. Ouestion 3: Are the costs incurred h maintaining a hieher :state of readiness 

(exercise, contingency, and humanitarian deployments, etc.) held against the unit in 

computing "operating costs?" 

Answer: No. The operating costs that arc considered arc fixed irrespective of operations of the 

unit. The costs arc related to the unit's facilities and operating location arrangements. 
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Representative Combest (Tx) 

Ranking of Bases 

Page 16. Question 1: The Air Force rated Reese Air Force Base number two among five 

UPT bases in 1991. What has changed at Reese or at other bases that would make the Air 

Force rank Reese AFB last, welI below its other UPT bases in the 1995 analysis? 

Answer: In 199 1, the Air Force closed Williams AFB because it was clearly ranked below the 

retained LET bases. The information regarding Reese A m ' s  ranking as #2 cannot be 

substantiated and did not come from Air Force analysis. There was no tiering done by the Air 

Force in 1991 tc indicate any such ranking. The Pilot Training Subcategory, of which Reese AFB 

was a member, was excluded from consideration in 1993 based upon capacity analysis. Tiering 

in 1995 placed bases ill one of three tiers to show relative value of the bases to the Air Force. 

There was no ranking within the tiers. 

During the 1995 process the SECDEF created several Joint Cross-Service Groups (JCSGs) to 

examine and recommend to the services basing alternatives that could reduce excess capacity. 

The JCSC for Undergraduate Pilor Training used quantitative analyses to d -.*ennine the 

functional value of each pilot training base to perform the mission of producing rated aviators. 

The JCSG-LTPT evaluated each UPT base for several pilot training functions (e.g., primary, 

airlictltanker, borr,ber/fighter, etc) against measures of merit that encompassed the requirements 

for u-dergraduate flying training. 

In many cases, changes in force structure, faciiities, measures of merit, and the cross-service 

evaluation of categories resulted in different outcomes from previous rou.nds. 



Q d t p  of Life 

Paee 16. Ouestion 1: Reese AFB is the number one choice of student and instructor pilots 

in AETC for base of assignment Obviously, they think that the C!uality of Life at Recse is 

better than that at other UPT bases. Why would the Air Force ignore this very clear 

Quality of LXe indicator and recommend Rcese AFB for dosure? 

Answer: Aspects of community support important to milrtary members and their timilies are 

measured in the Criterion VII evaluation through a series of objective sube1ements. There are a 

number of reasons why people request assignments; it is not a useful measure. 



Page 16, Ouestion 2: With respect to educational opportunities, R a s  AFB in Lubbock 

Texas is rated below Vance AFB in Enid, Oklahoma. Are you aware that Enid, Oklahoma 

has one private university with a permanent enrollment of over 700 students? Lubbock, 

Texas has two private universities, a private college, and Texas Technical University with a 

permanent enrollment of over 17,000 students, nine undergraduate schools, two graduate 

schools, and a 1 million volume library. Knowing that one of the important features of an 

assignment for our highly ski1led officer pilots and their talented sp~ouse is the availability 

of graduate education programs, how is it that the Air Force rated Vance AFB higher than 

Reese AFB in educational opportunities? 

Answer: The Education subelement under Criterion VII consists of me:lsurin,c and grading Pupil 

Teacher Ratio, Four Year Programs, Honors Programs, College Attendance, ana Off-base 

Education. Reese AFB scored a Red for Pupil Teacher Ratio (Greater than 30 to 1 Pupil to 

Teacher Ratio in Grades K- 12). Reese received Green grades for the rernaininz elements within 

the Education subelement, for an overall grade of Green Minus. Vance ,9FB received all Greens 

with the exception of a Yellow ,pde for College Anendance. Vmce rec:eivcd an overall Green 

grade in Education, while Reese's overall grade was Green Minus. The details of the Zriteria VII 

analysis, including data, subelements, and weighted grades are provided in the base questionnaire 

and the Air Force Report, Volume V of the DoD Report. 



Operations 

P a ~ e  16. Question 1: Reese AFB was the choice of the Air Force, the Navy, and the DoD for 

implementation of Joint Undergraduate Primary AirliftITanker ancl Maritime training of 

the Air Force. How is it that the Air Force, now in 1995, rates its capability in all of these 

areas as less than that of Columbus, Randolph, and Vance AFB's? 

Answer: All UP?' bases undement a qualitative analysis in regard to Ailiflanker and 

Maritime functional aspects of pilot training. In fact, each base was examined for many 

functional areas. Measures of merit were derived to judge the effectiveness of each base in each 

functional area, with the measures weighted slightly differently for the different functions. When 

the analysis was complete, Reese AFB ranked last by the JCSG-UPT in the Primary ar.d 

AirliWTanker functional areas, and ahead of only Laughlin AFB in the hdaritime training 

function. These analyses were based on data requested by the JCSG-WT and certified at the 

base, Major Command and Air Staff levels in accordance with the Air Force Internal Control 

Plan. 



Paoe 17. Ouestion 2: Reese and Laughlin Am's have fully implememted T-1 training and 

have completed all the facility construction necessary to support that training. Did the Air 

Force consider the fact that Vance AFB has not implemented T-1 training and has not yet 

built the necessary T-1 facilities? 

Answer: Military construction is currently ongoing at Vance AFB to prepare for the arrival of 

the T-1 aircraft. COBRA cost analysis considered projects as savings if tney were programmed 

in 1996 or beyond. 



Paee 17. Ouestion 3: Did you consider the savings that would accrue from stopping 

construction and implementation of the T-1 program at Vance? 

Answer: No. COBRA cost analysis considtred projects as a savings if there were programmed 

funds in 1996 or beyond. A review of the COBRA data for the level-playing field analysis 

reveals no MJLCON cost avoidance. 



P a ~ e  17. Ouestion 4: In evaluating the airspace available at each Undergraduate Training 

Base, did you concentrate on measuring only the volume of airspace owned or controlled 

by the base or did you take into consideration the usability of all the: airspace available to 

the base for training? 

Answer: The Air Force did not evaluate airspace related to pilot training. Instead, the Air Force 

accepted the functional values for UPT bases provided by the Joint Cross-Service Group for LPT 

as the basis for its Criterion I evaluation. This question will be referred to OSD for response by 

the JCSG-UPT. 



Paee 17. Ouestion 5: Isn't usable or useful airspace a more valid masure than total 

airspace? 

Answer. The Air Force did not evaluate airspace related to pilot training. Instead, the Air Force 

accepted the functional values for UPT bases provided by the Joint Cross-Service Group for UPT 

as the basis for its Criterion I evaluation. This question will be referred to OSD for response by 

the JCSG-UFT. 



Page 17. Ouestion 6: Isn't it true that in the Joint Cross-Service Group, the Air Force 

argued with the Navy that heavily weighing total available airspace was an improper 

measure of capacity? 

Answer: Since this question addresses the internal deliberations of the UPT Joint Group, it will 

be referred to OSD for response by the JCSG-UPT. 



Previous Rankings 

Paee 17. Ouestion 1: In the 1991 Base Closure round, Air Force Undergraduate Pilot 

Training bases were reviewed and Reese AFB was rated very highly - number two out of 

five Air Force bases. What accounts for this disparity? 

Answer: The Air Force did not rank the UPT bases in 1991 and cannot substantiate the claimed 

ranking. However, each round of base closures is independent of other rounds. Different 

methods of analysis, refined data. changes at the installation level, and force structure changes 

contribute to a variance in grading from one round to the next. 



Page 17. Ouestion 2: The Air Force itself and the DoD have placed great confidence in 

Reese AFB by choosing it as: the first base to implement Specialized Undergraduate Pilot 

Training; the f m  base to receive the new T-1 airlift/tanker training aircraft; the first and 

only base to implement the Air Force's portion of Joint Primary Undergraduate Pilot 

Training; the f i r s t  and only base to do Joint Maritime Training for the Navy in the T-1; 

and Reese is the Air Force's choice as the first base to receive the new JPATS aircraft 

Why would the Air Force want to close its premier C'PT bae? 

Answer: During the 1995 process the SECDEF created several Joint Cross-Service Groups 

(JCSGs) to examine and recommend to the services basing alternatives that could reduce excess 

capacity. A JCSG for Undergraduate Pilot Training was chartered to consider cross-service 

evaluations of UPT bases. The JCSG used quantitative analyses to determine the functional 

vdue of each pilot training base to perform the mission of producing rated aviators. The JCSG- 

UPT evaluated each irPT base against a number of pilo: training functio~ns (e.g.. pri!..yy, 

airWtanker, bomber/fighter, etc) using measures of merit that encompassed the requirements for 

pilot training. The Air Force Base Closure Executive Group accepted the: JCSG functional value 

analysis as the baris for the Air Force's Criterion I score. However, the subsequent tiering 

accomplished by the BCEG was based on an eva!uacion of all eight DoD criteria This tiering 

was provided to the SECAF, who also reviewed the 5ght criteria grades a d  datz. In addition to 

tne Air Force aialysis, the SECAF reviewei :he JCSG-LTT alternatives rhat :ncludec :he closure 

of the UPT functior at Reese -4FE in each alternative. 



Page 18. Ouestion 3: The Air Force analysis rates Reese below three UPT bases 

(Columbus, Randolph, and Vance) in its ability to perform Primary,, AirlifUTanker and 

Maritime training. If this is the case, why did the Air Force choose Reese as the first base 

to perform joint training with the Navy in all three of these categorical 

Answer: The analysis referred to was accomplished by the Joint Cross-Service Group for UPT. 

The initiation of joint UPT activities significantly preceded BRAC '95 and was the beginning of 

a joint initiative to consolidate all primary pilot training activities. Reesc: AFB was just the fmt 

of all UFT bases that will participate in such joint activity. 



Quality of Life 

Pape 18, Question 1: Reesc AFB is the number one choice of prefimnce for base 

assignment of Student and Instructor Pilots in the Air Force's AETC (confumed in a 

statement to the Lubbock AvalanchoJournaJ, February 2,1995). This kind of choice is 

made on the basis of Quality of Li Why would the Department of Defense, ncwty 

committed to stressing 'people over programs" (John Deutch, 09P94), want to dose the 

base that it. personnel rate as the best for Quality of Life? 

Answer: Aspects of community support that are important to military members and their l%udies 

are measured in Criterion VD: evaluation through a series of objective subelements. There are a 

number of reasons why people request assignments; it is not a usefid measure. 



Paee 18. Response to Cornmentaw: Reese and Vane  received overall Green Minus grades for 

the Transportation subelement urlder Criterion VII. Within the subelemc~nt of Transportation, 

Reesc AFB received a Red grade for Public Transportation, and Green grades for the other 

subclements. The Red grade resulted from the lack of regularly-scheduled public transportation 

to the base. Vance AFB was graded Green for all of the Transportation rubelement, with the 

exception of a Red for Municipal Airport Carriers. The overall grade reflected a "roll-up" of 

these grades. Since both bases had three Greens and one Red, and the weighting of these two 

subelements was equal, both bases received the same overall grade for Transportation. 



Operations - Airspace 

Pape 18. Ouestion not numbered: Airspace is one area that was weighted very heavily 

during this round's analysis. We are firmly convinced that Reese AFB has access to 

adequate airspace to do its mission and it is unthreatened by encroachment We are 

concerned that sheer volume of airspace owned and controlled by each base was 

emphasized and that usability was not adequately considered. Some bases may 

own/control more airspace than Reese in terms of sheer volume, however, much of their 

airspace is unusable for basic Undergraduate Pilot Training. Reese has readily available 

visual routes and alternate training fields. 

Answer: The Air Force did not evaluate airspace related to pilot training. Instead, the Air Force 

accepted the functional values for UPT bases provided by the Joint Cross-Service Group for UPT 

as the basis for its Criterion I evaluation. This question will be referred to OSD for response by 

the JCSG-UPT. The Air Force process did analyze airspace encroachment under Critericn II. 

All Air Force UPT bases received a Green score under Encroachment except Randolph AFB, 

which received a Green Minus. 



Savings 

Page 19. Ouestion not numbered: The objective of any BRAC process is to save our tax 

dollars. Reese's T-1 program is fully implemented with all facilities in place. Vance AFB is 

still constructing their T-1 hangar. Stopping construction wodd save MILCON dollars. 

Answer: COBRA cost analysis would consider any halt to MILCON projects as a savings, if the 

costs were programmed in 1996 or later. Review of COBRA data for the level-playing field 

analysis at Vance shows no MILCON savings. 
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Congressional Questions for the Record 

Rep Boehlert (NY) 

P a ~ e  15, Ouestion 1: In last weeks testimony before thii commission, Defense Secretary 

Perry described Lowry Air Force Base's reuse plan as a successful <:onsequence of the 

BRAC process In the BRAC 95 process. did you consider the communities' reuse plans as 

a result of previous BRAC closure or realignment decisions? Shoukd already completed , 
well developed reuse planning efforts be a part of subsequent BRAC decisions? 

Answer: There is no formal consideration of a reuse plan in the Air Force process. However, 

past BRAC actions art reflected in the economic impact criterion and its supporting data. 

Additionally, we are well aware of the past actions at all  our installatiom;, and z o  wnsitive to 

both the reality and perception in the community when multiple actions :ue taken On the other 

hand, the law makes no provision for exempting locations that have been irn?artei ir. grevious 

BRAC rounds and in fact requires them to be considered if the remaining activities meet the 

BRAC threshold. 



Page 15, Ouestion 2: As you know, Griffii Air Force Base was wligned as part of BRAC 

1993. During that process the Air Force stated in a letter to the cornmission that "the Air 

Force has no plans to close or relocate Rome Laboratory within the next five yeam." Since 

then the community has united behind a reuse plan with the lab as its linchpin. Was the 

impact to the community's reuse plan taken into consideration in the decision to close 

Rome Lab? 

Answer: There is no formal consideration of a reuse plan in the Air Form process. However, 

past BRAC actions are reflected in the economic impact criterion and its supporting data. 

Additionally, we are well aware of the past actions at all our installations, and are sensitive to 

both the reality and perception in the community when multiple actions are taken. On the other 

hand, the law makes no provision for exempting locations that have been impacted in previous 

BRAC rounds and in fact requires them to be considered if the remaining activities meet the 

BRAC threshold. 

- 
At the time of the referenced letter, the Air Force had no plans to1 close or relocate Rome 

Laboratory. The recommendation to close Rome Laboratory is a  direct i ~ s u l t  of the 1995 BRAC 

analysis. 



Page 15. Ouestion 3: How does the Air Force define inkrservicing? How was 

intersemcing applied to Air Force labs in total? How did the Air Force apply 

interservicing to C31 labs? 

Answer: Interservicing can take a variety of forms - from collocation of activities to assignment 

of individuals to joint activities to transfer of responsibility for the function to a single service. 

The Air Force agrecd with the UCSG and recommended C31 interservic:ing in the laboratory 

category consisting of the relocation of a portion of Rome Laboratory to Fort Monmouth, New 

Jersey, for eventual integration with the h y  Laboratory. During the BRAC 95 analysis 

process, other Air Force laboratory activities were offered for interse~cing but were not 

accepted, 



Paee 15. Ouestion 4: What criteria did the WCSG use to determine! if excess capacity 

existed in its labs? In the Air Force, where and to what extent does (excess capacity in labs 

exist? 

Answer. Without addressing the method used by the UCSG, the capacity review was based on 

man-years, based on demonstrated available capacity versus fume requirements. The briefing on 

lab capacity was provided in the BCEG minutes for the November 9,19!94, meeting. Those 

minutes note the difficulty of attempting to define a capacity reduction targets because of the 

diversity in size and variety of missions among the lab facilities. A total of 2,806 man-years of 

ex- lab capacity were identified. 



Page 15, Ouestion 5: Having received the highest ranking of its labs, why did the Air Force 

decide that Rome Lab was one to be slated for closure? 

Answer: Rome Lab did not receive the highest ranking of Air Force Labs. Rather, it was placed 

in the top tier based on preliminary analysis. Subsequently, the Lab Joint Cross-Service Gmup 

req~estcd the Air Force to analyze Rome Lab for closure. We found signifcant costs that could 

be avoided by an innovative sharing of the Rome Lab activities between Hanscom AFB and Fort 

Monmouth. An additional advantage is increased inter-service cooperation. In contrast to the 

level-playing field aaalysis in which the tiering was based, we found cost-effective options for a 

Rome Lab closure after reviewing in depth the Lab Joint Cross-Service Group recommendation. 
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New Mexico Delegation 

Page 21. Ouestion 1: How much money was appropriated for military construction at 

Kirtland AFB for fucal years 1994 and 1995? How does this cornpiare with other Air Force 

bases and facilities, scheduled for closure or realignment in the 1995 BRAC? 

Answer: In FY94 Air Force military construction appropiated for Kirtland AFB was $35.1M. 

For FY95 the amount was $10.5M, for a total for the two years of $&AM. Military construction 

at all other Air Force bases recommended for closure or realignment in this Commission for both 

FY94 and FY95 is $164.4M. I must emphasize that in the vast majority of these cases this 

military construction emding remains necessary and a high priority because it is taking place at 

realigcc bases. 



Paee 21. Question 2: According to the Air Force's proposal for the 1995 BRAC, Kirtland 

AFB has tenants, both Air Force and non-Air Force, which will require continued support. 

Would there exist recurring costs if the Air Force had transferred the Space and Missile 

Systems Center and Aerospace Corporation to Kirtland AFB and closed LQS Angeles Air 

Force Base. 

Answer: The Air Force examined a closure of Los Angeles AFB, but determined that this was 

not a viable option due to a loss of its interconnectivity with the aerospace community and 

excessive costs for the savings. Since no focused analysis was accomplished on the closure of 

Los Angeles AFB with a move to Kirtland AFB, that infomation is unavailable. 



P a ~ e  21. Ouestion 3: Is there any plan in existence determining which facilities at Kirtland 

AFB, to be abandoned as a result of realignmenf will be turned over to other government 

agencies or private enterprise? Will the existing fence perimeter be altered? 

Answer: The details of property disposal, transfer, and reuse will be worked out in a cooperative 

process among the Air Force, the community, and the remaining activities at Kirtiand AFB . The 

goal of that process will be to effectively and efficiently accommodate the needs of all affected 

parties. The issue of the fence perimeter will be addressed in that process. 



Page 21. Question 4: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, had the Air Force consulted with DOE as to the effect of 

realignment on the Department's nuclear deterrence mission and/or the fiscal impact of the 

realignment of the DOE with respect to nuclear deterrence progranns? Did the Air Force 

receive any response from the DOE? Was the response in writing? 

Answer: The sensitivity of the BRAC process raises concerns with cornrnunications outside the 

Department of Defense on potential base actions. We did consult with DOE during the latter 

stages of the process, and used the information we possessed to gauge the impact of this action 

on that and other agencies. Under the DoD COBRA ,pidance, costs of actions to other agencies 

are not normally included in the calculations. Following the announcenlent of the 

recommendations, we sent teams to meet with DOE and the other agencies at Kidand to assess 

needs and impact We will send another team soon, and will continue thus cooperative process 

throughout the implemenation period if this recommendation is approw:c. 



Page 22. Question 5: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SEOEF, had the Air Force consulted with DOE or Sandia National 

Laboratories as to the effect of realignment on Sandia National Latmratories? Did the Air 

Force receive any response from the DOE or Sandia? Was the response in writing? 

Answer The sensitivity of the BRAC process raises concerns with cocnmunications outside the 

Department of Defense on potential base actions. We did consult informally with DOE during 

the latter stages of the process, and used the information we possessed 1:o gauge the impact of 

this action on that and other agencies. Following the announcement of the recommendations, we 

sent teams to meet with DOE, Sandia, and the other agencies at Kirtlancl to assess nteds and 

impact. We will send another team soon, and will continue this coopera.tive process throughout 

the implementation period if this recommendation is approved. 



P a ~ e  22, Question 6: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Forcc!'s recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, did the Air Force consult with all of Kirtland's scheduled 

remaining tenants, both Air Force and non-Air Force, about the effect of the realignment 

on their respective missions and the fucal cost to them of the realignment? Did the Air 

Force receive any responses? Were they in writing? 

Answer: The sensitivity of the BRAC process raises concerns with co~~nmunications outside the 

Department of Defense on potential base actions. W e  did consult with some agencies, both Air 

Force and non-&r Force, during the latter stages of the process, and used the information we 

possessed to gauge the impact of this action on those agencies. Under the DoD COBRA 

guidance, costs of actions to other agencies are not normally included in the calculations. 

FolIowing the announcement of the recommendations, we sent teams to meet with DOE, Sandia, 

and the other agencies at Kirtland to assess needs and impact. We will send another team soon, 

and will continue this cooperative process throughout the impiementatio~l period if this 

recommendation is approved. 



Page 22. Ouestion 7: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, did the Air Force consult with the Department of Veteran's 

Affairs about the effect of no longer supporting the joint Air Force-Department of Veterans 

Affairs Medical Center in Albuquerque? Did the Air Force receive any response? Was it 

in writing? 

Answer: The Air Force did not consult with the Deparunent of Veteran's Affairs prior to 

submitting its recommendations to the Department of Defense. The sensitivity of the BRAC 

process raises concerns with communications outside the Department of Defense on potential 

base actions. We did consult with some agencies, both Air Force and non-Air Force, during the 

latter stages of the process, and used the information we possessed to gauge the impact of this 

action on those agencies. Under the DoD COBRA guidance, costs of actions to other agencies 

are not normally included in the calculations. Following the announceme:nt of the 

recommendations, we sent teams to meet with DOE, Sandia, and the other agencies at Kidand to 

assess needs and impact. We will send another team soon, and will continue this cooperative 

process throughout the implementation period if this recommendation is approved. 



Page 22. Question 8: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, did the Air Force consult with the City OF Albuquerque on the 

effect of the withdrawal of the Air Force crash-fire support to the Albuquerque 

International Airport? Did the Air Force receive any response? Was it in writing? 

Answer: The Air Force did not consult with the Ciry of Albuquerque prior to making its 

recommendations to the Department of Defense. Following the announcement of the 

recommendations, we sent teams to meet with those affected by the Kirtland recommendation LO 

assess needs and impact. We will send another team soon, and will continue this cooperative 

process throughout the implementation period if this recommendation is approved. 



Page 22. Ouestion 9: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the Secretary of Defense, did the Air Force consult with the Assistant to the I 
Secretary of Defense for Atomic Energy about the effect of removing the Field Command 

of the Defense Nuclear Agency from Kirtland? Did the Air Force receive any response 

from the Assistant to the Secretary? Did he address the adverse hipact on DNA's mission 

of separating the Fieid Command from DOE'S Albuquerque Opecations Office and Sandia 

and Los Alamos Laboratories? 

Answer: The Air Force did not consult with the Assistant to the Secre tq  of Defense for 

Atomic Energy concerning its recommendations at Kirtland Following: the announcement of the 

recommendations, we sent teams to meet with DOE, Sandia, and the other agencies at Kirtland to 

assess needs and impact We will send another team soon, and will continue this cooperative 

process throughout the implementation period if this recommendation is approved. 

The Air Force Special Assistant for Base Closure and Transition contacted senior 

leadership in DNA relative to the proposed Air Force action at Kirtland AFB. Air Force was 

advised by DNA that relocation was not as preferred as remaining at Kirtiand but could be 

accomplished in a workable manner with a small contingent remaining 2s liaison with DOE. 

Impacts on DNA's mission were discussed and weighed. 



Page 23, Ouestion 10: Was it appropriate to categorize KirtIand AIFB as a Laboratory and 

Product Center when the Air Force's Phillips Laboratory represents only a small fraction 

of the installation work force? 

Answer: Installations were categorized according to their predominant Air Force mission. The 

Phillips Laboratory operation is the primary mission of the Air Force at Kirtland AFB. No other 

category more accurately cnaracterizes the operations of the base. 



Page 23. Question 11: Wouldn't it have been more appropriate to look at Grtland AFB as 

a federal installation with significant Department of Defense and Department of Energy 

activities, rather than as an Air Force Laboratory and Product Cen,ter. 

Answer: The BRAC law requires that all military installations with 300 or more DoD civilian 

authorizations be reviewed for closure or realignment Characterization of this installation as a 

non-Air Force facility would have been inconsistent with the law. All instaliations were 

categorized according to their predominant Air Force mission. The Phlllips Laboratory operation 

is the paimaty mission of the Air Force at Kirtland AFB. No other categoly more accurately 

characterizes the operations of the base. The value of the other DoD ancf federal activities was 

duly recognized and was in fact the basis for retaining those activities in their present facilities. 



P a ~ e  23. Question 12: An Air Force justification indicates that the Sandia and Phillips 

Laboratories can be cantoned. Does the cantonment plan envision cantoning the 60 square 

miles of specialized testing and storage areas and facilities used by both Iaboratories? Was 

the cost of such an extensive cantonment properly assessed? 

Answer: The implementation plan for the realignment has not been finalized. On-site surveys 

will further refine the projected costs of the proposal in the BRAC analysis process. We believe 

that the cantonment requirements can be met with reasonable costs as projected in our analysis. 

Lf the recommendation regarding Kirtland becomes law, the Air Force will work cooperatively 

with the community, the other agencies at Kirtland AFB, and other interested activities to ensure 

that the ultimate pIan accommodates the reasonable needs of those paxtit:~. 



Page 23. Quation 13: With respect to the move of the 58th Special Operations Wing, what 

are the total costs for relocating this wing? How much of these costs are =ociated with 

moving the flight simulators? 

Answer: The Air Force estimated a cost of approximately $109 M in military construction, 

including housing, for the move to Holloman. Of that expense, $5.95M was for construction of 

simulator facilities. The 5109M figure does not include $9.6M in projects currently funded for 

Kirtland for simulator facilities. These projects will be transferred to Holloman under the Air 

Force recommendation. An additional expense of $3M will be incumd for shipment of the 

simulators from Kirtland to Holloman. 



Page 23. Ouestion 14: Does your estimate of the cost savings of realigning Kirtland 

include the new security cost for the 898th Munitions Support Squadron, d o s e  mission is 

control and security of nuclear weapons? Are these security forces costed as highquality 

police with special training equipment and procedures or as the standard security forces 

associated with a normal Air Force Base? 

Answer: There is no new security requirement. Instead the military personnel of the security 

police will be converted to the appropriate level of civilian personnel, with necessary training and 

equipment. Since we have secuity personnel at many of our installations with special weapon 

responsibility or other sensitive concerns, we are confident the quality and training of these 

personnel will be sufficient. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1428 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CClRNELLA 

March 30, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. L E E  KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 

The Honorable Jeff Bingaman 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

. - .  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

;:r?.3S.? '3: 2T ?O this TWmr 
wren rO :m*&(oW-s l  

Dear JeE 

Attached are responses to questions submitted on your behalf by the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission at an investigative hearing on March 6, 1995. I trust that 
this information is helpfbl and responds to your concerns. 

Again, thank you for your interest in the base closure and realignment process. Please do 
not hesitate to contact me if I may be of fbrther assistance as we go through this difficult and 
challenging process. 

Sincerely, 

m:cw 
Enclosures 



New Mexico Delegation 

Pape 21, Ouestion 1: How much money was appropriated for miIiStary construction at 

Kirtland AFB for fical years 1994 and 1995? How does this compare with other Air Force 

bases and facilities, scheduled for closure or realignment in the 1995 BRAC? 

Answer: In FY94 Air Force military construction appropriated for Kirtland AFB was $35.1M. 

For FY95 the amount was $ I0.5M, for a total for the two years of $45.6M. Military construction 

at all other Air Force bases recommended for closure or realignment in this Commission for both 

FY94 and FY95 is $164.4M. I must emphasize that in the vast majority of these cases this 

military construction fmding remains necessary and a high priority because it is taking place at 

redigei  bases. 



P a ~ e  21. Question 2: According to the Air Force's proposal for the 1995 BRAG Kirtland 

AFB has tenants, both Air Force and non-Air Force, which wiIl require continued support. 

Would there exist recurring costs if the Air Force had transferred the Space and Missile 

Systems Center and Aerospace Corporation to Kirtland A .  and dosed Los Angeles Air 

Force Base. 

Answer: The Air Force examined a closure of Los Angeles AFB, but de.termined that this was 

not a viable option due to a loss of its interconnectivity with the aerospace community and 

excessive costs for the savings. Since no focused analysis was accomplished on the closure of 

Los Angeles AFB with a move to Kirtland AFB, that information is una.vailable. 



Paee 21. Ouestion 3: Is there any plan in existence determining which facilities at Kirtland 

AFB, to be abandoned as a result of realignment, will be turned over to other government 

agencies or private enterprise? Will the existing fence perimeter be ztltered? 

Answer: The details of property disposal, transfer, and reuse will be worked out in a cooperative 

process among the Air Force, the community, and the remaining activities at Kirtland AFB. The 

goal of that process will be to effectively and eficiently accommodate the needs of all affected 

parties. The issue of the fence perimeter will be addressed in that process. 



Page 21. Question 4: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, had the Air Force consulted with DOE as to the effect of 

realignment on the Department's nuclear deterrence mission and/or the fscal impact of the 

realignment of the DOE with respect to nuclear deterrence programs? Did the Air Force 

receive any response from the DOE? Was the response in writing? 

Answer: The sensitivity of the BRAC process raises concerns with communications outside the 

Department of Defense on potential base actions. We did consult with EOE during the latter 

stages of the process, and used the information we possessed to gauge the impact of this action 

on that and other agencies. Under the DoD COBRA guidance, costs of actions to other agencies 

arc not n o d y  included in the calculations. Following the announcem(cnt of the 

recommendations, we sent teams to meet with DOE and the other agencies at KirtIanG to assess 

needs and impact We will send another team soon, and will continue this cooperative precess 

throughout the implemenation period if this recommendation is approvec. 



Page 22. Question 5: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, had the Air Force consulted with DOE 01- Sandia National 

Laboratories as to the effect of realignment on Sandia National Laboratories? Did the Air 

Force receive any response from the DOE or Sandia? Was the response in writing? 

Answer: The sensitivity of the BRAC process raises concerns with conmunications outside the 

Department of Defense on potential base actions. We did consult informally with DOE during 

the latter stages of the process, and used the information we possessed to gauge the impact of 

this action on that and other agencies. Following the announcement of tihe recommendations, we 

sent teams to meet with DOE, Sandia, and the other agencies at Kirtland to assess needs and 

impact We will send another team soon, and will continue this cooperative process throughout 

the implementation period if this recommendation is approved. 



Page 22. Ouestion 6: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, did the Air Force consult with all of Kirtland's scheduled 

remaining tenants, both Air Force and non-Air Force, about the effect of the realignment 

on their respective missions and the fiscal cost to them of the realignment? Did the Air 

Force receive any responses? Were they in writing? 

Answer: The sensitivity of the BRAC process raises concerns with comnunications outside the 

Department of Defense on potential base actions. We did consult with solme agencies. both Air 

Force and non-hir Force, during the latter stages of the process, and used the information we 

possessed to gauge the impact of this action on those agencies. Under the: DoD COBRA 

guidance, costs of actions to other agencies are not normally included in the calculations. 

Following the announcement of the recommendations, we sent teams to nnee: with DOE, Sandia, 

and the other agencies at Kirtland to assess needs and impact. We will send another team soon, 

and will continue this cooperative process throughout the implementation period if this 

recommendation is approved. 



Page 22, Ouestion 7: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, did the Air Force consult with the Department of Veteran's 

Affairs about the effect of no longer supporting the joint Air Force-Department of Veterans 

Affairs Medical Center in Albuquerque? Did the Air Force receive any response? Was it 

in writing? 

Answer: The Air Force did not consult with the Department of vet em,'^ Affairs prior to 

submitting its recommendations to the Department of Defense. The sensitivity of the BRAC 

process raises concerns with communications outside the Department of Defense on potential 

base actions. We did coons1t with some agencies. both Air Force and non-Air Force, during the 

latter stages of the process, and used the information we possessed to gauge the impact of this 

action on those agencies. Under the DoD COBRA guidance, costs of amions to other agencies 

are not normally included in the calculations. Following the announcement of the 

recommendations, we sent teams to meet with DOE, Sandia, and the other agencies at Kirtland to 

assess needs and impact. We will send another team soon, and will conoaue this cooperative 

process throughout the implementation period if this recommendation is approved. 



Page 22. Question 8: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, did the Air Force consult with the City of Albuquerque on the 

effect of the withdrawal of the Air Force crash-fire support to the Alibuquerque 

International Airport? Did the Air Force receive any response? Was it in writing? 

Answer. The Air Force did not consult with the City of Albuquerque prior to making its 

recommendations to the Department of Defense. Following the announcement of the 

recommendations, we sent teams to meet with those affected by the W a n d  recommendation to 

assess needs and impact. We will send another team soon, and will conumue this cooperative 

process throughout the implementation period if this recommendation is approved. 



Page 22. Question 9: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the Secretary of Defense, did the Air Force consult with the Assistant to the 

Secretary of Defense for Atomic Energy about the effect of removing the Field Command 

of the Defense Nuclear Agency from Kirtland? Did the Air Force nxeive any response 

from the Assistant to the Secretary? Did he address the adverse impact on DNA's mission 

of separating the Field Command from DOE'S Albuquerque Operations Office and Sandia 

and Los Alarnos Laboratories? 

Answer: The Air Force did not consult with the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for 

Atomic Energy concerning its recommendations at Kirtland. Following the announcement of the 

recommendations, we sent teams to meet with DOE, Sandia, and the other agencies at Kirtland to 

assess needs and impact We will send another team soon, and will continue this cooperative 

process throughout the implementation period if this recommendation is approved. 

The Air Force Special Assistant for Base CIosure and Transition contacted senior 

leadership in DNA relarive to the proposed Air Force action at Kirtland '4FB. Air Force was 

advised by DNA that relocation was not as preferred as remaining at Kirtland but could be 

accomplished in a workable manner with a small contingent remaining as liaison with DOE. 

Impacts on DNA's mission were discussed and weighed. 



Page 23, Ouestion 10: Was it appropriate to categorize Kirtland AFB as a Laboratory and 

Product Center when the Air Force's Phillips Laboratory represents only a small fraction 

of the installation work force? 

Answer: InstaUations were categorized according to their predominant Air Force mission. The 

Phillips Laboratory operation is the primary mission of the Air Force at EWand AFB. No other 

category more accurately characterizes the operations of the base. 



P a ~ e  23, Ouestion 11: Wouldn't it have been more appropriate to lcwk at fiirtland AFB as 

a federal installation with significant Department of Defense and Department of Energy 

activities, rather than as an Air Force Laboratory and Product Center. 

Answer: The BRAC law requires that all military installations with 300 or more DoD civilian 

authorizations be reviewed for closure or realignment Characterization of this installation as a 

non-Air Force facility would have been inconsistent with the law. All instaliattons were 

categorized according to their predominant Air Force mission. The Phillips Laboratory operation 

is the primary mission of the Air Force at KirtIand AFB. No other category more accurately 

characterizes the operations of the base. The value of the other DoD and federal activities was 

duly recogmaxi, and was in fact the basis for retaining those activities in their present facilities. 



Pape 23. Ouestion 12: An Air Force justification indicates that the Sandia and Phillips 

Laboratories can be cantoned. Does the cantonment plan envision cantoning the 60 square 

miles of specialized testing and storage areas and facilities used by both laboratories? Was 

the cost of such an extensive cantonment properly assessed? 

Answer: The implementation plan for the realignment has not been finalized. On-site surveys 

will further refine the projected costs of the proposal in the BRAC analysis process. We beIieve 

that the cantonment requirements can be met with reasonable costs as projected in our analysis. 

If the recommendation regarding Kirtland becomes law, the Air Force wxll work cooperatively 

with the community, the other agencies at Kirtland AFB, and other interested activities to ensure 

that the ultimate plan accommodates the reasonable needs of those parties. 



Page 23. Ouestion 13: With respect to the move of the 58th Special Operations Wing, what 

are the total costs for relocating this wing? How much of these costs are asociated with 

moving the flight simulators? 

Answer: The Air Force estimated a cost of approximately $109 M in military construction, 

including housing, for the move to Holloman. Of that expense, $5.95M was for construction of 

simulator facilities. The $109M figure does not include $9.6M in projects currently funded for 

Kirtland for simulator facilities. These projects will be transferred to Holloman under the Air 

Force reammendation. An additional expense of $3M will be incurred for shipment of the 

simulators from Kirtland to Hollornan. 



Page 23, Ouestion 14: Does your estimate of the cost savings of realligning Kirtland 

include the new security cost for the 898th Munitions Support Squaldron, whose mission is 

control and security of nuclear weapons? Are these security forces costed as highquality 

police with special training equipment and procedures or as the standard security forces 

associated with a normal Air Force Base? 

Answer: There is no new security requirement Instead, the military personnel of the security 

police will be converted to the appropriate level of civilian personnel, with necessary training and 

equipment. Since we have security personnel at many of our installations with special weapon 

responsibility or other sensitive concerns, we are confident the quality artd training of these 

personnel wiIl be sufficient. 
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The Honorable Steven Schiff 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative SchiE 

Attached are responses to questions submitted on your behalf by the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission at an investigative hearing on March 6, 1995. 1 trust that 
this information is helpfbl and responds to your concerns. 

Again, thank you for your interest in the base closure and realignment process. Please do 
not hesitate to contact me if I may be of hrther assistance as we go through this difficult and 
challenging process. 

Sincerely, 

m:cw 
Enclosures 



New Mexico Delegation 

Page 21. Ouestion 1: How much money was appropriated for military construction at 

Kirtland AFB for fscal years 1994 and 1995? How does this compare with other Air Force 

bases and facilities, scheduled for closure or realignment in the 1995 BRAC? 

Answer: In FY94 Air Force military construction appro?riated for Kirtlland AFB was $35.1M. 

For FY95 the amount was $10.5M, for a total for the two years of $45.6M. Milimy construction 

at all other Air Force bases recommended for closure or realignment in this Commission for both 

FY94 and FY95 is $164.4M. I must emphasize that in the vast majority of these cases this 

military construction fmding remains necessary and a high priority because it is taking place at 

redignei bases. 



Page 21. Question 2: According to the Air Force's proposal for the 1995 BRAC, Kirtland 

AFB has tenants, both Air Force and non-Air Force, which will require continued support. 

Would there exist recurring costs if the Air Force had transferred the Space and Missile 

Systems Center and Aerospace Corporation to Kidand AFB and closed Los Angeles Air 

Force Base, 

Answer: The Air Force examined a closure of Los Angeles AFB, but de~tennined that this was 

not a viable option due to a loss of its interconnectivity with the aerospace community and 

excessive costs for the savings. Since no focused analysis was accomplished on the closure of 

Los Angeles AFB with a move to Kirtland AFB, that information is unavailable. 



P a ~ e  21. Ouestion 3: Is there any plan in existence determining which facilities at Kirtland 

AFB, to be abandoned as a result of realignment, will be turned over to other government 

agencies or private enterprise? Will the existing fence perimeter be ;altered? 

Answer: The details of property disposal, transfer, and =use will be worked out in a cooperative 

process among the Air Force, the community, and the remaining activities at Kirtland AFB. The 

goal of that process will be to effectively and efficiently accommodate the needs of all affected 

parties. The issue of the fence perimeter will be addressed in that proces:s. 



Pape 21. Ouestion 4: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Forceb's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, had the Air Force consulted with DOE as: to the effect of 

realignment on the Department's nuclear deterrence mission and/or the fscal impact of the 

realignment of the DOE with respect to nuclear deterrence programs? Did the Air Force 

receive any response from the DOE? Was the response in writing? 

Answer: The sensitivity of the BRAC process raises concerns with corrlmunications outside the 

Department of Defense on potential base actions. We did consult with DOE during the latter 

stages of the process, and used the information we possessed to gauge the impact of this action 

on that and other agencies. Under the DoD COBRA guidance, costs of actions to other agencies 

art not nonnally included in the calculations. Following the announcement of the 

recommendations, we sent teams to meet with DOE and the other agencies at Kirtiand to assess 

needs and impact We will send another team soon, and will continue this cooperative process 

throughout the implemenation period if this recommendation is approvec. 



Page 22, Question 5: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, had the Air Force consulted with DOE or Sandia National 

Laboratories as to the effect of realignment on Sandia National Labaratories? Did the Air 

Force receive any response from the DOE or Sandia? Was the response in writing? 

Answer: The sensitivity of the BRAC process raises concerns with conmunications outside the 

Department of Defense on potential base actions. We did consult informally with DOE during 

the latter stages of the process, and used the information we possessed to gauge the impact of 

this action on that and other agencies. Following the announcement of the recommendations, we 

sent teams to meet with DOE, Sandia, and the other agencies at Kirtland to assess needs and 

impact. We will send another team soon, and will continue this cooperative process throughout 

the implementation period if this recommendation is approved. 



Page 22, Question 6: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, did the Air Force consult with all of Kirtliand's scheduled 

remaining tenants, both Air Force and non-Air Force, about the effect of the realignment 

on their respective missions and the fiscal cost to them of the realign~ment? Did the Air 

Force receive any responses? Were they in writing? 

Answer: The sensitivity of the BRAC process raises concerns with cormmunications outside the 

Department of Defense on potential base actions. We did consult with some agencies, both Air 

Force and non-hir Force, during the latter stages of the process, and used the information we 

possessed to gauge the impact of this action on those agencies. Under tht: DoD COBRA 

guidance, costs of actions to other agencies are not n o d y  included in the calculations. 

Following the announcement of the recommendations, we sent teams to meet with DOE, Sandia, 

and the other agencies at Kirtland to assess needs and impact. We will send another team soon, 

and will continue this cooperative process throughout the rmplementation~ period if this 

recommendation is approved. 



Page 22. Ouestion 7: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, did the Air Force consult with the Department of Veteran's 

Affairs about the effect of no longer supporting the joint Air Force-Department of Veterans 

Affairs Medical Center in Albuquerque? Did the Air Force receive any response? Was it 

in writing? 

Answer: The Air Force did not consult with the Department of Veteran's Affairs prior to 

submitting its recommendations to the Department of Defense. The sensitivity of the BRAC 

process raises concerns with communications outside the Department of Defense on potential 

base actions. We did consult with some agencies, both Air Force and non-Air Force, during the 

latter stages of the process, and used the information we possessed to gauge the impact of this 

action on those agencies. Under the DoD COBRA guidance, costs of acrions to other agencies 

are not normally included in the calculations. Following the announceme:nt of the 

recommendations, we sent teams to meet with DOE, Sandia, and the other agencies at Kirtland to 

assess needs and impact. We will send another team soon, and will contmue this cooperative 

process throughout the implementation period if this recommendation is approved. 



Page 22, Question 8: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, did the Air Force consult with the City of Albuquerque on the 

effect of the withdrawal of the Air Force crash-fire support to the Allbuquerque 

International Airport? Did the Air Force receive any response? Was it in writing? 

Answer: The Air Force did not consult with the City of Albuquerque prior to making its 

recommendations to the Depaxtment of Defense. Following the announcement of the 

recommendations, we sent teams to meet with those affected by the Kirtland recommendation to 

assess needs and impact. We will send another team soon, and will continue this cooperative 

process throughout the implementation period if this recommendation is approved. 



Page 22, Ouestion 9: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Foroe's recommendations 

were sent to the Secretary of Defense, did the Air Force consult witlh the Assistant to the 

Secretary of Defense for Atomic Energy about the effect of removing the Field Command 

of the Defense Nuclear Agency from Kirtland? Did the Air Force receive any response 

from the Assistant to the Secretary? Did he address the adverse impact on DNA's mission 

of separating the Field Command from DOE'S Albuquerque Operations Of'fice and Sandia 

and Los AIamos Laboratories? 

Answer: The Air Force did not consult with the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for 

Atomic Energy concerning its recommendations at Kirtland. FolIowing the announcement of the 

recommendations, we sent teams to meet with DOE, Sandia, and the other agencies at Kirtland to 

assess needs and impact We will send another team soon, and will continue this cooperative 

process throughout the implementation period if this recommendation is approved. 

The Air Force Special Assistant for Base Closure and Transition contacted senior 

leadership in DNA relative to the proposed Air Force action at Kirtland AFB. Air Force was 

advised by DNA that relocation was not as preferred as remaining at Kirtland but could be 

accomplished in a workable manner with a small contingent remaining as liaison with DOE. 

Impacts on DNA's mission were discussed and weighed. 



Page 23. Oustion 10: Was it appropriate to categorize Kirtland AFB as a Laboratory and 

Product Center when the Air Force's Phillips Laboratory represents only a small fraction 

of the installation work force? 

Answer: Insrallations were categorized according to their predominant Air Fore mission. The 

Phillips Laboratory operation is the primary mission of the Air Force at ICirtland AFB. No other 

category more accurately characterizes the operations of the base. 



Paee 23. Ouestion 11: Wouldn't it have been more appropriate to look at Eiirtland AFB as 

a federal installation with significant Department of Defense and Department of Energy 

activities, rather than as an Air Force Laboratory and Product Cenlkr. 

Answer: The BRAC law requires that all militaxy installations with 30CI or more DoD civilian 

authorizations be reviewed for closure or realignment Characterization of this installation as a 

non-Air Force facility would have been inconsistent with the law. All klsdiations were 

categorized according to their predominant Air Force mission. The Phillips Laboratory operation 

is the primary mission of the Air Force at Kirtland AFB. No other category more accurately 

characterizes the operations of the base. The value of the other DoD ancl federal activities was 

duly recognized, and was in fact the basis for retaining those activities ir. their present facilities. 



P a ~ e  23. Ouestion 12: An Air Force justification indicates that the Sandia and Phillips 

Laboratories can be cantoned. Does the cantonment plan envision cantoning the 60 square 

miles of specialized testing and storage areas and facilities used by both laboratories? Was 

the cost of such an extensive cantonment properly assessed? 

Answer: The implementation plan for the realignment has not been finalized. On-site surveys 

will further refine the projected costs of the proposal in the BRAC analysis process. We believe 

that the cantonment requirements can be met with reasonable costs as projected in our analysis. 

If the recommendation regarding Kirtiand becomes law, the Air Force will work cooperatively 

with the community, the other agencies at Kirtland AFB, and other interc:sted activities to ensure 

that the ultimate plan accommodates the reasonable needs of those par tie:^. 



Page 23. Ouestion 13: With respect to the move of the 58th Special Operations Wing, what 

are the total costs for relocating this wing? How much of these costs are asociated with 

moving the flight simulators? 

Answer: The Air Force estimated a cost of approximately $109 M in military construction, 

including housing, for the move to Holloman. Of that expense, $5.95M was for construction of 

simulator facilities. The $109M figure does not include $9.6M in projecrs currently funded for 

W a n d  for simulator facilities. These projects will be musferred to HoUoman under the Air 

Force recommendation. An additional expense of $3M will be incurred for shipment of the 

simulators from Kirtland to Hoilornan. 



P a ~ e  23, Ouestion 14: Does your estimate of the cost savings of reaIigning Kirtland 

include the new security cost for the 898th Munitions Support Squadron, whose mission is 

control and security of nuclear weapons? Are these security forces costed as high-quaIity 

police with special training equipment and procedures or as the standard security forces 

associated with a normal Air Force Base? 

Answer: There is no new security requirement Instead, the miIitary personnel of the security 

police will be converted to the appropriate level of civilian personnel, w~th necessary training and 

equipment. Since we have security personnel at many of our installations with special weapon 

responsibility or other sensitive concerns, we are confident the quality and training of these 

personnel will be sufficient. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

March 30, 1995 

The Honorable Joe Skeen 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

COMMI!OSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (REV 
5. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Representative S keen: 

Attached are responses to questions submitted on your behalf by the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission at an investigative hearing on March 6, 1995. I trust that 
this information is helpll and responds to your concerns. 

Again, thank you for your interest in the base closure and realignment process. Please do 
not hesitate to contact me if I may be of firther assistance as we go through this difficult and 
challenging process. 

Sincerely, 

m:cw 
Enclosures 



New Mexico Delegation 

Page 21, Question 1: How much money was appropriated for military construction at 

Kirtland AFB for frscal years 1994 and 1995? How does this compare with other Air Force 

bases and facilities, scheduled for closure or realignment in the 1995 BRAC? 

Answer: In FY94 Air Force military construction appro7riated for W a n d  AFB was $35.1M. 

For FY95 the amount was $10.5M, for a total for the two years of $45.6M. Militruy construction 

at all other Air Force bases recommended for closure or realignment in this Commission for both 

FY94 and FY95 is $164.4M. 1 must emphasize that in the vast majority of these cases this 

military constnrctior fimding remains necessary and a high priority because it is taking place at 

redip& bases. 



Pape 21, Ouestion 2: According to the Air Force's proposal for the 1995 BRAC, Kirtland 

AFB has tenants, both Air Force and non-Air Force, which will require continued support. 

Would there exist recurring costs if the Air Force had transferred the Space and Missile 

Systems Center and Aerospace Corporation to Kidand AE'B and closed Los Angeles Air 

Force Base. 

Answer: The Air Force examined a closure of Los Angeles AFB, but determined that this was 

not a viable option due to a loss of its interconnectivity with the aerospace community and 

excessive costs for the savings. Since no focused analysis was accomplished on the closure of 

Los Angeles AFB with a move to Kirtland AFB, that information is unavailable. 



Page 21. Ouestion 3: is there any plan in existence determining which facilities at Ertland 

AFB, to be abandoned as a result of realignment, will be turned over to other government 

agencies or private enterprise? Will the existing fence perimeter be altered? 

Answer: The details of property disposal, transfer, and reuse will be worked out in a cooperative 

process among the Air Force, the community, and the remaining activities at W a n d  AFB. The 

goal of that process will be to effectively and efficiently accommodate the needs of all affected 

parties. The issue of the fence perimeter will be addressed in that process. 



Page 21. Question 4: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, had the Air Force consulted with DOE as to the effect of 

realignment on the Department's nuclear deterrence mission andlor the fiscal impact of the 

realignment of the DOE with respect to nuclear deterrence programs? Did the Air Force 

receive any response from the DOE? Was the response in writing? 

Answer: The sensitivity of the BRAC process raises concerns with communications outside the 

Department of Defense on potential base actions. We did consult with DOE during the laner 

stages of the process, and used the information we possessed to gauge the impact of this action 

on tha~ and other agencies. Under the DoD COBRA guidance, costs of actions to other agencies 

arc not normally included in the calculations. Following the announcem~znt of the 

recommendations, we sent teams to meet with DOE and the other agencies at Kirtiand to assess 

needs and impact We will send another team soon, and will continue this cooperative: process 

throughout the implemecation period if this recommendation is approvec. 



Page 22, Ouestion 5: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, had the Air Force consulted with DOE or' Sandia National 

Laboratories as to the effect of realignment on Sandii National Laboratories? Did the Air 

Force receive any response from the DOE or Sandia? Was the response in writing? 

Answer: The sensitivity of the BRAC process raises concerns with communications outside the 

Department of Defense on potential base actions. We did consult inforxxlally with DOE during 

the latter stages of the process, and used the information we possessed to gauge the impact of 

this action on that and other agencies. Following the announcement of tic recommendations, we 

sent teams to meet with DOE, Sandia, and the other agencies at W a n d  to assess needs and 

impact. We will send another team soon, and will continue this cooperative process throughout 

the implementation period if this recommendation is approved. 



Page 22, Ouestion 6: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force"s recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, did the Air Force consult with all of Kirt1;ind's scheduled 

remaining tenants, both Air Force and non-Air Force, about the effect of the realignment 

on their respective missions and the fiscal cost to them of the realignment? Did the Air 

Force receive any responses? Were they in writing? 

Answer: The sensitivity of the BRAC process raises concerns with comnunications outside the 

Department of Defense on potential base actions. We did consult with same agencies, both Air 

Force and non-hir Force, during the latter stages of the process, and used the information we 

possessed to gause the impact of this action on those agencies. Under the DoD COBRA 

guidance, costs of actions to other agencies are not normally included in the calculations. 

Following the announcement of the recommendations, we sent teams to reec with DOE, Sandia, 

and the other agencies at Kirtland to assess needs and impact. We will send another team soon, 

and will continue this cooperative process throughout the implementation1 period if this 

recommendation is approved. 



Page 22. Ouestion 7: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, did the Air Force consult with the Department of Veteran's 

Affairs about the effect of no longer supporting the joint Air Force-Department of Veterans 

Affairs Medical Center in Albuquerque? Did the Air Force receive ;any response? Was it 

in writing? 

Answer: The Air Force did not consult with the Department of Veteran's Affairs prior to 

submitting its recommendations to the Deparunent of Defense. The sensitivity of the BRAC 

process raises concerns with communications outside the Deparunent of Defense on potential 

base actions. We did consult with some agencies, both Air Force and non-Air Force, during the 

latter stages of the process, and used the information we possessed to gauge the impact of this 

action on those agencies. Under the DoD COBRA guidance, costs of actions to other agencies 

are not normally included in the calculations. Following the announcement of the 

recommendations, we sent teams to meet with DOE, Sandia, and the other agencies at Kirtland to 

assess needs and impact. We will send another team soon, and will continue this cooperative 

process throughout the implementation period if this recommendation is approved. 



Page 22, Ouestion 8: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, did the Air Force consult with the City of Albuquerque on the 

effect of the withdrawal of the Air Force crash-fire support to the Albuquerque 

International Airport? Did the Air Force receive any response? Was it in writing? 

Answer: The Air Force did not consult with the City of Albuquerque pnor to making its 

recommendat;ons to the Department of Defense. Following the announcement of the 

recommendations, we sent teams to meet with those affected by the Kirtland recommendation LO 

assess needs and impact We will send another team soon, and will continue this cooperative 

process throughout the implementation period if this recommendation is approved. 



Paee 22. Ouestion 9: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Forcct's recommendations 

were sent to the Secretary of Defense, did the Air Force consult with the Assistant to the 

Secretary of Defense for Atomic Energy about the effect of removing the Field Command 

of the Defense Nuclear Agency from Kirtland? Did the Air Force nxeive any response 

from the Assistant to the Secretary? Did he address the adverse impact on DNA's mission 

of separating the Fieid Command from DOE'S Albuquerque Operations Office and Sandia 

and Los Alamos Laboratories? 

Answer: The Air Force did not consult with the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for 

Atomic Energy concerning its recommendations at Kircland Following the announcement of the 

recommendations, we sent teams to meet with DOE, Sandia, and the other agencies at Kirtland to 

assess needs and impact We will send another team soon, and will continue this cooperative 

process throughout the implementation period if this recornmen&tion is approved. 

The Air Force Special Assistant for Base Closure and Transition contacted senior 

leadership in DNA relarive to the proposed Air Force action at Kirtland .AFB. Air Force was 

advised by DNA that relocation was not as preferred as remaining at Kirtland but could be 

accomplished in a workabIe manner with a small contingent remaining a s  liaison with DOE. 

Impacts on DNA's mission were discussed and weighed. 



Page 23. Ouestion 10: Was it appropriate to categorize Kirtland AFB as a Laboratory and 

Product Center when the Air Force's Phillips Laboratory represents only a small fraction 

of the installation work force? 

Answer: Installations were categorized according to their predominant fiir Force mission. The 

Phillips Laboratory operation is the primary mission of the Air Force at E d a n d  AFB. No other 

category more accurately characterizes the operations of the base. 



Paee 23. Question 11: Wouldn't it have been more appropriate to laak at Iiirtland AFB as 

a federal installation with significant Department of Defense and Department of Energy 

activities, rather than as an Air Force Laboratory and Product Center. 

Answer: The BRAC law requires that all military installations with 300 or more DoD civilian 

authorizations be reviewed for closure or realignment. Characterization of this installation as a 

non-Air Force facility would have been inconsistent with the law. All instaliations were 

categorized according to their predominant Air Force mission. The Phillips Laboratory operation 

is the primary mission of the Air Force at Kirtiand AFB. No other category more accurately 

characterizes the operations of the base. The value of the other DoD and federal activities was 

duly recognized, and was in fact the basis for retaining those activities in their present facilities. 



P a ~ e  23. Ouestion 12: An Air Force justification indicates that the Sandia and Phillips 

Laboratories can be cantoned. Does the cantonment plan envision cantoning the 60 square 

miles of specialized testing and storage areas and facilities used by both laboratories? Was 

the cost of such an extensive cantonment properly assessed? 

Answer: The implementation plan for the realignment has not been finalized. On-site surveys 

will further refine the projected costs of the proposal in the BRAC analysis process. We believe 

that the cantonment requirements can be met with reasonable costs as projected in our analysis. 

if the recommendation regarding Kirtland becomes law, the Air Force will work cooperatively 

with the community, the other agencies at Kirtland AFB, and other interested activities to ensure 

that the ultimate plan accommodates the reasonable needs of those parties. 



P a ~ e  33, Ouestion 13: With respect to the move of the 58th Special Operations Wing, what 

are the total costs for relocating this wing? How much of these costs are asfociated with 

moving the flight simulators? 

Answer: The Air Force estimated a cost of approximately $109 M in military construction, 

including housing, for the move to Holloman. Of that expense, $5.9SM 'was for construction of 

simulator facilities. The $109M figure does not include $9.6M in projecrs currently funded for 

Kirtland for simulator facilities. These projects will be transferred to Holloman under the Air 

Force recommendation. Aa additional expense of $3M will be incurnd for shipment of the 

simulators from Kirtland to Holloman. 



P a ~ e  23, Ouestion 14: Does your estimate of the cost savings of realigning Kirtland 

include the new security cost for the 898th Munitions Support Squadron, whose mission is 

control and security of nuclear weapons? Are these security forces icosted as highquality 

police with special training equipment and procedures or as the standard security forces 

associated with a normal Air Force Base? 

Answer: There is no new security requirement. Instead, the military personnel of the security 

police will be converted to the appropriate level of civilian personnel, with necessary training and 

equipment. Since we have security personnel at many of our instal1ation.s with special weapon 

responsibility or other sensitive concerns, we are confident the quality ar~d training of these 

personnel will be sufficient. 
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Dear Representative Richardson: 

Attached are responses to questions submitted on your behalf by the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission at an investigative hearing on March 6, 1995. I trust that 
this information is helpfil and responds to your concerns. 

Again, thank you for your interest in the base closure and realignrr~ent process. Please do 
not hesitate to contact me if I may be of hrther assistance as we go through this difficult and 
challenging process. 

Sincerely, 

m:cw 
Enclosures 



New Mexico Delegation 

Paee 21, Question 1: How much money was appropriated for military construction at 

Kirtland AFB for fud years 1994 and 1995? How does this cornpalre with other Air Force 

bases and facilities, scheduled for closure or realignment in the 199:: BRAC? 

Answer: In FY94 Air Force military construction appro?riated for Kirtland AFB was $35.1M. 

For FY95 the amount was $10.5M, for a total for the two years of $45.6M. Military construction 

at all other Air Force bases recommended for closure or realignment in rbis Commission for both 

FY94 and FY95 is $164.4M. I must emphasize that in the vast majority of these cases this 

military construction fmding remains necessary and a high priority becaluse it is taking place at 

redip& bases. 



Page 21. Question 2: According to the Air Force's proposal for the 1995 BRAC, Kirtland 

AFB has tenants, both Air Force and non-Air Force, which will require continued support. 

Would there exist recurring costs if the Air Force had transferred tlhe Space and Missile 

Systems Center and Aerospace Corporation to Kirtland AFB and dlosed Los Angeles Air 

Force Base. 

Answer: The Air Force examined a closure of Los Angeles AFB, but dt:tennined that this was 

not a viable option due to a loss of its interconnectivity with the aerospace community and 

excessive costs for the savings. Since no focused analysis was accomplished on the closure of 

Los .4ngeles AFB with a move to Kirtland AFB, that information is unavailable. 



Paee 21. Question 3: Is there any plan in existence determining which facilities at Kirtland 

AFB, to be abandoned as a resuit of realignment, will be turned over to other government 

agencies or private enterprise? Will the existing fence perimeter be altered? 

Answer: The details of property disposal, transfer, and reuse will be worked out in a cooperative 

process among the Air Force, the community, and the remaining activities at Kirtland AFB. The 

goal of that process will be to effectively and efficiently accommodate the needs of all affected 

parties. The issue of the fence perimeter will be addressed in that process. 



Pape 21. Ouestion 4: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, had the Air Force consulted with DOE ai to the effect of 

realignment on the Department's nuclear deterrence mission and lo^. the fscal impact of the 

realignment of the DOE with respect to nuclear deterrence programs? Did the Air Force 

receive any response from the DOE? Was the response in writing? 

Answer: The sensitivity of the BRAC process raises concerns with conlmunications outside the 

Department of Defense on potential base actions. We did consult with DOE during the latter 

stages of the process, and used the information we possessed to gauge the impact of this action 

on that and other agencies. Under the DoD COBRA guidance, costs of actions to other agencies 

are not n o d y  included in the calculations. Following the announcement of the 

recommendations, we sent teams to meet with DOE and the other agencies at Kidand to assess 

needs and impact We will send another team soon, and will continue &US co~perativr prcaess 

throughout the implemecztion period if this recommendation is approvec. 



P a ~ e  22. Question 5: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, had the Air Force consulted with DOE or Sandia National 

Laboratories as to the effect of realignment on Sandia National Latmratories? Did the Air 

Force receive any response from the DOE or Sandia? Was the response in writing? 

Answer: The sensitivity of the BRAC process raises concerns with cowmunications outside the 

Department of Defense on potential base actions. We did consult informally with DOE during 

the latter stages of the process, and used the information we possessed 1:o gauge the impact of 

this action on that and other agencies. Following the announcement of the recommendations, we 

sent teams to meet with DOE, Sandia, and the other agencies at Kirtlancl to assess needs and 

impact. We will send another team soon, and will continue this cooperative process throughout 

the implementation period if this recommendation is approved. 



Page 22, Ouestion 6: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, did the Air Force consult with all of Kirtland's scheduled 

remaining tenants, both Air Force and non-Air Force, about the effect of the realignment 

on their respective missions and the f ~ c a l  cost to them of the realignment? Did the Air 

Force receive any responses? Were they in writing? 

Answer: The sensitivity of the BRAC process raises concerns with communications outside the 

Department of Defense on potential base actions. We did consult with some agencies, both Air 

Force and non-Air Force, during the latter stages of the process, and used the information we 

possessed to gauge the impact of this action on those agencies. Under the DoD COBRA 

guidance, costs of actions to other agencies are not normally included in the calcuiations. - 
Following the announcement of the recommendations, we sent teams to ]meet with DOE, Sandia, 

and the other agencies at Kirtland to assess needs and impact. We will send another team soon, 

and wiil continue this cooperative process throughout the implementation period if this 

recommendation is approved. 



Page 22, Question 7: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, did the Air Force consult with the Department of Veteran's 

Affairs about the effect of no longer supporting the joint Air Force-Department of Veterans 

Affairs Medical Center in Albuquerque? Did the Air Force receive any response? Was it 

in writing? 

Answer: The Air Force did not consult with the Department of Veteran's Affairs prior to 

submitting its recommendations to the Department of Defense. The sensitivity of the BRAC 

process raises concerns with communications outside the Department of' Defense on potential 

base actions. We did consult with some agencies, both Air Force and non-Air Force, during the 

latter stages of the process, and used the information we possessed to gauge the impact of this 

action on those agencies. Under the DoD COBRA guidance, costs of actions to other agencies 

are not normally included in the calculations. Following the announcement of the 

recommendations, we sent teams to meet with DOE, Sandia, and the other agencies at Kirtland to 

assess needs and impact. We will send another team soon, and will continue this cooperative 

process throughout the implementation period if this recommendation is approved. 



Page 22, Ouestion 8: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the SECDEF, did the Air Force consult with the City of' Albuquerque on the 

effect of the withdrawal of the Air Force crash-fire support to the Albuquerque 

International Airport? Did the Air Force receive any response? Was it in writing? 

Answer: The Air Force did not consult with the City of Albuquerque p~ior to making its 

recommendations to the Department of Defense. Following the announcement of the 

recommendations, we sent teams to meet with those affected by the Kinland recommendation to 

assess needs and impact. We will send another team soon, and will continue this cooperative 

process throughout the implementation period if this recommendation is approved. 



Pape 22. Question 9: By the date that the Secretary of the Air Force's recommendations 

were sent to the Secretary of Defense, did the Air Force consult with the Assistant to the 

Secretary of Mense for Atomic Energy about the effect of removing the Field Command 

of the Defense Nuclear Agency from Kirtland? Did the Air Force receive any response 

from the Assistant to the Secretary? Did he address the adverse impact on DNA's mission 

of separating the Field Command from DOE'S Albuquerque Opemtions Office and Sandia 

and Los Alamos Laboratories? 

Answer: The Air Force did not consult with the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for 

Atomic Energy concerning its recommendations at Kidand Following the announcement of the 

recommendations, we sent teams to meet with DOE, Sandia, and the other agencies at Kirtland to 

assess needs and impact We will send another team soon, and will continue this cooperative 

process throughout the implementation period if this recommendation i:; approved. 

The Air Force Special Assistant for Base Closure and Transition contacted senior 

leadership in DNA rela?ive to the proposed Air Force action at Kirtland AFB. Air Force was 

advised by DNA that relocation was not as preferred as remaining at Kitland but could be 

accomplished in a workable manner with a small contingent remaining is liaison with DOE. 

Impacts on DNA's mission were discussed and weighed. 



Page 23, Question 10: Was it appropriate to categorize Kirtland AFB as a Laboratory and 

Product Center when the Air Force's PhiIIips Laboratory represents only a small fraction 

of the installation work force? 

Answer: Installations were categorized according to their predominant Air Force mission. The 

Phillips Laboratory operation is the primary mission of the Air Force at Kirtland AFB. No other 

category more accurately cnaracterizes the operations of the base. 



Pape 23. Ouestion 11: Wouldn't it have been more appropriate to look at iiirtland AFB as 

a federal installation with significant Department of Defense and Department of Energy 

activities, rather than as an Air Force Laboratory and Product Center. 

Answer: The BRAC law requires that all military installations with 300 or more DoD civilian 

authorizations be reviewed for closure or realignment Characterization of thls installation as a 

non-Air Force facility would have been inconsistent with the law. All ir~staliations were 

categorized according to their predominant Air Force mission. The Phillips Laboratory operation 

is the primary mission of the Air Force at Kirtland AFB. No other category more accurately 

characterizes the operations of the base. The value of the other DoD and federal activities was 

duly recognized, and was in fact the basis for retaining those activities in their present facilities. 



Page 23. Ouestion 12: An Air Force justification indicates that the Sandia and Phillips 

Laboratories can be cantoned. Does the cantonment plan envision cantoning the 60 square 

miles of specialized testing and storage areas and facilities used by both laboratories? Was 

the cost of such an extensive cantonment properly assessed? 

Answer: The implementation plan for the realignment has not been finalized. On-site surveys 

will further refine the projected costs of the proposal in the BRAC analysis process. We believe 

that the cantonment requirements can be met with reasonable costs as projected in our analysis. 

Lf the recommendation regarding Kirtland becomes law, the Air Force will work cooperatively 

with the community, the other agencies at Kirtland AFB, and other interested activities to ensure 

that the ultimate plan accommodates the reasonable needs of those parties. 



Paee 23. Ouestion 13: With respect to the move of the 58th Special Operations Wing, what 

are the total costs for reiocating this wing? How much of these costs are =ociated with 

moving the flight simulators? 

Answer: The Air Force estimated a cost of approximately $109 M in military construction, 

including housing, for the move to Holloman. Of that expense, S5.95M was for construction of 

simulator facilities. The $109M figure does not include $9.6M in projects currently funded for 

Kirtland for simulator facilities. These projects will be transferred to Holloman under the Air 

Force recommendation. An additional expense of $3M will be i n c d  for shipment of the 

simuiators from Kirtland to Holloman. 



P a ~ e  23. Ouestion 14: Does your estimate of the cost savings of realigning Kirtland 

include the new security cost for the 898th Munitions Support Squadron, whose mission is 

control and security of nuclear weapons? Are these security forces costed as high-quality 

police with special training equipment and procedures or as the standard security forces 

associated with a normal Air Force Base? 

Answer: There is no new security requirement Instead, the military personnel of the security 

police will be converted to the appropriate level of civilian personnel, with necessary training and 

quipment. Since we have security personnel at many of our installatiorls with special weapon 

responsibility or other sensitive concerns, we arc confident the quality and training of these 

personnel wilI be suficient. 



OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301 -3300 

ECONOMIC SECURITY ~QU<L\ ,  6 2 0 19!15 

Mr. Ben Borden 
Defense Base Closure and 

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

Dear Mr. Borden: 

Enclosed is a response to a question for the record submitted to the Air Force by 
ihe Deiense Base CIcjsirre and R~aligcrnent Scmmirsi~n. !We  EL res~onding to the 
question due to its policy perspective. 

I trust this information will be useful. 

Sincerely, 

Director 
Base Closure 

Enclosure 

cc: USAFIRT (Col Mayfield) 



Quest ion: The 1995 Defense Authorization Bill directed the Secretary of Defense to 
submit a Master Plan for the final disposition of all Electronic Combat (EC) 
facilities before relocating any EC equipment or making any EC 
realignments. How does the Department of Defense BRAC 
recommendations to move eight EC threat simulators and two EC pod 
systems from Eglin Air Force Base, as well as the movement of REDCAP 
and AFEWES equipment to Edwards Air Force Base, comply with this 
Congressional directive? 

Answer: The BRAC 95 recommendations to consolidate certai~n Electronic Combat 
test and evaluation activities, including a realignment ,at Eglin AFB, were 
made pursuant to the requirements of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990, Section 2903. These reconimendations, and 
the consequent elimination of underutilized infrastructure, are expected to 
generate a relatively high return on the front-end investment needed to 
implement the recommendations. The Department believes that making 
these cost-effective recommendations is not inconsistent with the FY 1995 
Appropriations Committee Report language requesting the Department to 
justify any Electronic Combat test facility consolidatior~s on economic 
grounds. 



OFFICE OF THE A S S I S T A N T  SECRETARY O F  DEIFENSE 
3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301 -3300 

X r .  Fr.ank Cirillo 
A i z  Force Team Leader ~ 

Defence Rase Closure a n d  Realignment L'orrmlission 
1 7 0 0  N .  Xoore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VP. 2 2 2 0 9  

Dear flr Cirillo: 1 
A t  tactled are r e s p o n s e s  f rorn t h e  .Joint. Cross-Service? Group o:1 

Undercqraduate Pilot T z a i r ~ i i ~ y  regarding questions far :.he record 
w h i c h  w e r e  s u b m i r t e d  t o  t h e  A i r  F o r c e  by Yhc C o n u n i s s i c n .  

trust this information is useful. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

Base Closure 



OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
4000 DEFENSE P E N T A G O N  

W A S H I N G T O N .  D C 20301.4000 

March 29, 1005 
PCRSONNEL A N D  

READINESS 

MEMORANDUM FOR DIRECTOR. BASE CLOSI!RE A N D  II'I'Il,l%rZTION 

SU HJECI': Co~nmissiorl Questions for tile Kccord 

.['he response to your request for answers to rhc IIKAC Cornlnissiorl cjt~cstionh lor tile 
record regarcling the Joint Cross-Service Group's ikinctiorlal a l ~ a l ~ s c s  is ~ ) ~ o * ~ i d r d  11s Attachmc.111 
Onc. 



I .  QOESTION I s  ev:~lu:~ting dir. ;iirsprce i t ~ ~ i l o b l ~  i t  ~ a c t i  l l ~ ~ d ~ r g r a d ~ ~ ~ ~ .  Triil)illg Hits~. (lid 
yo11 ~ollccnrr;itr on tneasurirlg ollly [he volurnc of :~irbi)acc ow.ncd or co~itrollcd b v  [ire t ~ a ~ c  or clld 
you t;ikc into co~~si~icrat ion rhc usal~ilily of all the a1rsp;icc nvailat~lc [o tllc b;trt: for- rrairli~lg'! 

ANS\IIER: 'l'he ilnal)s~s t l i t l  not rcvtrict nirspacr. credit to the volumc ,I b;i.\c owned o r  c o t ~ ~ ~ o l l ~ c l .  

2 .  QIJES'I'ION: Isn't usable or u.;clul airbprccc ;I tnorc v:llitl tlic;isttrc 1 1 1 ~ 1 1  I U ~ J I  ; I I I ~ ~ ; I C C : )  

ANSWER: I!.s:iblc 8 ) s  trsc:f't~l clirspdcc is a kc> ingrdient to Lllr training 1nissio11. T I ~ c  c.\istc~)it: or 
other spec.i;~l use airspiice car1 i ~ i l ( l  tlexibilit) or  rhcb al~ility to ;lccot~irnotlatc c\;p:~n.,io~~ :ir~d!or 
~lllssiori ch;lngcs. 

3. QL!ESTION: Ibn't i t  true that 111 [he Join1 Cross-Semiit: Group, ~ h c  Air 1;orce ;rrgucd with tlic 
N;wy that I~eavily wrighdng toval ava~lablc airspace was an iniproper- lnrastlr: ofc;tpac~[y'! 

ANS WEK: Assigning RL-ights in ~ h c  rrlodel \bit5 one of ~ h c  Croups higgest c lwllcnges. ) \ I \  
rncrl~bers .tgreed ~ l ~ a t  i~irslucc should be heavily uveiphted. so thc discussion cenrcrctl on what 
types or airspi~ce u:) credit. In the ead. the Group r s~rc l~rd  and i~nplcrnc~ltetl :. conscnbu.;. 



THE DEFE3SE BASE CLOSLRE .OD REALIG>7tIEI\;T (SOICDIISSION 

EXECL'TIVE CORRESWNDEXE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) Y 5-0 3 a?- 

TYPE OF .ACTION REQCTZRED 
Prepare Re* for ChPirrmn's si@mme 

Repre Reply for Sbf? Direaor's Sigmnue 

I ACTION: Of?- C m c n t r  andlor Suggmmm L /- rn I .  

1 SubjccvRanrks: 



UNITED STATES SENATE 

WASHINGTON, D.  C. 

March 27, 1995 

,.. * i'k(,;$S'; [t'rh;S t:i tf Gib, &xbmbr 
fi : ,i r F  vl+q.$ . .. <a>;>?' -. %-os~-(C-C' -1 

S. Alexander Yellin, P.E. 
Navy Team Leader, Review and Analysis 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Alex: 

It was so nice to see you again at 
breakfast on the 17th, and I appreciate the 
time you took to meet with John Seggerrnan and 
me. 

As I pointed out, there are major new 
facilities at Newport either in place or under 
construction to accommodate the additional 
personnel planned to come from New London to 
the Naval Undersea Warfare Center at Newport. 

The same is true regarding facilities for 
the students that would come from Meridian, 
Mississippi in connection with the proposed 
transfer of the NTTC. 

Obviously I am anxious for these proposals 
to go through. I stand ready to answer any 
questions you and members of the Commission 
might have. 



S. Alexander Yellin, P.E. 
March 27, 1995 
Page Two 

The Commission is fortunate to have you 
serving once again. You certainly know these 
issues backwards and forwards. 

Very best wishes. 

Sincerely yours, 
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BARRY B. TELFORD 
STATE REPRESENTATIVE 

DISTRICT 1 
DISTRICT OFFICE: 
206 N.W. FRONT 

DE KALE, TEXAS 75559 
903-667-551 4 
AUSTIN OFFICE: 

P.O. BOX 2910 
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78768-291 0 
51 2-463-0692 

COMMITTEES: 

PENSIONS AND 

INVESTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN 

CORRECTIONS 
MEMBER 

HOUSE ADMINISTRATION 
MEMBER 

March 23, 1995 

The Hon. M e n  Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

1 am writing in regard to the Department of Defense's decision to place Red River Army Depot 
on the 1995 BRAC listing recommending it for closure. 

RRAD is one of our largest defense depots in terms of people and workload and has played a 
vital role in our nation's defense since being established in 1941. RRAD continues to serve as 
a vital ammunition storage center and has an huge maintainence mission built around the Army's 
light tracked combat vehicle fleet. Vehicles rebuilt under this mission come off the end of the 
line better than new. 

My argument against closing this facility is twofold: the enormous cost of closing the facility and 
moving its mission to other depots and the continued excellence and work ethic displayed by the 
employees at RRAD. 

After touring RRAD and learning firsthand the true costs of closing this facility, I feel the 
Pentagon's estimate of $60 million to close it is grossly underestimated. I was advised that one 
project alone at the depot would cost $35 million to shut down, while a building currently under 
construction would cost $35 million to satisfy the contractor's contract if stopped. The cost of 
moving all the equipment in just one lot at RRAD would be $30-35 million if the facility was 
closed. 

I am also advised that many of the missions the Pentagon listed RRAD as unable to do have in 
fact can and have been done at the facility. Also, the part of the depot's ~nission that would be 
moved to Anniston, Alabama, would put that facility at 100 percent capacity in peacetime. What 
would happen then if there was a national emergency and production had! to be increased? 



RRAD is committed to the principles of the National Peformance Review and has become a 
model in changing the way the federal government does business, with many agencies visiting 
RRAD to witness this new management philosophy and adopting it. RRAD was the winner of 
the 1995 President's Quality Improvement Prototype Award and the 1991-93 winner of the Army 
Communities of Excellence within the Army Depot System Command. Also in 1993, the depot 
was runner-up in the Army Communities in Excellence, Small Installation Category at the DA 
level; in 1994, it was named the best small installation in the continenta:l U.S. RRAD was the 
AMC level winner of the DA Chief of Staff Supply Excellence Award in 1993, runner-up in 
1994 and AMC level winner in 1995. The facility also was AMC level winner of the 
Maintenance Excellence Award in 1986, 1988, 1991 and first runner-up in 1989, 1990, and 1992. 

Closing this faciiity would be a detriment to the defense of this great nation and would have a 
devestating economic impact to the communities in four states -- Texas, Arkansas, Oklahoma and 
Louisiana. It is hard for me to understand why the Department of Army would consider closing 
a facility that has meet every challenge from World War II to Desert Sto:rm. I solicit your help 
in removing Red River Army Depot from the closure list based strictly on its military value, its 
vital role in the defense of our nation and because of the tremendous cost to the American 
taxpayer. 

Thank you for your consideration. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENIT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

March 30, 1995 

The Honorable Barry B. Telford 
State Representative, District 1 
House of Representatives 
206 N. W. Front Street 
DeKalb, Texas 75559 

COMMI!PSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 19. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE ICLING 
RADM ElENJAMiN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Representative Telford: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
with your letter expressing your support for the Red River Army Depot. 

I want to assure you that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the information 
used by the Department of Defense in making its recommendations. ?'he information you 
have provided in your letter has been distributed to the appropriate members of the 
Commission and will be carehlly considered during our analysis of the: Defense 
Department's proposal to close the facility. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may be of additional assistance as we go 
through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerely, 

an J. ixon s 
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TYPE OF =ICTION REQUIRED 
Repart Re* lor ChPirmYI's Sigmnm 

R e p a r e R e p l y f a S t ; r l l M r e e r o r ' s ~  

ACTION: OKer Cammcntt andlor 1 

Prepare Reply for Carrrmnnoocr's Spatum 

Prepare Direc! R a p a n e  

M 

SubjeruRwb: 





THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ??J- r&tsi. b: rrGs , i i i i+c t>; i  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 k , e  3 .,- ,- . -. .. -. ; q$-i?:s ~ 2 ~ 2  / 
703-696 -0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

Cl 

Ms. Carol L. Sgroi 
2913 Adams Drive 
Charnbersburg, PA 1720 1 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8 .  DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

April 25, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSlJE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 L.OUISE STEELE 

Dear Ms. Sgroi: 

Thank you for your kind letter of invitatiorr  to visit the Letterkermy Army Depot. 
I appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

I have been informed that my fellow Commissioner, A1 Cornella, had a productive 
visit to the depot on March 24. You may be certai~n that I I 1  attempt to visit Letterkenny 
if my schedule permits. 

The-Commission will thoroughly review the infisrmation used by the Defense 
Department in making its recommendation regarding I etterkenny Army Depot. I can 
assure you that the information you have provided will be considered by the Commission 
in our review and analysis of the Secretary of Defense' &; recommendations. 

Again, thank you for contacting the Commission. Please do not hesitate to contact 
me whenever you feel I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 
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LUSBOCK T E X A 5  

DAVID R. LANGSTON 
MAYOR 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Rosalyn, Virginia 22209 

CITY O F  LIJE.3BOCK 

LUBBOCK, 'TE KAS 

March 29, 1995 

Via Telefax 7031696-0550 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I would like to extend an invitation to the Commissioners and staff who will be 
making a site visit to Reese Air Force Base tc-, a luncheon on April 5th. It is my 
understanding that the site visit will have been completed and that the flight schedules 
for departure would allow time for a luncheon in Lubbock. 

The luncheon would be small and informal and would not require any kind of 
presentation by the Commissioners or staff. 

We would be pleased to provide transportation from the base to the luncheon 
and then on to the airport. 

I certainly appreciate your consideration of this invitlation and hope the 
commissioners and staff will be able to join me. Please let me know at your 
convenience if such a luncheon is possible. My office phone number is 8061767-201 0, 
and the telefax number is 8061767-2051. 

With best regards. /-\ 

Mayor 
- 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE l4lVC3' REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORlf: ST REET SUITE 142!3 

ARLINGTON, \, 9 22209 

703-696-C1'504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

Colonel Charles T. Ohlinger III, USAF 
Commander 
6th Air Base Wing 
MacDill AFB, FL 33608 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

March 27, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. USAF fRET) . . 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM I3ENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

33m rskr bB this 
w?l? s@?pim- YW;I-C.\* 

Dear Colonel Ohlinger: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistanct: during my recent visit to MacDill Air Force 
Base. The briefings and discussions with you, Generid .I )owning, Lieutenant General Neal, your 
staff, and the community officials provided us with ii ythat deal of valuable information about the 
operations of MacDill. This information will be vexy hetpfbl to the Comnlission as we cany out 
our review of the recommendations of the Secretary of IDefense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members clfyour staff for their assistance. The 
briefings and tour you conducted were very informative I would also like to thank Lieutenant 
Colonel Tom Johnson and Captain Lisa Rappa for their efforts in planning; and coordinating the 
base visit, and Master Sergeant David K. Houser for ]his informative briefing on the &el system. 

Sincerely, 
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National Association of Ins1:all;:ition Developers 

Chairman Alan P. Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 March 29, 1995 

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

During the March 16 Commission hearing on re use of closing military bases you asked 
our witness, Mr. Brad Arvin, to provide the Commiss Lon with a prioritization of our 
recommendations. This letter provides our response. 

Our opinion is that the President and Congre:.;~ h,ive set a proper direction in law and 
policy that, if conscientiously pursued by all participank? in the federal government and is 
matched with hard work and persistence to succeed alfected local communities, stands 
a decent chance to result in economic recovery in most lr cations. The assets to be redeveloped 
and market forces are certainly not to be underestimated 3s influences in eventual success, but 
unless the local community coalesces toward a realistic lrlan that can be su~pported by a 
cooperative federal government, progress will be frustral t:d. What that suggests is that we don't 
need more laws or better regulation, so much as consi:;tellt , good faith execution of the policy 
direction that has already been provided. In our testiii~on y we urged a greater sense of 
partnership between the Department of Defense, the fi:dc ral government and the local 
communities pursuing reuse. This is an opportunity to t r ~  ily reinvent government and throw out 
"business as usual". The cooperation shown in drafting and passage of the Base Closure 
Community Redevelopment and Homeless Assistance A ~:t of 1994 is an example of cooperative 
efforts that addressed a problem and provides the opl~ortinnity for more win-win base reuse. 

Our top priority recommendations are neither legrslative nor policy changes, but involve 
protecting budget resources. Base reuse cannot happen in either near term lor for the ultimate 
reuse if environmental cleanup is not properly funded. likewise, even though most of the 
capital needs for redevelopment will come from the private sector, the transition assistance 
support from the Economic Development Administration is often the critical first hnding of 
infrastructure adaptation to enable bringing in the first users to create jobs and start a cash flow 
that helps the reuse authority to attract further deve1opmt:nt. 

We have attached the integrated NAID recommendations on needed improvements in the 
original form as submitted with our testimony(attachneci I 1) and prioritized version, (attachment 
2), indicating whether the improvement is legislative, pol icy, regulatory (federal or state) or 
budgetary. We intend to work with the organizations whc I testified with us as well as the 

1725 Duke Street, Suite 6 3 0  Alexandria, Virginia 22314 (71)31 836-7973 Fax: (703) 836-8273 



Chairman Alan Dixon 
Defense base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

Page 2 

Department of Defense and Congress with the aim cfgi~~ring support to communities so that they 
can guide the reuse efforts toward economic recovery arrd other community needs that they see 
for their locations. 

Once again, we thank you for your interest in ,reuse of closing bases. We appreciate the 
opportunity to share our members' experiences. We \xroi~ld be pleased to work with the 
Commission and staff on any other questions you m:iy h ,we on the state of reuse. 

131rir n 0' Connell 
I i xe I :utive Director 

Attachments 



National Association of Installation Developers 
1995 Legislative and Policy Improvement Objectives 

for 
Improved Prospects of 

Economic Adjustment and Reuse 
at Closing Military Bases 

Longer lease period for interim use ( currer~tly c me year) until pe;rrnanent transfer. 

Financial indemnification to leasehold tenant:; tl.  at lose value of iinprovements if early 
termination required by the military department 

Native American claims considered through 1 0 6  al reuse organization for tribes impacted 
by the base closure. 

8 Personal property transfer for military needs elsrtwhere vs. functional needs in reuse. 
Dispute resolution sometimes needed. 

Grant streamlining and expanded eligibility r cl al l local redevelopment authorities. 

Greater cooperation in development and review )f environmental documentation(NEPA). 

Air emission "credits" (Clean Air Act) and water rights retained at the closed base for 
use by the next user(s). 

Prevent waste water treatment facility permii: jayr~se during hiatus between closure and 
reuse. 

"Preserve and protect" obligations for historic, archeological , cultural or natural 
resources should be factored into fair market value of property. 

Greater flexibility to convey property to 501(c)(3) entities established or designated by 
local redevelopment authority. 

EDA loan guarantee authority progr am... and EDA at ALL! 

Improve DOD and Federal screening timeliness and community consideration. 

More cooperative approach to utilities transfer to maintain continuity of service and thus, 
the ability to attract reuse. (Some state regulatorj relief may be needed.) 

Protect environmental cleanup funds under ;t:3tLL!.C. 

AND... IN GENERAL, A LOT MORE REINVENTING GC)VERNMENT 
AND LESS BUSINESS AS USUAL...WE'RE HURTING OUT THERE 



National Association of Insti illation Developers 
Prioritized Recor~l~mendations 

to the 

Defense Base Closure and Real ignment Commission 

Note: These recommendations are extracted from thrr: testimony of Mr. Brad Arvin of NAID 
to the Commission on March 16, 1995. Please: laefi;:r to the full testirnony. 

$ 1. Environmental cleanup funds 
Assure adequate and timely availabilj t:r 0 f Defense funds to fulfill DoD 
responsibilities to cleanup contarninat ion on closing bases. Property must be 
certified suitable for transferllease before reuse is possible. 

$ 2. Economic Development Administration 
EDA is the principle source of federal ;~ssrstance in infrastructure investment for 
closing bases. Sustain or increase funl.1:; available. Consider establishing a 
revolving loan fund to focus attention to caonversion needs. 

L/P 3. Longer term leases 
The Federal Real Property and Administrative Services Act. of 1949 or BRAC law 
may need amendment to permit longcr tenm leases. Assistant Secretary 
Gotbaum's testimony that the 30 day ternlination clause may be waived is 
welcomed but it needs to become corrlinon practice rather than an exception. 

P 4. Community considerations on personal property 
While the stated DoD policy on persorlnl property seems to enable transfer of 
personal property that supports the reuse plan, practice in some instances 
appears to ignore intent of the Pryor Amendment and DOD policy 
direction. Air emission "credits" are likewise personal property that should 
remain with the installation for reuse by the community. 

P 5. DoDmederal screening more timely and community 
input considered 
Improve the timeliness of screening for both DOD and otheir federal screening. 
BRAC process has milestones for comnlunity to produce reuse plan even as DOD 
and other federal screening decisions are not complete. In those cases the 
community does not know what property to plan for reuse. Community views 
should be sought and respected. 

Code: P= Policy L= Legislative $ -= Budget 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALlGNMElrlT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-6 915-0504 
ALAN .I. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL COIPNELLA 

March 30, 1 995 REBEC:CA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN ( R E T )  
MG JO!3UE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Brian O'ConneIl 
Executive Director 
National Association of Installation Developers 
1725 Duke Street, Suite 630 
Alexandria, Viginia 223 14 

Dear Mr. 0' Connell: 

Thank you for your letter of March 29, 199.'; in which you answered follow- 
up questions for the Commission's record. Your infwrmation will be vexy helphl to the 
Commission as we continue in our analysis of the base reuse process. You may be assured that 
the information has been placed in the Commission's library. 

Again, we are gratefbl to NAID for the assistance provided to the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED !STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHlNGTClh D(3 

-. +:- { S  r:$* &W 
' ; " " ' I #  

9 MAR 1995 
. . - cls~*a- 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COI\IMISSION (Ms Ann1 Reese) 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 

SUBJECT: USAF BRAC '95 Depot Informatiorr 

Thc attached data is forwarded in responuc: to your request for depot information 

(reference questions to AF/LGM on 16 March a~itl fax to AF/RTR on 18 March). Please 

note the two requests were combined due to some duplication. Some information is still 

pending and will be forwarded upon receipt from 13Q AFMC. 

Please feel free to call if there are any questions. My point of contact is Lt Col 

Louise Eckhardt, DSN 225-4578. 

/~w';ld BLUME, Jr., Maj Gen, USAF 
Assistant to the CSAF for 

Real ignrnent and Transition 

Attachments: 
78-02b 
78-04a 
78-04b 
78-04~  
78-05f 
80-03 
80-04c 
80-07d 



OPR: AFILGMM I' LTC Pitcher 

78-02b: What was the basis for the 15% factor for eliminating positions through consolidation of 
like workload? 

Answer: The 15% efficiency factor was predici~ ted on the assumptioin that all processes 
supporting consolidating workloads at gaining; sites would be reengineered to the most 
efficient industrial layouts possible during the transfer process. This reengineering would 
retain only the minimum capacity needed to support the workload at 85 % utilization. 
HQ AFMC and ALCs senior managers estin~a.ted the resulting improved industrial 
processes would yield (on average) a productivity increase of 15%. This efficiency factor 
was applied to reduce the workforce accordingly. 



Question: How was the 15% "industrial [reengimeering] benefit factor" considered when 
sizing the ALCs? 

Answer: (Derived f om Certified Data). The 15% '"industrial reengineering benefit factor" is an 
efficiency factor developed during the ,I\FMC TRC Review process based on the 
assumption that all processes supporting c:onsolidating workloads at gaining sites (and 
downsizing workloads at retaining sites) urould be reengineered to the most efficient 
industrial layouts possible in conjunction with these adjustmerlts. Reengineering will 
retain only the minimum capacity needed lo support the Core workload at a targeted 85 
% utilization rate. HQ AFMC and ALI::s senior managers estimated the resulting 
improved industrial processes will yield (on average) a produc.tivity increase of 15%. 
The AFMC TRC Review process applied this 15% efficiency factor to all the 
commodities and process workloads recommended for transfer / consolidation at other 
ALCs, and to those workloads recommentled for downsizing in place. As a result, this 
factor eliminated over 2.7 million hours of depot workload at the ALCs as it was 
applied to the workloads programmed for consolidation and those workloads that are 
programmed to downsize in place. 

Due to miscommunication, the 15% "i~~tlustrial reengineering benefit factor" was 
incorrectljr applied to all JCSG-DM con~rnodity groups in the "workload laydown" 
worksheets submitted to OADUSD (MI") / L on 24 Feb $15, instead of just the 
commodity groups and processes being realigned under thr: AFMC TRC review 
process. Also, this application is not con:-istent with the other services' application of 
efficiency factors. As a result, revised workload laydown worksheets will be 
developed. 



Question: Why was CORE reduced 15%? 

Answer: (Derived from Certified Data). Core ni~rkloads may be reduced 15% in the areas 
where industrial reengineering is accomplished as noted in the preceding answer. The 
process improvements resulting from tE is  industrial reengineering are expected to 
enable maintenance personnel to accomplish the workload more efficiently, thereby 
effectively reducing the projected workloads by 15%. This effect is indicated by the 
documented Core workload reductions in the JCSG-DM data file. 

Due to miscommunication, the 15% "i.ndustria1 reengineering benefit factor" was 
incorrectly applied to all JCSG-DM conlmodity groups in the "workload laydown" 
worksheets submitted to OADUSD (M:l:':) 1 L on 24 Feb 95, instead of just the 
commodity groups and processes being realigned under the AFMC TRC review 
process. Also, this application is not consistent with the other services' application of 
efficiency factors. As a result, revise1::l workload laydown worksheets will be 
developed. 



Question: Why does capacity now equal the previous CORE workload? 

Answer: (Derived from Certified Data) The capacity in the JCSG-DM data file was reduced to 
27 million hours to reflect 85% utilization rate against: the recomputed core of 23.0 million hours. 
As cited earlier in answering question 78-04b, the csre workload sheets are being revised. The 
new capacity should be 30.7 million hours. 



OPR: AFILGMM / LI'C Pitcher 

78-05E Why weren't the numbers based on requirements certified by local commanders? 

Answer: The facilities and square footage cited for demolition 1 mothballing in the 
announced AF d e b t  downsizing decision were extracted from the AFMC Resources 
Management Plan. This formal plan is developed at each AFMC inst;dlation, approved 
by each of the Commanders and ultimately rolletl up into a single Cornrnand plan and 
adopted by HQ AFMC. Accordingly, we view this data as having been developed and 
approved by local commanders. 

. 



080-03. Base operating costs for Depot Activities, referring to COBRI screen 4, provide 
depot Industrial Fund totals for the fund total for- equivalent RPMA a~nd BOS non-payroll 
line for each ALC. 

The RPMA and BOS factors used in the COBRA ani~l.ysis is for the entire installation. The 
RPMA and BOS factors used were taken off the BR.4C Questionnaire submitted by each 
installation. 

Real Property Maintenance requirements for the Air Force depot are budgeted within the Defense 
Base Operation Fund. The Real Property Maintenance amount budgeted by each Depot is 
included in the stabilized rate for depot maintenance services. Costs for maintenance of depot 
facilities are paid for directly by the Defense Business Operation Funds. 

The amount budgeted for BOS in the Depot Maintenance rates is based upon Interservice 
Support Agreements (ISA) between each Depot and host base. The ISAs iue negotiated in 
accordance with DoD 4000.19-R, Defense 1nterservii:e Support Regulation. The regulation 
identifies mandatory costs must be included in the 15: A and are allocated according to the 
methodology in the regulation. The optional costs may be negotiated based upon desired level of 
support by the tenant. 

The BOS amount budgeted by each Depot is included in the stabilized rates developed for depot 
maintenance services. During the execution year, B(':)S is collected as part of the overall rate to 
customers for services provided and reimbursed by each Depot to its host base. 

HQ AFMC has been requested to provide the Depot non-payroll RPMA and BOS for each Depot 
activity. This information will be forwarded to the C11:lmmission upon receipt from AFMC. 



0 3 / 1 7 / 9 5  0 8 : 3 1  2 3 5 1 3  257  5 7 5 3  HI3 AFMC/XPM ++-* AF-PEP @ 0 0 2 / 0 0 8  I 
MANPOWER HISTORY OF A,IR LOGISTICS CENTERS 

OC-ALC FMS OFF 8 4 4 4 4 4 
ENL 0 0 0 1 1 1 
CIV 493 5C12 437 423 388 366 
TOT 501 5Ck5 441 428 393 371 

OC-ALC MAlNT Off 45 45 45 46 46 46 
ENL 1 1C18 109 109 109 128 
CIV 7844 7851 7000 6070 5991 6389 
TOT 7998 80(M 7954 6225 6146 65c53 

OC-ALC MM OFF 91 82 82 80 71 
(" 18 ENL I8 'I 8 57 17 17 

CIV 3321 3077 2922 2766 3072 2446 
TOT 3430 31Rb 3022 2905 3169 2534 

OC-ALC PK OR 17 17 17 15 - 15 13 
ENL 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 561 538 473 420 409 334 
TOT 578 555 4490 435 424 347 

OC-ALC MGMT OFF 7 7 0 8 8 8 
ENL 11 1 1  11 12 12 3 
CIV 83 8 5  91 83 79 81 
TOT 101 1[M 110 103 99 92 

OC-ALC COMM/ OFF 2 2 2 6 9 9 
COMP ENL 0 0 0 lljo 162 226 

CIV 538 517 487 507 .455 424 
TOT 540 519 489 .663 626 659 

OC-ALC MED OFF 106 1 1 1  118 123 133 142 
ENL 253 258 277 272 271 291 
CIV 117 123 139 152 154 143 
TOT 476 492 534 547 558 576 

OC-ALC BOS OFF 69 70 7 1 76 75 70 64 
ENL 973 1015 1039 1133 1097 886 836 
CIV 3964 3825 3554 3301 1730 1517 1382 
TOT 5006 4(!10 4664 4510 2902 2472 2282 ' 

OC-ALC TOTAL OFF 345 347 347 360 - 370 363 362 
ENL 1364 1410 1454 1734 1669 1551 1497 
CIV 16927 la'i19 75903 13722 12278 11700 10477 
TOT 18630 18276 17704 15816 114317 13614 12336 



+++ AF-PEP 

MANPOWER HISTORY OF AIR LOGISTICS C:ENTERS 

00-ALC FMS Off 9 l(1 8 8 3 6 6 
ENL 3 3 1 1 4 4 4 
ClV 713 770 671 599 4487 577 761 
TOT 725 783 680 608 1494 587 771 

00-ALC MAlNT Off 45 4:7 46 45 45 27 27 
ENL 356 358 357 355 t355 352 353 
CN 6634 655'3 6696 561 1 5567 5427 4571 
TOT 7035 69511 7099 6011 5'967 68Ob 4951 

O b A L C  MM Off 126 119 107 108 112 105 109 
ENL 106 la2 102 102 112 94 65 
CN 2392 213:) 1854 1631 1583 1082 930 
TOT 2624 2371 2063 1841 1807 1281 1104 

00-ALC PK OFF 16 116 16 15 1 1  12 12 
ENL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 437 410 410 380 324 233 162 
TOT 453 426 426 395 335 245 174 

OOALC MGMT OR 9 1 [I 10 10 9 8 7 
ENL 11 1 :3 13 12 12 12 12 
CIV 67 7'1 77 74 67 58 55 
TOT 87 94 100 96 80 78 74 

00-ALC COMMI OR 5 5 5 8 11 12 8 
COMP ENL 0 0 0 93 99 134 101 

CIV 523 497 472 451 397 358 . 82 
TOT 528 502 477 552 607 504 191 

OOALC MED OFF 72 8 1 89 00 101 98 104 
ENL 179 180 190 196 202 194 197 
CN 87 85 97 118 136 129 128 
TOT 338 346 376 404 439 421 429 

00-ALC BOS OFF 73 73 7 1 79 81 76 74 
ENL 1066 1067 1062 1093 1053 993 948 
CIV 3504 3378 3238 3186 2228 1623 1576 
TOT 4643 4518 4371 4358 3362 2692 2598 

00-ALC TOTAL OFF 355 361 352 363 373 344 347 
ENL 1721 1723 1725 1852 1837 1783 1680 
CN 14357 139116 13515 12050 10789 9487 8265 
TOT 16433 159578 15592 14265 12999 11614 10292 
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MANPOWER.HISTORY OF AIR LOGISTICS CENTERS 

cxulEB lYeE cbl mEYBe,PLeQmTYle2m 

SA-ALC FMS OFF 
EQL 
CIV 
TOT 

OFF 
ENL 
CIV 
TOT 

SA-ALC 

SA-ALC 

SA-ALC 

SA-ALC 

SA-ALC 

SA-ALC 

SA-ALC 

OR 
ENL 
CIV 
TOT 

OR 
ENL 
CJV 
TOT 

MGMT OFF 
ENL 
cw 
TOT 

COMMJ 
COMP 

OFF 
ENL 
CIV 
TOT 

OR 
ENL 
av  
TOT 

BOS OR 
ENL 
CIV 
TOT 

SA-ALC OFF 
EN1 
CN 
TOT 
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MANPOWER HISTORY OF AIR LOGlSTICS CENTERS 

I 

CENTER IYeE 1=BI: LY88LYBJ2mmk3192mm 

SM-ALC FMS Off 
ENL 
CIV 
TOT 

SM-ALC MAIM Off 
ENL 
CIV 
TOT 

SM-ALC MM OFF 
ENL 
CIV 
TOT 

SM-ALC PK OFF 
ENL 
CN 
TOT 

SWALC MGMT OFF 
ENL 
CIV 
TOT 

SM-ALC COMM/ Off 
COMP ENL 

CIV 
TOT 

SM-ALC MED OR 
ENL 
CIV 
TOT 

SM-ALC BOS OFF 
ENL 
CIV 
TOT 

SM-ALC TOTAL OFF 
EN1 
CIV 
TOT 



+++ AF-PEP 

MANPOWER HISTORY OF .AIR LOGISTICS CENTERS 

CEMER Im 

WR-ALC FMS OFF 
ENL 
ClV 
TOT 

OR 
ENL 
CIV 
TOT 

WR-ALC MAIM 

WR-ALC MM OR 
ENL 
ClV 
TOT 

WR-ALC PK OR 
ENL 
CIV 
TOT 

WR-ALC MGMT off 
ENL 
CIV 
TOT 

WR-ALC COMM/ 
COMP 

OR 
ENL 
CIV 
TOT 

WR-ALC MED OR 
ENL 
CN 
TOT 

WR-ALC BOS OR 
ENL 
cn/ 
TOT 

WR-ALC TOTAL OFF 
EN1 
CN 
TOT 



HI;;) AF'MC/XPY -++-r AF-PEP 

MANPOWER HISTORY OF A1R LOGISTICS CENTERS 

TOTAL FMS OFF 54 63 46 44 34 34 36 
EN1 3 3 1 2 5 5 4 
CN 3084 2976 2493 2296 2.339 2156 2701 
TOT 3141 3020 2540 2342 2.378 2195 2741 

TOTAL ' MAlNT OFF 212 210 208 209 2 0 5  185 177 
EN1 1010 1008 1006 1002 1lDOl 1029 1026 
CN 34236 36236 34388 29669 29544 30526 27825 
TOT 35458 35454 35602 30880 311050 31740 29028 

TOTAL MM OFF 579 567 507 505 527 485 485 
ENL 584 581 579 590 696 526 274 
CN 13823 12959 11878 10969 12696 10256 8422 
TOT 14986 14107 12964 12064 13919 11267 9181 

TOTAL PK OFF 84 84 83 7 7 .  65 64 62 
ENL 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 
CN 2545 2419 2288 2043 1862 1486 1158 
TOT 2630 2304 2372 2121 1927 1550 1220 

TOTAL MBMT OFF 43 4.3 45 45 44 41 3 6 
ENL 60 612 61 6 1 61 43 45 
CN 356 374 405 392 358 31 1 268 
TOT 459 44 1 51 1 498 463 395 369 

TOTAL COMM/ OFF 20 20 20 41 48 64 64 
COMP EN1 1 1 23 735 805 943 851 

CN 2351 2Zi3 2144 2197 1858 1646 485 
TOT 2372 2274 2187 2973 2711 2653 1400 

TOTAL MED OFF 306 327 353 370 437 530 555 
ENL 743 750 796 797 898 1134 1199 
CN 405 417 464 610 567 632 641 
TOT 14% 1494 1613 1677 1902 2296 2395 

TOTAL BOS OFF 343 349 351 362 341 319 314 
EN1 4230 4274 4209 4359 41079 3776 3661 
CN 18701 17952 16941 15521 10824 7270 6828 
TOT 23274 22573 21501 20242 15244 11365 10803 

TOTAL AlLALCs OFF 1641 1449 1613 1653--11701 1722 1729 
ENL 6632 6680 6676 7547 3'565 7454 7060 
CIV 75501 73588 71001 63597 a 3 4 8  54283 48328 
TOT 83774 819 17 79290 72797 69594 63461 57117 
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MANPOWER HISTORY OF AIR LOGISTICS CENTERS 

LEGEND: 

FMS: Foreign Military Sales - PECs A2X)00(, IOCXXxS Qncludlng PECs 
below wtth suffoc "S3 

MAIW, Depot Maintenance - PECs 72007,72207,7821 1 

MM: Materlel Management - PE- 71 1 12,78065B. 78202A, 78070 
except A & C, MFP 2 not in BOS M'iion Elernenf. Indudes Item 
Management, System Monqernent, Engineering, Provisioning. 

PK: Central Confracfing - PECs 71 113, 780b.5Cl 78070C, 78202C. 
Excludes Base Contracting. 

MGMT: Management Overhead - PEC 728:29 

WMM/COMP: Communlcatioru; & Computers - PECs 78012,78:201B, 
782028, MFP 3 except 3 IXXX 

MED; Medical - PEC 877XXX 

BOS: Base Operating Support (Excludes Medical), Includes Depot 
Supply and GDIP. 



Question: Provide documentation to show agreements to use available space by depot, by ALC, 
by installation. 

Answer: (Uncertified Data). No specific agreements have been reached on use of available 
space. Site surveys are currently underway to identi t j r  space being made alvailable because of 
TRC consolidations. Specific placement of other orp,anizations in available space will be worked 
after the site survey results have been reviewed. Further information will be provided at that 
time. 

The Air Force recommendation was not contingent upon the use of available space by any 
organization. It will, however, be made available where possible. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE: AIR F O R C E  
HEADQUARTERS UNITED ST,ns'TES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON I::X3 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMP141SSION (Ms Ann Reese) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 
:i&&t b fthL W- 

SUBJECT: USAF BRAC '95 Depot Information 
m4 .503= -X 

The attached data is forwarded in response to your request for separate COBRA 

files for each installation in the Air Force's consolitlation recommendatioln (reference 

questions to AFILGM on 16 March and fax to AFIHTR on 18 March). F'lease note the 

five COBRA files were created with the same data used in our Air Force consolidation 

recommendation. That recommendation was baseal on aggregate actions for all five 

depots, so it is not appropriate to compare or examine each installation in isolation. 

Please feel free to call if there are any questicvns.. My point of contact is Lt Col 

Louise Eckhardt, DSN 225-4578. 

. BLUME, Jr., Maj (;en, USAF 
Assistant to the CSAF for 

Realignment and Transition 

Attachment: 
80-05g 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.CB) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:17 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Hill AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAKOUT\HILLO~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~~~\BREAICOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

Starting Year : 1996 
Final Year : 1996 
ROI Year : Never 

NPV in 2015 (SKI : 46,726 
1-Time Cost (SK) : 41,917 

Net Costs (SKI Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 1998 

MilCon 6,197 3,098 3,098 
Person 0 0 0 
Overhd 445 750 854 
Moving 2,706 2,706 2,788 
Missio 0 0 0 
Other 4,412 4,412 4,546 

TOTAL 13,760 10,966 11,287 

1996 1997 1998 
----  - - - -  ---- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 
En1 0 
Stu 0 
Civ 0 
TOT 0 

sununary: 
- - - - - - - -  
COBRA File I of 5 .  This IS NOT a stand-alone file. 

2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - - -  

0 18,590 
0 0 

767 4,639 
0 8,200 
0 0 
0 13,370 

2001 Total 
- - - -  - - ---  

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
0 

426 
0 
0 
0 

At the request of the DBRCA, separate COBRA files for each insttillation 
were created using the same data previously used for the Air Fo:'ce's 
consolidation recommendation. The recommendation (and data use13 to develop 
the COBRA files) was based on a package approach and it is not iippropriate 
to examine each installation in isolation. The data used in th:.s file is 
simply a shred-out of the data used for the TRC portion of the ~:ecornmendation. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRP ~ 5 .  08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:17 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Hill AFB 
Scenario File : c:\coBRA~O~\BREAKOIJT\HILL~~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

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

MilCon 6,197 3,098 
Person 0 0 

Overhd 493 893 
Moving 2,706 2,706 
Missio 0 0 

Other 4,412 4,412 

TOTAL 13,807 11,109 11,525 4,391 4,391 

Savings ($I0 Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 Total Beyond 
----  - - - -  

MilCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 4 8 143 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 4 8 143 238 334 430 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page lib 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:03 03/;!8/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Hill AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO8\BREAKOW\HILL0323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKO~\DEPOT.SFF 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category - - - - - - - -  
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

W i n g  
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 13,370,000 

Total - Other 13,370,000 

Total One-Time Costs 41,917,500 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 

Total Net One-Time Costs 41,917,500 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:03 03/;!8/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Hill AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\HILL0323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASOB\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Hodel does Time-Phasing of Canstruction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name 
--------- 
HILL, UT 
KELLY, TX 
MCCLELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 

TINKER, OK 

Strategy: 
- -  - - -----  
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 

COBRA File 1 of 5 .  This IS NOT a stand-alone file. 

At the request of the DBRCA, separate COBRA files for each ins:.allation 
were created using the same data previously used for the Air Ft::rce's 
consolidation recommendation. The recommendation (and data usti:d to develop 
the COBRA files) were based on a package approach and it is no:. appropriate 
to examine each installation in isolation. The data used in t:.>is file is 
simply a shred-out of the data used for the TRC portion of the recommendation. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
---------- 
HILL, UT 
HILL, I1T 
HILL, UT 
HILL, UT 
KELLY, TX 
KELLY, TX 
KELLY, TX 
MCCLELLAN, 
MCCLELLAN, 
ROBINS, GA 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - - 
KELLY, TX 
MCCLELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
MCCLEUAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
TINKER, OK 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: HILL. UT 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

RPMA  on-payroll ($K/'?ear) : 

Communications ($K/Ye.sr) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Ytsar) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Ye.sr : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Vieit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medi::are : 
Activity Code: 

Distance : 
- - - - - - - - - 
1,363 mi 
671 mi 

2,006 mi 
1,152 mi 
1,733 mi 
1,045 mi 
488 mi 

2,570 mi 
1,641 mi 
929 mi 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Infonnation: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:03 03/28/1945 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Hill AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\HILLO323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPDT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: KELLY, TX 

Total Officer Employees: 801 
Total Enlisted Employees: 3,419 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 12,678 
Mil Families Living On Base: 14.0% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 16,316 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 106 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 8 0 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 97 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Name: MCCLELLAN, CA 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 1 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

Name: ROBINS, GA 

Total Officer Employees: 739 
Total Enlisted Employees: 3,269 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 11,119 
Mil Families Living On Base: 54.0% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 13,709 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 5 6 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 3 5 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 69 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Name: TINKER, OK 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Yeax:) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Yea:r) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit.) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visi.t) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicii~re: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Yc!ar) : 
Communications ($K/Year ) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Yearl : 
Family Housing ($K/Yea:r ) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit.): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visj.t:) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Informt~tiori: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Yearl: 
Communications ($K/Yea:r) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Yet~r) : 

BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year-) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit: ) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Vis l t:) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program : 
Unique Activity Informat-ion: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit.) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Erogram: 
Unique Activity Inforniacion: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA vS.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:03 03/211/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Hill AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAKOUT\HILLO~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\DEPOl'.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC 

N a m :  HILL, UT 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Unique Save (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Save (SK) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SKI : 
Activ Mission Cost (SK) : 
Activ Mission Save (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Save (SK) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule ( % I  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SK) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SK) : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: KELLY, TX 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Unique Save (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SKI : 
Activ Mission Cost (SK) : 
Activ Mission Save (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Save (SKI : 
Lahd (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 

Shutdown Schedule ( % I  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SK) : 
Pam Housing Avoidnc (SK) : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: MCCLELLAN, CA 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SKI : 
Activ Mission Cost (SK) : 
Activ Mission Save (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Save (SKI : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule ( % I  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SK) : 
Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-~atients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

BASE INF( 

---- - ---  ---- - --  - 
4,412 4,546 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
2,706 2,788 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

600 800 1.000 1,000 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0 % 

02 0% 0% 0 % 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2060 
---- - ---  ---- - - - -  

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 % 0% 0 % 0 % 
0% 0% 0 % 0 % 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutD::wn: 

---- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0% 
O 

0 % 0% 0 % 

0 % 0 % 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutD:,wn: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA vS.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:03 03/:!0/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Hill AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~~~\BREAKO~JT\HILL~~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: ROBINS. GA 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save (5K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd ($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost (5K) : 
Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (5K) : 
Construction Schedule (%)  : 

Shutdown Schedule (2 )  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc ($K) : 
Pam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 
CHWPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHMF'US Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(xS~) : 

Name: TINKER, OK 
1996 
---- 

1-Time Unique Cost (SIC): 0 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI : 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save (5K) : 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 0 
Activ Mission Cost (SKI : 0 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 0 

Misc Recurring Coat ($K) : 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule ( % I  : 0 % 
Shutdown Schedule (t) : 0% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc ($K) : 0 

Farn Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 0 
CMMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMFVS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Facil ShutDown(I(SF) : 0 

----  - - - -  - - - -  - -  - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0 % 0% 0 % 
0% 0% 0 2 0 9 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutD~:~wn: 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0% 0% 0 % 0 % 
0% 0 % 0 % 0 9 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
Perc Family Housing ShutDcswn: 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: HILL, UT 

Description Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost ($K) 
------------ - ----  ---------- - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TRC Rearr/Renovate OTHER 0 204,000 4,590 
Squeeze down Cost OTHER 0 404,000 14,000 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data Aa Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:03 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Hill AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOm\HILL0323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Officers Married: 76.80% 
Percent Enlisted Married: 66.90% 
EnlistedHousingMilCon: 80.00% 
Officer Salary ($/Year) : 78,668.00 
Off BAQ with Dependents($): 7,073.00 
WlistedSalary($/Year): 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ with Dependents ($) : 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 
lbcnployment Eligibility(Weeks) : 18 
Civilian Salary($/Year) : 46,642.00 
Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.001 
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% 
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.001 
SF Pile Desc: Depot Factors 

STANDARD FAeM)RS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPlrA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOs Index ( R M  vn population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.001 
Caretaker Admin (SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters (SF : 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters (SF) : 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor : 9.00% 
Priority Placement SendVi.ce: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involving FICS: 50.00% 
CivilianPCSCosts(5): 28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost I$) : 4,000.00 
Nat Median Home Price ( S  ) : 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale ReimburslS): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Re.t e: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reinburs($) : 11,191.00 
Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.901 
HAP Homeowner Receivinsa. Rate: 5.001 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receivin';~ Rate : 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon C(:)st: 
Info Management Accoun':. : 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate for NW.RPT/ROI: 
Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 

FAePORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

' Uaterial/Assigned Person(Lb1 : 710 
Per Off Family (Lb): 14,500.00 

AIH; Per En1 Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 
HIIO Per Mil Single (Lb) : 6,400.00 
H W  Per Civilian (Lb) : 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile) : 0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton) : 284.00 
Mil Light Vehicle ($/Mil el : 0.43 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle ($/M.i. le) : 1.40 
KJV Reimbursement ($/Mile) : 0.18 
Avg Mil Tour Length (Y~rars) : 4.10 
RoutinePCS($/Pers/Tou::.I: 6,437.00 
One-TimeOffPCSCost(:;l: 9,142.00 
One-TimeEnlPCSCost(:l): 5,761.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category -------- 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Air Operations 
Operational 
Adtninistrative 
School Buildings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 
Cwered Storage 
Dining Facilities 
Recreation Facilities 
Cammrnications Facil 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E Facilities 
W L  Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical Facilities 
Environmental 

UM 5 /OM 
-- ----  
(SY) 0 
(LF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(EA) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF 0 
(SF) o 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(BL) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
( 1 0 

Category 
-------- 
Optional Category A ( I 
Optional Category B ( ) 

Optional Category C ( ) 

Optional Category D ( ) 

Optional Category E ( ) 

Optional Category F ( ) 

Optional Category G ( ) 

Optional Category H ( ) 

Optional Category I ( ) 

Optional Category J ( ) 

Optional Category K ( ) 

Optional Category L ( ) 

Optional Category M ( 1 
Optional Category N ( I 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 

Optional Category P ( I 
Optional Category Q ( I 
Optional Category R ( 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMRRY (COBRR ~5.C18) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 17:59 03/23/1995, Report C:[eated 10:18 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Kelly AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO~\BREAKOUT\KELLO~~~.CER 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~~~\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

Starting Year : 1996 
Final Year : 1998 
ROI Year : 1999 (1 Year) 

NPV in 2015 (SK) : -265,174 
1-Time Cost (SK) : 29,731 

Net Costs (SKI Constant 
1996 
- - - -  

MilCon 10,053 
Person 0 
Overhd 239 
Moving 808 
Missio 0 
Other 1,760 

Dollars 
1997 1998 
- - - -  - - - -  

5,027 0 
0 -9,679 

629 1,531 
808 4,806 
0 0 

1,760 1,813 

Total 

9,980 
-75,007 

890 
6,422 

0 
5,333 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
-21,776 

-503 
0 
0 
0 

1996 1997 1998 
----  - - - -  - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 1 
En1 0 0 9 
Civ 0 0 458 
TOT 0 0 468 

Total 
----- 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 
En1 0 
Stu 0 
Civ 0 
TOT 0 

Sumnary : 
- - - -  - - --  
COBRA File 2 of 5. This IS NOT a stand-alone file. 

At the request of the DBRCA, separate COBRA files for each instii11.lation 
were created using the same data previously used for the Air Forc:ela: 
consolidation recommendation. The recommendation (and data user:i to develop 
the COBRA files) was based on a package approach and it is not appropriate 
to examine each installation in isolation. The data used in this file is 
simply a shred-out of the data used for the TRC portion of the recommendation. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8  ) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 1 7 ~ 5 9  03/23/1995, Report C9.::eated 10:18 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Kelly AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOWl'\KEUO323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

Costs (SKI Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 Total Beyond 
- - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 10,053 5,027 
Person 0 o 
Overhd 239 629 

Moving 808 808 
Missio 0 0 

Other 1,760 1,760 

TOTAL 12,860 8,224 10,247 1,000 1,000 

Savings (SKI Constant 
1996 

Dollars 
1997 Total Beyond 

- - - - - -  
0 

21,776 
1,503 

0 
0 
0 

ni lCon 0 
Person 0 
Overhd 0 
w i n g  0 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

TOTAL 0 0 11,776 28,379 23,279 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1,16 
Data As Of 17:59 03/23/1995. Report Created 10:08 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Kelly AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO8\BREAKOUT\KELLO323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO8\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - -  
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Lend Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
WAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 

Cost Sub- Total 
----  --------- 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 5,100,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 

One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

Total One-Time Savings 5,100,000 

Total Net One-Time Costs 24,630,808 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 17:59 03/23/1995. Report Created 10 :08 03/:?13/1!)95 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Kelly AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOLT\KEUO323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name 
---------  
HILL, UT 
KELLY, TX 
MCCLELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 

Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 

Sufimary: 
-------- 
COBRA File 2 of 5. This is not a stand-alone file. 

A t  the request of the DBRCA, separate COBRA files for each insl:8pllation 
were created using the same data previously used for the Air Fc:lrce's 
consolidation recommendation. The recommendation (and data used to develop 
the COBRA files) were based on a package approach and it is not: appropriate 
to examine each installation in isolation. The data used in t11.i~ file is 
simply a shred-out of the data used for the TRC portion of the recommendation. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 

HILL, UT 
HILL, UT 
HILL, UT 
HILL, UT 
KELLY, TX 
KELLY, TX 
KELLY, TX 
MCCLELLAN, 
HCCLELLAN, 
ROBINS, GA 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - - 
KELLY, TX 
MCCLELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
MCCLELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
TINKER, OK 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: HILL, UT 

Total Officer Employees: 617 
Total Enlisted Employees: 3,949 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 8,691 
Mil Families Living On Base: 31.0% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 13,772 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 0 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 26 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 9 8 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Yeax-1 : 
BOS  on-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Distance: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 17:59 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:08 03/.;!8/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Kelly AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\KELLO323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: KELLY, TX 

Total Officer Employees: 801 
Total Enlisted Employees: 3,419 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 12,678 
Mil Families Living On Base: 14.0% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.01 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 

Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 16,316 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 106 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 8 0 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 97 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Name: MCCLELLAN, CA 

Total Officer Employees: 449 
Total Enlisted Employees: 2,325 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 8,882 
N i l F a m i l i e s L i v i n g O n B a s e :  32.0% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 11,516 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 168 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 126 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 101 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Name: ROBINS, GA 

Total Officer Employees: 739 
Total Enlisted Employees: 3,269 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 11,119 
Mil Families Living On Base: 54.0% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.01 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities(KSF1 : 13,709 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 5 6 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 3 5 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 69 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Name: TINKER, OK 

Total Officer Employees: 1,430 
Total Enlisted Employees: 5,995 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 11,678 
Mil Families Living On Base: 7.5% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities(KSF) : 14,607 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 16 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 19 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 77 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/!!ear) : 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Yt!ar) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) 
Family Housing ($K/YearJ : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visir) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Vielrt) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medict,sre : 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance E'rogram: 
Unique Activity Infornation: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Y ear) : 
Communications ($K/Yea.l:) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit.) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Vis i 1.1 : 

CHAMPUS Shift to Medicill-e: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity 1nformst.ion: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Y,:ar) : 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Yea::.) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit: ) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Vis.i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance P1:ogram: 
Unique Activity Inf ormilt ion : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Connnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Yeilr) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit I : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Vis~ l:) : 

CHAMPUS Shift to Medic:, re: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner.Assistance Pz'ograln: 
Unique Activity 1nfom.t.ion : 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 17:59 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:08 03/211/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Kelly AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~~~\BREAKOUT\I(ELLO~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: HILL, UT 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI : 
1-rime Moving Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SK) : 
Actfv Mission Cost (SKI : 
Activ Mission Save (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Save (SK) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule (I) : 
Shutdown Schedule ( t )  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK) : 
Procurement Awidnc (SKI : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

Name: KELLY, TX 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SK) : 
Activ Mission Cost (SK) : 
Activ Mission Save (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Save (SK) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (I) : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SK) : 
Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil S h u t D o w n  (KSF) : 

Name: MCCLELUiN. CA 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Unique Save (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save (SK) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd(SK) : 
Activ Mission Cost (SKI : 
Activ Mission Save (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Save (SKI : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 

Shutdown Schedule (I) : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

0 0 0 1:) 

0 0 0 111 

0 0 0 I:] 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 [:I 

0 0 0 (:I 

0 0 0 C 

0 0 0 C 

0 0 0 C 

0 0 0 0 

0 I 0 I 0 I CI I 
0 I 0 % 0 I CI % 
0 0 0 CI 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
Perc Family Housing ShutDor~m: 

- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
1,760 1,813 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

808 832 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
600 800 1.000 1, 000 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 % 0% 0% 0% 

0% 0 % 0% 0 k 

0 0 5,100 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
Perc Family Housing ShutDow!. . :  

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0% 0 % 0 % 0 'a 
0% 0 % 0 % 0 % 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDowr. 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 17:59 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:OB 03/;!H/l'i195 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Kelly AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAI(OUT\KELL0323,CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name : ROBINS, GA 
1996 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($10 : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Xisc Recurring Save ($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 

Shutdown Schedule (1) : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 
CHAMWS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

Name: TINKER. OK 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost (SK) : 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
Land (+BUY/-sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 

Shutdown Schedule ( 2 )  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  ---- 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 % 0% 0% 0% 
0 % 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing Shutllown: 

1997 1998 1999 2030 
- - - -  - ---  - - - -  -- --  

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0 % 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: KELLY, TX 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
-- 

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Off Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Off Change (No Sal Save ) : 
En1 Change (No Sal Save) : 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - Military: 
Caretakers - Civilian: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 17:59 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:08 03/:I'H/1!)95 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Kelly AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO8\BREAKOUT\KELLO323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: KELLY, TX 

Description Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost ($K) 
------------ - - - - -  - ---------  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TRC Rearr/Renovate OTHER 0 181,000 4,080 
Squeeze Down Costs OTHER 0 316,000 11,000 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Officers Married: 76.80% 
Percent Enlisted Married: 66.901 
Enlisted Housing MilCon: 80.00% 
Officer Salary ($/Year) : 78,668.00 
Off BAQ with Dependents($) : 7,073.00 
Enlisted Salary($/Year) : 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ with Dependents($) : 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 
Unemployment Eligibility(Weeks1 : 18 
Civilian Salary($/Year) : 46,642.00 
Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.001 
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.001 
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% 
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.001 
SF File Desc: Depot Factors 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.001 
Caretaker Admin (SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters (SF) : 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters (SF) : 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Early Retire Pay 1:'actcr: 9.00% 
Priority Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involving I?CS: 50.00% 
Civilian PCS Costs ($1  : 28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost. ( $ 1  : 4,000.00 
Nat Median Home Prices's) : 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburr: ( $ 1  : 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse kite: 5.001 
Max Home Purch Reimbur.:~ ( $1  : 11,191.00 
Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimbur.se Rate: 22.901 
HAP Homeowner Receivir g Rate: 5.00% 
RSEHome Va1ueReimbuzc:e Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receivir:~ Rate : 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost : 
Info Management Accoun:. . 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon Site Preparatior~ Rate: 
Discount Rate for NPV. I;.17T/KOI : 
Inflation Rate for NPV.IEPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb1 : 710 
HHG Per Off Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HtiG Per En1 Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 
HHGPerMilSingle (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per Civilian (Lb) : 18.000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/lOOLbl : 35.00 
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile) : 0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate ($/Ts::n) : 284.00 
Mil Light Vehicle ($/Mi I e )  : 0.43 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle ($/Mi.] e) : 1.40 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mi 1.e) : 0.18 

Avg Mil Tour Length (Years) : 4.10 
Routine~~~($/~ers/Tcu:?): 6,437.00 
One-Time Off PCS Cost ( : j )  : 9,142.00 
One-TimeEnlPCSCost(:;l: 5,761.00 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data AS Of 17:59 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:08 03/:1 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Kelly AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAKOI]T\KELL~~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO~\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category UM S / m  Category 

Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Air Operations 
Operational 
Administrative 
School Buildings 
Haintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Facilities 
Recreation Facilities 
Communications Facil 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT h E Facilities 
POL Storage 
Amunition Storage 
Medical Facilities 
Environmental 

(SY) 
(LF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(En) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(BL) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
( 

Optional Category A 
Optional Category B 
Optional Category C 
Optional Category D 
Optional Category E 
Optional Category F 
Optional Category G 
Optional Category H 
Optional Category I 
Optional Category J 
Optional Category K 
Optional Category L 
Optional Category M 
Optional Category N 
Optional Catego& o 
Optional Category P 
Optional Category Q 
Optional Category R 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:19 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : McClellan AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\MCCL0323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO8\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

Starting Year : 1996 
Final Year : 1996 
ROI Year : Never 

NPV in 2015 (SKI : 44,305 
1-Time Cost (SK) : 41,680 

Net Costs (SK) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 1998 
----  ---- - - - -  

MilCon 6,357 3,178 3,178 
Person 0 0 0 
Overhd 476 752 828 
Moving 1,757 1,757 1,811 
Missio 0 0 0 
Other 5,034 5,034 5.187 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 
En1 0 
Civ 0 
TOT 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 
En1 0 
Stu 0 

Civ 0 
TOT 0 

Sumnary : 
-------- 
COBRA File 3 of 5. This IS NOT a stand-alone file. 

At the request of the DBRCA, separate COBRA files for each inst,i~llat.ion 
were created using the same data previously used for the Air Fo:rceJc: 
consolidation recommendation. The recommendation (and data used to develop 
the COBRA files) was based on a package approach and it is not appropriate 
to examine each installation in isolation. The data used in this file is 
simply a shred-out of the data used for the TRC portion of the r.t?commendation 

2001 Total 

2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - - -  

Beyond 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA 1.'5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:19 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : McClellan AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\MCCL0323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOW\DEPOT.SFF 

Costs (SKI Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
----  - - - -  

MilCon 6,357 3,178 
Person 0 0 

Overhd 538 938 

Moving 1,757 1,757 
uissio 0 0 

Other 5,034 5,034 

Savings (SKI Constant 
1996 

UilCon 0 
Person 0 
Overhd 62 
Moving 0 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

Dollars 
1997 

Total 
-----  

19,070 
0 

6,630 
5,325 

0 

15,255 

46,280 

Total 
-----  

0 
0 

2,236 
0 
0 
0 

2,236 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
0 

1,000 
0 
0 

0 

1.000 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
0 

746 
0 
0 
0 

746 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 116 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:lO 03t':!8/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : McClellan AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAICOUT\MCCL~~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~~~\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
--------  
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cos 1 Sub-Total 
- - - - - - - - - 

Other 
HAP / RSE Cl 
Environmental Mitigation Costs C, 
One-Time Unique Costs 15,255,OOC 

Total - Other 15,255,000 

Total One-Time Costs 41,680,000 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances C 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances C 
Military Moving C 
Land Sales 0 

One-Time Moving Savings 0 

Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

Total One-Time Savings 0 

Total Net One-Time Costs 41,680,000 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:lO 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : McClellan AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\MCCL0323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of C~nstruction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name 

HILL, UT 
KELLY. TX 
MCxmLLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 

Strategy: 
--------- 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 

Summary: - - - - - - - -  
COBRA File 3 of 5. This IS NOT a stand-alone file. 

At the request of the DBRCA, separate COBRA files for each instel1at:ion 
were created using the same data previously used for the Air Focce'r; 
consolidation recommendation. The recommendation (and data use'3 to develop 
the COBRA files) were based on a package approach and it is not appropriate, 
to examine each installation in isolation. The data used in this file is 
simply a shred-out of the data used for the TRC portion of the ~:ecommendation. 

INPVT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
HILL, UT 
HILL, UT 
HILL, UT 
HILL, UT 
KELLY, TX 
KELLY, TX 
ICELLY, TX 

MCCLELLAN, 
MCCLELLAN, 
ROBINS, GA 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - - 
KELLY, TX 
MCCLELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
MCCLELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINICER, OK 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
TINKER, OK 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: HILL. VT 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Yi!ar) : 
Communications ($K/Yeal') : 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Yeal.) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit.) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Distance : 
--------- 
1,363 mi 
671 mi 

2,006 mi 
1,152 mi 
1,733 mi 
1,045 mi 
488 mi 

2,570 mi 
1,641 m i  
929 mi 

Homeowner Assistance P~.oyram: 
Unique Activity Information: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08 ) - Page 2 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:lO 03/;!8/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : McClellan AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAI(OUT\MCCLO323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name : KELLY, TX 

Total Officer Employees: 801 
Total Enlisted Employees: 3,419 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 12,678 
Mil Families Living On Base: 14.0% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 16,316 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 106 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 80 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 97 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Name: MCCLELLAN, CA 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

Namc: ROBINS, GA 

Total Officer Employees: 739 
Total Enlisted Employees: 3,269 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 11,119 
Mil Families Living On Base: 54.0% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
TotalBaseFacilities(KSF): 13,709 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 56 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 3 5 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 6 9 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Name: TINKER, OK 

Total Officer Employees: 1,430 
Total Enlisted Employees: 5,995 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 11,678 
Mil Families Living On Base: 7.5% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities(KSF) : 14,607 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 16 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 19 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 7 7 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Y t?,nr) 
Communications ($K/Yea I ) : 

BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Yeir) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Yeal 1 : 

Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit J : 

CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Vis~t.l : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medimre: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity 1nformiit.ion: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Ye.sr) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Yea r ) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Vis.i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare : 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Pxogram: 
Unique Activity Informi~tion: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Yc!ar) : 
Communications ($K/Yeal. ) : 

BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Yeil I:) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Yeai.l : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit I : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visil:.) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance PIrqram: 
Unique Activity Informal Lon 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year l : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit.:l : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medical c ?  : 

Activity Code: 

Homeowner. Assistance Prrlgram : 
Unique Activity Informal : on 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:lO 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : McClellan AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAKOUT\MCCLO~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO~\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: HILL, UT 

l-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
l-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
l-rime Moving Cost (SK): 
l-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd ($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost (SKI : 
Activ Mission Save (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Save (SKI : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI : 
Construct ion Schedule ( %  ) : 

Shutdown Schedule ( % I  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
Pam Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 
Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
W P U S  In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (WF) : 

Name : KELLY, TX 
1996 

l-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
l-Time Unique Save (SKI : 
l-Time Moving Cost (SKI : 
l-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost (SK) : 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Save (SKI : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule ( % I  : 
Shutdown Schedule (Z) : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc ($K) : 
Pam Housing Avoidnc (SK) : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

Name: MCCLELLAN, CA 

l-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 
l-Time Unique Save (SKI : 
l-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
l-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule (%)  : 

Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SK) : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
----  - - - -  ---- - 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 I 0% 0 % 0% 
0% 0 I 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing Shutl)c:rwn: 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 D 

0 0 0 3 
0 % 0 % 0% 0 % 
0% oa 0% o z 
0 0 0 I) 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 I1 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 I1 

Perc Family Housing ShutDc.wn: 

5,034 5,187 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

1,757 1,811 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

600 800 1.000 1,000 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0% 0% 0% 0 % 

0% 0 % 0% 0 %  
0 0 0 111 

0 0 0 I:] 

0 0 0 1:) 

0 0 0 I: 

0 0 0 I, 

Perc Family Housing ShutDovx~: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:lO 03/:28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : McClellan AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAKOUT\MCCLO~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: ROBINS, GA 
1996 

l-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 
l-Time Unique Save (SK) : 
l-Time Moving Cost (SK) : 
l-Time Moving Save (SK) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SK) : 
Activ Mission Cost (SKI : 
Activ Mission Save (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Save (SKI : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI : 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 

Shutdown Schedule (%) :  

Milcon Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 
(3ULMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown ( S F )  : 

Name: TINKER, OK 
1996 

l-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 
l-Time Unique Save (SK) : 
l-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
l-Time Moving Save (SKI : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SKI : 
Activ Mission Cost (SKI : 
Activ Mission Save (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule (%)  : 

Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SK) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 % 0 % 0% 0 % 

0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
Perc Family Housing Shut1,own: 

- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 % 0 % 0 % 0% 
0 % 01 0 % 0 % 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutD:~wn: 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: MCCLELLAN, CA 

Description Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost (SKI 
------------  - ----  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TRC Rearr/Renovate OTHER 0 834,000 18,770 

Squeeze Down Costs OTHER 0 8,000 300 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page - 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995. Report Created 10:lO 03/:!8/1995 

Department : Air Force 
option Package : McClellan AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAKOIPP\MCCLO~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Officers Married: 76.801 
Pcrcent Enlisted Married: 66.902 
Enlisted Housing MilCon: -- 80.00% 
Officer Salary ($/Year) : 78,668.00 
Off BAQ with Dependents($) : 7,073.00 
Enlisted Salary($/Year): 36,148.00 
Bnl BAQ with Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 
Unemployment Eligibility(Weeks): 18 
Civilian Salary($/Year) : 46,642.00 
Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.001 
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.001 
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.001 
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.001 
SF File Desc: Depot Factors 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 
RPMR Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs population) : 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.001 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters (SF) : 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters (SF) : 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.902 1998: 3.001 

Civ Early Retire Pay f'sctor: 9.001 
Priority Placement Sel"vice : 60.001 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50. 00% 
Civilian PCS Costs ( $ 1  : 28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost ($1 : 4,000.00 
Nat Median Home Price$): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.001 
Max Home Sale Reimburr~($): 22,385.00 
Home Furch Reimburse I!rte: 5.001 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($) : 11,191.00 
Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.001 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.901 
HAP Homeowner Receivirrq Rate : 5.001 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.001 
RSE Homeowner Receivireq Rate : 0.001 

Rehab vs . New MilCon Cost : 0.001 
Info Management Accour~l!:: 0.001 
MilCon Design Rate: 0.001 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 0.001 
MilCon Contingency Pli11:1 Rate : 0.001 
MilCon Site Preparaticlin Rate: 0.00% 
Discount Rate for NW.IIPT/ROI: 2.751 
Inf lation Rate for NPI' .. RPT/ROI : 0.001 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person (Lb) : 710 
RRG Per Off Family (Lb) : 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb) : 6,400.00 
HXG Per Civilian (Lb) : 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile) : 0.20 
Misc ~ x p  ($/Direct ~mploy) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate ($/Ton) : 
Mil Light Vehicle ($/Mi Le) : 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle ($/PI ~ l e )  : 

POV Reimbursement ($/Mi Le) : 
Avg Mil Tour Length (\'ears) 
Routine PCS ($/Pers/Tour) : 
One-Time Off PCS Cost! j ) :  
One-Time En1 PCS Costlf): 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 
-------- 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Air Operations 
Operational 
Administrative 
School Buildings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Facilities 
Recreation Facilities 
Comnunications Facil 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E Facilities 
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical Facilities 
Environmental 

UM S /UM 
- - - - - -  
(SY) 0 
(LF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(EA) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(EL) 0 

(SF) 0 
(SF) -0 

( ) 0 

Category UM - - - - - - - - - - 
Optional Category A ( ) 
Optional Category B ( ) 

Optional Category C ( ) 

optional Category D ( ) 

Optional Category E ( ) 

Optional Category F ( ) 

Optional Category G ( 

Optional Category H ( ) 

Optional Category I ( ) 

Optional Category J ( ) 

Optional Category K ( ) 

Optional Category L ( ) 

Optional Category M ( ) 

Optional Category N ( ) 

Optional Category 0 ( ) 

Optional Category P ( ) 

Optional Category Q ( ) 

Optional Category R ( ) 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRlr, vs .08 ) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report created 10:13 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Robins AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAKOUT\ROBI~~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO~\BREAKO~T~\DEPOT.SFF 

Starting Year : 1996 
Final Year : 1998 
ROI Year : 1999 (1 Year) 

NPV in 2015 (SKI : -205,930 
1-Time Cost (SKI : 29,387 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 Total 

- - - - -  
190 

-60,265 
3,086 
10,633 

0 
5,449 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
-17,499 

187 
0 

0 
0 

- - - -  - - --  
MilCon 7,193 3,597 
Person 115 115 
Overhd 391 731 
Moving 2,342 2,342 
Miesio 0 0 

Other 1,798 1,798 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  ---- - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 1 0 0 
En1 0 0 7 , 0 0 
Civ 0 0 368 0 0 
TOT 0 0 376 0 0 

Total 
- - - - -  

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 0 
En 1 0 0 

stu 0 0 
Civ 40 40 
TOT 40 40 

Sumnary : 
- - - - - - - - 
COBRA File 4 of 5. This IS NOT a stand-alone file. 

A t  the request of the DBRCA, separate COBRA files for each insta:llal:.ion 
were created using the same data previously used for the Air Fo:t-cel:i: 
consolidation recommendation. The recommendation (and data use~:l to develop 
the COBRA files) was based on a package approach and it is not appropriate 
to examine each installation in isolation. The data used in th.i.!: file is 
simply a shred-out of the data used for the TRC portion of the recommendation 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBR;!, ~5.08 ) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:13 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Robins AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\R08I0323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

Costs ( S K I  Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 7,193 3,597 

Person 115 115 
Overhd 410 822 
Moving 2,342 2,342 
Missio 0 0 

Other 1,798 1,798 

Savings ( S K I  Constant 
1996 
---- 

Mil Con 0 
Person 0 
Ovcrhd 18 

Moving 0 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

Dollars 
1997 
- - - -  

0 
0 

91 
0 
0 
0 

Total 
- - - - -  

10,790 
985 

6,573 
10,633 

0 
5.449 

Total 
-----  

10,600 
61,250 
3,487 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
0 

1,088 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
17,499 

901 
0 
0 

0 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page I / 6  
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:13 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Robins AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\ROBI0323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOWI'\DEPOT.SFF 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category 

Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Total One-Time Costs 29,387,443 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 10.600,OOO 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

Total One-Time Savings 10,600,000 

Total Net One-Time Costs 18,787,443 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5 .08 - Page 2/6 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:13 03/:!8/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Robins AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO8\BREAKOUT\ROBI0323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASOB\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: HILL, UT 
(All values in Dollars) 

Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total 
- - - -  --------- 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 

Total One-Time Costs 112,000 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
Land Sales n 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

Total One-Time Savings 0 

Total Net One-Time Costs 112,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/6 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:13 03,':38/1395 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Robins AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\ROBIO323.cBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: ROBINS, GA 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category -- ------ 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Persomel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 5,449,000 

Total - Other 5,449,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 29,275,443 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 10,600,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savinqs 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

Total One-Time Savings 10,600,000 

Total Net One-Time Costs 18,675,443 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of l8:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:13 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Robins AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\ROB10323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name 
- - - - - -  - - -  
HIU, UT 
KEUY, TX 
MCCLELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER. OK 

Strategy: 
- - - - - - - -  - 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 

suary : 
- - - - - - - -  
COBRA File 4 of 5 .  This IS NOT a stand-alone file. 

At the request of the DBRCA, separate COBRA files for each installation 
wre created using the same data previously used for the Air Fcrrce's 
consolidation recornendation. The recommendation (and data usc~~i to develop 
the COBRA files) was based on a package approach and it is not appropriate 
to examine each installation in isolation. The data used in t t ~ ~ s  file is 
simply a shred-out of the data used for the TRC portion of the recommendation. 

INWT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
HILL, UT 
HIU, UT 
HILL, UT 
HILL, UT 
KELLY. TX 
KELLY, TX 
KELLY, TX 
McmxLLAN, 
MCCLELLAN, 
ROBINS, GA 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - - 
KELLY, TX 
MCCLELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
MCCLELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
TINKER, OK 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from ROBINS, GA to HILL, UT 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles : 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Distance : 
---------  
1,363 mi 
671 mi 

2,006 mi 
1,152 mi 
1,733 mi 
1,045 mi 
488 mi 

2,570 mi 
1,641 mi 
929 mi 





INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:13 03/:28/1395 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Robins AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\ROBI0323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASOB\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: TINKER, OK 

Total Officer Employees: 1,430 
Total Enlisted Employees: 5,995 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 11.678 
Mil Families Living On Base: 7.5% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 14,607 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 16 
Enlisted 'VHA ($/Month) : 19 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 77 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Ycar) : 
Communications ($K/Yee~r) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Yl!!ar) : 

BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Ye;,r) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit ) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visj.t) :: 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medi ::.itre : 
Activity Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Homeowner Assistance !:rogram: 
Unique Activity Infonnaltion: 

Name: HILL, UT 
1996 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule (%)  : 
Shutdown Schedule (2): 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc ($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF1 : 

Name: KELLY, TX 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 

Shutdown Schedule (2) : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SK) : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 2 0% 02 02 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutTc.~m: 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0 % 0 % 0 % 

0 % 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutD~:)wn: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA V5.08 ) - Page 4 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:13 03/:?,13/1!395 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Robins AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\ROB10323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: MCCLELLAN. CA 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost (SKI : 
Activ Mission Save (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Save (SKI : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 

Shutdown Schedule ( % I  : 
Milcon Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
t3AtWUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name : ROB INS, GA 
1996 
----  

1-TimeUniqueCost (SK): 1,798 
1-Time Unique Save (SK) : 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK) : 1,557 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI : 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SK) : 0 
Activ Mission Cost (SK) : 0 
Activ Mission Save (SK) : 0 
Hisc Recurring Cost (SKI : 200 
Misc Recurring Save(SK) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI : 0 
Construction Schedule (%) : 0 % 
Shutdown Schedule (2 )  : 0 % 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS out-Patients/Yr: 0 

Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 1,097 

Name: TINKER, OK 
1996 
- - 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Save (SK) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd(SK) : 
Activ Mission Cost (SK) : 
Activ Mission Save (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Save (SK) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%)  : 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SK) : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  ---- ---- - - - -  

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 % 0 2 0% 0 % 

0% 0% 0% 0% 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDc,~m: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- - - * -  

1.798 1,853 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

1,557 1,604 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

600 800 1,000 1.000 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0 % 0% 0 % 
0 0 10,600 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDc~wn: 

- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

o o o n 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 % 0% 0 % (:I % 

0 % 0 % 0% I:] % 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 I:) 

0 0 0 D 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 C 

Perc Family Housing ShutDodn: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:13 03!28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Robins AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAKOUT\ROBIO~~~.~R 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO~\BREAKOW\DEPOT,SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 
Name: ROBINS, GA 

1996 1997 1998 
---- - ---  - - - -  

Off Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 
Clv Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 
Off Scenario Change: 0 0 - 1 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 - 7 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 0 -368 
Off Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save) : 0 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save) : 0 0 0 
Caretakers - Military: 0 0 0 
Caretakers - Civilian: 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCPION INFORMATION 

Name: ROBINS, GA 

Description Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Tot:al Cost ( $ K )  
------------ ----- ---------- ------------ 
TRC Rearr/Renovate OTHER 0 386,000 8,690 
Squeeze Down Costs OTHER 0 64,000 2,100 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Officers Married: 76.80% 
Percent Enlisted Married: 66.90% 
Enlisted Housing Milton: 80.001 
Officer Salary ($/Year) : 78,668.00 
Off BAQ with Dependents($) : 7,073.00 
EnlistedSalary($/Year): 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ with Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week) : 174.00 
Onemployment Eligibility(Weeks) : 18 
Civilian Salary($/Year) : 46,642.00 
Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10 .OO% 
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% 
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF File Desc: Depot Factors 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs population) : 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.002 
Caretaker Admin (SF/Care) : 162.00 
~othball cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters (SF) : 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF1: 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Early Retire Pay ]:'actor: 9.00% 
Priority Placement Service : 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 
Civilian PCS Costs ($: : 28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost: ( $ )  : 4,000.00 
Nat Median Home Price:$): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.001 
Max Home Sale Reimbur::($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.001 
Max Home Purch Reimbur:s ( $ 1  : 11,191.00 
Civilian Homeowning Rc.te: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimbume R,ate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receivirg Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimbux!;e Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.001; 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
Info Management Account. : 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rat.e : 
MilCon Site Preparation Rat:e: 
Discount Rate for NPV. EI'T/ROI: 
Inflation Rate for NPV..KPT/ROI: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:13 03/'%8/1795 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Robins AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\ROBI0323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per Off Family ( L b )  : 14,500 .OO 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per Civilian (Lb) : 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
AirTransport ($/PassMile): 0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate ($/'l?on) : 284.00 
Mil Light Vehicle ($/M.].:Le) : 0.43 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle ($/EI:ile;l : 1.40 
POV Reimbursement t$/Mj.le) : . 0.18 
Avg Mil Tour Length (L't:arn) : 4.10 
Routine PCS ($/Pers/Toh.lr) : 6,437.00 
One-Time Off PCS Cost 1:;) : 9,142.00 
One-TimeEnlPCSCost($): 5.761.00 

STANDARD FACMRS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 
---  ----- 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Air Operations 
Operational 
Administrative 
School Buildings 
Uaintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Facilities 
Recreation Facilities 
Comrmnications Facil 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E Facilities 
POL Storage 
Annnunition Storage 
Medical Facilities 
Environmental 

-- ---- 
(SY) 0 
(LEI 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(EAI 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(BL) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
( ) 0 

Category UM $ /UM 
- - - - - - - - - - -- 
Optional Category A ( ) 

Optional Category B ( ) 

Optional Category C ( ) 

Optional Category D ( ) 

Optional Category E ( ) 
Optional Category F ( 

Optional Category G ( ) 

Optional Category H ( ) 

Optional Category I ( 

Optional Category J ( ) 

Optional Category K ( 

Optional Category L ( ) 

Optional Category M ( 

Optional Category N ( 

Optional Category 0 ( 

Optional Category P ( 1 
Optional Category Q ( ) 

Optional Category R ( 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBIt'R ~5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995. Report Created 10:15 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Tinker AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO~\BREAKOUT\TINKO~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

Starting Year : 1996 
Final Year : 1998 
ROI Year : 1999 (1 Year) 

NPV in 2015($K) : -569,615 

1-Time Cost (SK) : 39,704 

Net Costs (SKI Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 

Mi lCon 7,760 3,880 
Parson 128 12 8 

Overhd 451 794 

W i n g  1,861 1,861 
Missio 0 0 

Other 2,940 2,940 

Total Beyond 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
----  ---- - - - -  ---- ---- ---- - - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

En1 0 0 18 0 0 0 18 
Civ 0 0 980 0 0 0 980 
TOT 0 0 999 0 0 0 999 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 0 
En1 0 0 

Stu 0 0 
Civ 4 5 4 5 
TOT 4 5 4 5 

Summary : 
--------  
COBRA File 5 of 5 .  This IS NOT a stand-alone file. 

At the request of the DBRCA, separate COBRA files for each insl:alla.tion 
were created using the same data previously used for the Air R:~rce's 
consolidation recommendation. The recommendation (and data us~?d to develop 
the COBRA files) was based on a package approach and it is not appropriate 
to examine each installation in isolation. The data used in t1i:is file is 
simply a shred-out of the data used for the TRC portion of the recommendation. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY ( COBRIl. ~5 .08 1 - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:15 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Tinker AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBR.A~O~\BREAKOUT\TINK~~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

Costs ( S K I  Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 7,760 3,880 
Person 128 12 8 
Overhd 457 854 

Moving 1,861 1,861 

Missio 0 0 

Other 2,940 2,940 

Total Beyond 

Savings ( S K I  Constant 
1996 
- - - -  

MilCon 0 
Parson 0 
Overhd 6 
Moving 0 
nissio 0 
Other 0 

Dollars 
1997 Total Beyond 

TOTAL 6 6 0 24,414 47,819 47,819 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/6 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995. Report Created 10:15 0:1,'28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Tinker AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~OB\BREAKOIPT\TINKO~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 

Cost: Sub-Total 
- - -  .. -------- - 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 0 

Total Net One-Time Costs 39,704,005 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/6 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:15 03/';!8/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Tinker AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAKOUT\TINKO~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: HILL, UT 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
------ -- 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Cost Sub-Total 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

Total One-Time Costs 112,000 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

Total One-Time Savings 0 

Total Net One-Time Costs 112,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 4/6 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:15 03/:i8/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Tinker AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~~~\BRE?.KOUT\TINKO~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: MCCLELLAN, CA 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 

Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Mwing 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 
Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Cost Sub-Total 
----  - - - - - - - - -  

Total One-Time Costs 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 

Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 

Land Sales 0 

One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 

one-~ime Unique Savings 0 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total One-Time Savings 

Total Net One-Time Costs 16,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 6/6 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:15 03/.,18/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Tinker AFB 
Scenario File : c:\coBRA~o~\BREAKOUT\TINKO~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO~\BREAKO~T\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: TINKER, OK 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
-------- 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Eurchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
IiAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Cost Sub-Total 
----  - -  - - - - - - -  

Total One-Time Costs 39,576,005 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

Total One-Time Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 39,576,005 



 IN^ DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data AS Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:15 03,'28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Tinker AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAKOUT\TINKO~~~.CE~R 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREMOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Hodel does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name 

HILL, UT 
KELLY, TX 
MCCLELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 

Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 

Sumnary : 
---- ----  
COBRA File 5 of 5. This IS NOT a stand-alone file. 

At the request of the DBRCA, separate COBRA files for each ins:allation 
were created using the same data previously used for the Air F1:rrce's 
consolidation recomendation. The recomendation (and data used to develop 
the COBRA files) was based on a package approach and it is not appropriate 
to examine each installation in isolation. The data used in this file is 
simply a shred-out of the data used for the TRC portion of the reconmendation. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

Prom Base : 
- - - * - - - - - -  

HILL, UT 
HILL, UT 
HILL, UT 
HILL, UT 
KELLY, TX 
KELLY, TX 
KELLY, TX 
MCCLELLAN, 
MCCLELLAN, 
ROBINS, GA 

To Base: 

KELLY, TX 
MCCLELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
MCCLELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
TINKER, OK 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from TINKER, OK to HILL, UT 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Distance : 
--------- 
1,363 mi 
671 mi 

2,006 mi 
1,152 mi 
1,733 mi 
1,045 mi 
488 mi 

2,570 mi 
1,641 mi 
929 mi 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA vS .08) - Page 2 
Data AS of i8:1.2 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:15 03,':28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Tinker AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAKOUT\TINK~~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASOB\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from TINKER, OK to MCCLELLAN, CA 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: HILL, UT 

Total Officer Employees: 617 
Total Enlisted Employees: 3,949 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 8,691 
Mil Families Living On Base: 31.0% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 

Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities(KSF1 : 13,772 
Officer VHA ($/Month1 : 0 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 2 6 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 9 8 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Uame: KELLY, TX 

Total Officer Employees: 801 
Total Enlisted Employees: 3,419 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 12,678 
Mil Families Living On Base: 14.0% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 

Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities(KSF) : 16,316 
Officer VHR ($/Month) : 106 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 8 0 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 97 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Name: MCCLELLAN, CA 

Total Officer Employees: 449 
Total Enlisted Employees: 2,325 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 8,882 
Mil Families Living On Base: 32.0% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 

Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities(KSF) : 11,516 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 168 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 126 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 101 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

RPMA Non- Payroll ($K/'iear) : 
Communications ($K/Yeitr) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Yt?ar] : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Yearl : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Vis;.l:) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Vir;it) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medimre: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance I1.rogram: 
Unique Activity Inforniation: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Y 6aar) : 
Communications ($K/Yeat I : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Ye,ir) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year ) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit ) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Vis ~ t )  : 

CHAMPUS Shift to Medicire: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Infomltion: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Yt?ar) : 
Communications ($K/Yea:: ) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Ye;lr) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Yea~:.l : 

Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit: j : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Vis: 1:) : 

CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance PI )gram. 
Unique Activity Informi lon: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:15 03,1'28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Tinker AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\TINK0323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: ROBINS, GA 

Total Officer Employees: 739 
Total Enlisted Employees: 3,269 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 11,119 
Mil Families Living On Base: 54.09. 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 13,709 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 56 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 3 5 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 6 9 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Name: TINKER, OK 

Total Officer Employees: 1,430 
Total Enlisted Employees: 5,995 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 11,678 
Mil Families Living On Base: 7.5% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.09 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 14,607 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 16 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 19 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 77 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/!fear) : 
Communications ($K/Yenr) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Yttar) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) 
Family Housing ($K/Ye;nr) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMWS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medi:.are: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Infonnation: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/!!'ear) : 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Yt!ar) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visj 1::) : 

CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Vis i.t) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Homeowner Assistance P:rogram: 
Unique Activity Inform,i~tion: 

Name: HIU, UT 
1996 
----  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI : 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
Activ Mission Cost (SK) : 0 

Activ Mission Save ($K) : 0 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 
Misc Recurring Save (SKI : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule ( 9 . )  : 0 % 
Shutdown Schedule (%)  : 09 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc ($K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  ---- - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 D 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
09 0% 0% 0% 
0 % 0% 0 % 0 % 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDcwn: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:15 03,":28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Tinker AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAKOUT\TINKO~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO~\BREAKOW\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: KELLY, TX 
1996 
----  

I-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Unique Save (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost (SKI : 
Activ Mission Save (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Save (SK) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SIC) : 
Construction Schedule ( % I  : 
Shutdown Schedule (%I : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 
Procurement Avoidnc ( SK) : 
CWMF'US In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Pacil ShutDown (KSF) : 

Name: MCCLELLAN, CA 

1-Time Unique Cost (SIC) : 
1-Time Unique Save (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SIC) : 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI : 
E m  Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Save (SIC) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (21 : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SK) : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

Name: ROBINS, GA 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd(SK) : 
Activ Mission Cost (SKI : 
Activ Mission Save (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SIC) : 
Misc Recurring Save (SKI : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule ( %  I : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 % 0% 0% 0% 
0 % 0 % 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutIhown: 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0 % 

0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 .  
0% 0% 0% 0 % 
0 % 0% 0 % 0 % 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing Sh~tDo,~,n : 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:15 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Tinker AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\BF~EAKOUT\TINKO~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: TINKER, OK 

l-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 
l-Time Unique Save (SX) : 
l-Time Moving Cost (SKI: 
l-Time Moving Save (SKI : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SK) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($I0 : 
Activ Mission Save (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Wsc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule ( 5 )  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Pam Housing Avoidnc (SIC) : 
Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
CIW4PU.S In-Patients/Yr: 
CXA?4PUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
----  - - - -  ---- - - - -  

2,940 3,029 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
1,019 1.050 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

600 800 1,000 1.000 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0 I 0% 0% 
0% 0 I 0 % 0 % 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing Shut1:lown: 

INWT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name : TINKER, OK 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
--  

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Off Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Off Change (No Sal Save) : 
En1 Change(No Sal Save) : 
Civ Change(No Sal Save) : 
Caretakers - Military: 
Caretakers - Civilian: 

INPUT SCREEN S?3VEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 
Name: TINKER, OK 

Description Categ 
------------  - - - - -  
TRC Rearr/Renovate OTHER 
Squeeze Down Costs OTHER 

New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost (SK) 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08 - Page 6 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:15 0:1/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Tinker AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAKOZPP\TINKO~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAK0UT\DEEJOT.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Officers Married: 76.801 
Percent Enlisted Married: 66.901 
Enlisted Housing MilCon: 80.001 
Officer Salary($/Year) : 78,668 .OO 
Off BAQ with Dependents($) : 7,073.00 
Snlisted Salary($/Year) : 36,148.00 

En1 BAQ with Dependents($) : 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/Week] : 174.00 
Unemployment Eligibility(Weeks) : 18 
Civilian Salary($/Year): 46,642.00 
Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.001 
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.001 
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.001 
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.001 
SF File Desc: Depot Factors 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs population) : 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.001 
Caretaker Admin (SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters (SF) : 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters (SF) : 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.001 1997: 2.901 1998: 3.001 

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.001 
Priority Placement Scrrvice: 60.001 
PPS Actions Involvin!;l. PCS: 50.001 
Civilian PCS Costs (!i: ) : 28, 800.00 
Civilian New Hire Coeit ($1 : 4,000.00 
Nat Median Home Price(S1: 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse H.ate: 10.001 
Max Home Sale Reimbut:.s($) : 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.001 
Max Home Purch Reimln.~rs ($1 : 11,191.00 
Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.001 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.901 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.001 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiv:.ng Rate: 0.001 

Rehab vs . New MilCon ~:!ost : 
Info Management Accot.t~t : 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plain Rate: 
MilCon Site Preparatirm Rate: 
Discount Rate for NPV RPT/ROI: 
Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HRG Per Off Family (Lb) : 14,500.00 
AILF Per En1 Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 
HUG Per Mil Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
IMG Per Civilian (Lb) : 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile) : 0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate ($/'Con) : 284.00 
Mil Light Vehicle ($/Mile) : 0.43 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle ($/lrlile) : 1.40 
POV Reimbursement ($/M::.le) : 0.18 
Avg Mil Tour Length (!!ears) : 4.10 
Routine PCS ($/Pers/Tour) : 6.437.00 
One-Time Off PCS Cost : $ )  : 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost , ' 2 )  : 5,761.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category UM $/OM Category UM $/UM 

Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Air Operations 
Operational 
Administrative 
School Buildings 
Haintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Pamily Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Facilities 
Recreation Facilities 
Communications Facil 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E Facilities 
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical Facilities 
Environmental 

(SY) 
(LF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(EA) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(BL) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
( 1 

Optional Category A ( ) 

Optional Category B ( 

Optional Category C ( ) 
Optional Category D ( ) 

Optional Category E ( ) 

Optional Category F ( 
Optional Category G ( 

Optional Category H ( 

Optional Category I ( 1 
Optional Category J ( ) 

Optional Category K ( ) 

Optional Category L ( 

Optional Category M ( 

Optional Category N ( 

Optional Category 0 ( 

Optional Category P ( ) 

Optional Category Q ( ) 

OptionalCategoryR ( 



DEPARTMENT OF THiiI:: AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED ST.riTES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON I'K3 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMh4iSSJON (Ms .4nn Re:ese) 

FROM: HQUSAF/RT 

SUBJECT: USAF BRAC '95 Depot Information 

Attached is an updated status of the questio;-1s and information reclr~~stf-d by your 

office. Please note a column has been added to indicate whether our response is based on 

certified or uncertified data (in accordance with Mr. Robert E. Bayer's 17' March memo). 

Any questions can be referred to my point of' contact, Lt Col Louise Eokhardt, 

DSN 225-4578. 
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AF/RTR 
IS COI 
O'Neill 
AFLGh4M 
Lt Col Pitcher 

AFLGMM 
Major 
Gamache 
AFLGhlhl  
Lt Col Pitcher 

AFLGbtM 
Lt Col Pitcher 

Answer provided on 21 hiarch 1995 

Answer provided 21 klarch 1995 

Provided on 21 March 1995 

Provided on 21 hlarch 1995 

r--- Provided on 22 March 1995 
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O R O - 0  lc 

- -- 
Ol!O-0 1(1 

-- -- 
~ S O - 0  Ic 

- - - - --- - 
080-041 

---- 
0x0-05a 

-- 
0 0 - 0 5 1  

- - - 

0 0 0 5  

---~ 
080-05(1 

OxO-oFr 

S O - O f  

I 
I 

-- 
U80-05g 

080-Oha 
-- 

I ' ( cr ti(icd 

-- - . - - -- --- - -- 
1)rovidc numbers of personnel for each ;li!ior orgnrli7aliclrr ~ v i t l i i r i  cncll ,4I,C 
(authori~ations FY 88-95? 

- - -____ _ _  -.____ _- 
Provide numbers of supervisors and nornhc~s of ' handy-on" I N ' I V H I I ~ ' ~ ~  f ~ r  r x l l  ,II,C: 
and for each major organizational compc~nent of each ALC - -- - . - -. - -- 
1'1 ovide number of personnel at each fr~nction collocnted I\ i l l ~  r,ir/l ,I1 ( ' (1)lSh. 
 AS, T)I,A) 

- A --. - -- -- .- - - ---- 
I'~nvitle arrtllnri7ntion migration arrd elilllillationy h.;(.(1 on ~ I r ) \ : ~ l ~ i i f ~  i l l  plicc stlntepy 
( I  995 BRAC r ecommendation) 

---. - - - -- - 

I'rnvide Air Force vcrsion of COBRA to close KcIIy AT'I\ 

-- - . - - - -- - 
Provide Air Force version of COBRA to close McClcl1;in AFI3 

- --. A- 

I'rovitle Air Force \fersion of COBRA to close Kelly and blrSlrllnn Al,I>  

-- - - -- A - - - - 
Provitlc Air Force version of COBRA to close ICclly A l  (' 

- - - -- -. . - -- -- - 
I'lov~tlc Ail I orcc vcrsion of COPRA to clocc hlcC'lcllari hi 7 

- - - - - - - 
I1to\~itle Air Force ve~sion of COBRA toclocc Kcllv arid hlc('lc~ll.~~i / \ I  ('c 

---. .- 

I'iovitle COURA for each installation 11 ith an A1,C fill llle clow~lqirc y11atcc.y (1995 
DRAC recommendation) ---- - -- --- 
I'rovide progratllmed e~ivironrncrital compliaticc c o s t ~  for eacli A l  ( '  ili~l:lllntiorl and 

+ - - - -  - - -- - - - - 
Ih tn .  1)RIl-l>cri\ cd fro171 Certified Ilatn. l l('D 1 l~ir(lt ~ifird 1 h t q  

20 Mar 95 

20 Mar 95 

20 Mar 95 

20 Mar 95 

20 Mar 95 

20 Mar 95 

20 Mar 95 

20 Mar 95 

. 
20 Mar 95 

7Q hlzr 95 

20 Mar 95 

20 Mar 95 

Frank 
Cirillo 

Frank 
Cirillo 
Frank 
Cirill0 

Frank 
Cirillo 
Frank 
Cirillo 
Frank 
Cirillo 
Frank 
Cirillo 
Frank 
Cirillo 

Frank 
Cirillo 

?rag!: 

CD 

CD 

CD 

CD 

CD 

CD 

CD 

CD 
Answer provided on 21 hlarch 1995 
Depot Mnx Oqly O p t i x  provided. 
We did not do an ALC only option. 
BRAC staff needs to provide 
assumptions so we can run an ALC 
only option 
Supercedes 079-04 
Answer provided on 21 hfarch 1995 

Supercedes 078-08a 

AFMClXP 

AFMCIXP 

Cirillo I 

Supercedes 078-01 e 
Changes reference dates. Info for FY 
88-94 provided on 2 1 March 1995 
Supercedes 078-0 1 f 

Supplernenls 078-01 h 
Adds rlumbers of personnel This 
infontration is available in Section 
1.1A of the B M C  Questionnaire 

Supercedes 079-04 
Answer provided on 21 March 1995 

Superctdes 079-04 
Answer provided on 2 1 March 1995 

Supercedes 079-04 
Answer provided on 21 March 1995 

Supercedes 079-04 
Anslver provided on 21 hlarch 1995 
Depot Mnu Only Option provided. 
We A n  ?? 4! C --I.: --a:-- 

BRAC staff needs to provide 
assumptions so we can run at1 AI,C 
only option 
Supctcedes 079-04 
Answer pro! ~alcd on 21 hlarch 1995 
Depot Mnx Only Option provided. 
We did not do an ALC only option. 
B M C  staff needs to provide 
assumptions so we can run an ALC 
only option 
Suycrades Oi9-56 

Frank 
Cirillo 
Frank 

CD 

CD 
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-- - - - -- - - - .. -. -- From Type 
- - 

- - 
080-Oh11 

- - 
0110-072 

- - -- 
OR()-071> 

. - - - - - - 
OliO o ic  

- - - - -  

- - - - - -  
cacli ALC, 1995-0 1 - - - - -+ Cirill0 Answer pmvided on 2 1 hlarch 1995 
l'rovide I'rojccted environmental cleatllrp costs for each ALC' itislallalio!i :~nd each 20 Mar 95 Frank CD Supercedes 078-08a 
A1,C (indicate that portion already contained in the f~mdetl progrniri) Cirillo Answer provided on 21 March 1995 - -- - - *-._._I__( _ 
I'rovide total square footage by depot in jrrars 109 1 .  1903. lo95 20 Mar 95 Frank AFMCIXP 

-- - -- - - - - - - . -- Cirillo 
I1lovi(lc totnl zqrrnrc footage to he tiiotlillillctl 1y rlr l io t  I ) \ ,  \I f I > \  111rt 11l~tin11 20 Mar 95 Frank AFMCIXP 

- --- - - - - - - . - - - -- -- - - - - - . Cirillo 
I1rovidc total squnlc lor-tagc to be tlc~iioli',lirtl 11) tlcpot Irv / \ I  . 1 ) ;  i ~ i ' : t n l l : ~ l i c i r ~  20 Mar 95 Frank AFMC/XP 

- -- - -  - . A- 
Cirillo ----- 

0 - 0  I 

I __ - - - 
rlSo 07c 

-. . - 1 0 - 1  I 

I'lovide clocurncntnrion to sliow agtCClilCllt~ to 11cc o~'ailil~1c $ 1 ~ 1 :  c hi' ( 1 ~  pol. 1))' :\I,U, 20 Mar 95 Frank UCD AFhICfiP Interim ans\ter provided cn 27 March 
by installation 

-- - - - - - - - - - - - -. - Cirillo 1995 - -- - - - . - - - - --- 
I'lovide remaining uTcnble sqlrnre footarc I q  tlclrrlt. Ijv i l l  ( '. In i ~ l : t - ~ l l : ~ t i c ~ ~ i  a f t ?~  20 Mar 95 Frank AFhlClXP 
~niplcm~ntaliorl - -- -- - - - -- - -- - -- - - . . -- - - Cirillo 
Identify ft~nding currently prograllllneii to i>r niotllllclllr(l and i\t-i~loli~li.-tl 1ly dq.14. hy 20 Mar 95 Frank AFMCIXP 

/ - - _ ALC, by installation - - - - - -- - - - -- - - - - - - - - Cirillo 
i I S 0  07k: I(lentify scluare footage currently proglan~rn~tl  to I > ?  ~nol l~l - \a lk t~  :~nd ~lc~nolichcd I ) v  20 Mar 95 Frank Al MC/XP 

dcpot. by AI,C, by installation - - - - - -- - Cirillo 
I oR0-0Xa Provide workload movement from each A1,C by conimodily in iroli~ c i ( > ~  lllc 20 Mar95 Frank CD AFILGhiM Provided 22 hlarch 1995 

downzize in place strategy - -- - Cirillo 
I I ,di \r\,~iiload ~nuvcment to rach 13) i ~ y  ~ t ~ r n ~ n ~ c i l t )  111 J!:~LII , l i t i  !I,? (l(;;;ilslze 111 20 Mar 95 Frank CD A F ~ G M M  Prov~ded 22 March 1995 

placc yfratcgy. -- - -- - ---- -- - - ----- Ciriilo 
(li0-OSL I'rovrtlc workload niovcnients frorn each hl C' hj8 cc~rnniodlty i n  I I ~ I I I . ;  I r ) r  tlic Air 20 Mar 95 Frank AlfLGMM Provided 22 hlnrch 1995 CD 

I _. _.__-- 

1180 OSrl 

- - 
1 0 - 8  
I 
I - 
1 f l ~ ~ ~  ("?l 
I 
1 
I ,><' 1 00. I -  

0 - O X  

- 

Fo~cc  v c t ~ i o r ~  of close Kelly option -- --&--A --- -- Cirillo 
I'rovidc \\orkloatl rnovenients to each A I L  by con~rtiotlity ill llo~lrc-ii~r l11t- Ail 1-or~e 20 Mar 95 Frank CD AFILGhlb1 Provided 22 March 1995 

version of the close Kelly option - P ---- - - - -. Cirillo 
1'1ovicle notkload movements from each A1,C by conirnndit~~ il l  Iior~rq li)~ flic Air 20 Mar 95 Frank CD AFILGhIhI Provided 22 March 1995 
Sorce version close McClellan option 

--* 
Cirillo 

! ' 7 3 ~ : i ( ! ~  ii c::!:!~a:l iiiGi~iiieiiti i~ ~ai!i  ALC h j  C U ~ I ~ I I I I ~ I ~ ~  i l l  ~ I I ~ L I I  \ ii11 I ~ I C  ~ \ I I  ~ r G i z d  22 blrrch 1 P ? S I  
i cryion close McClcllan option - - - 
f'ioiide \\olkload niovements from eacii i\LC by conl~irodity 111 1io111s for ~ I I C  Air AFILGbfhl Provided 22 &larch 1995 

I'orcc ver.;iotl close McClellan and Kelly option ----- - -.----A 

Cirillo 
I'rovide workload niovelnents to each AL,C by conin~iilrty in  I I ( ~ I I I $  1111 tllr Air Provided 22 March 1995 

ve~sion close hiTcClellati and Kelly optinri 
- - - - -  - - -  - - - - -- - Cirillo 

-. . . . 

I 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT CC)MMISSION 
1700  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, Vd122209 
703-696-0504 

March 28, 1995 

Mr. Lonnie Knickmeier 
Fort Ritchie Military Affairs Committee 
Professional Arts Building 
Suite 601, Five Public Square 
Hagerstown, Maryland 2 1 740 

Dear Mr. Knickmeier: 

I want to thank you for the briefings and disc:ussions during my visit to Fort Ritchie. You 
provided us with valuable information about the operations of the installation. This information 
will be very helpll to the Commission as we carry out our review of the recommendations of the 
Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of the Fort Ritchie Military Affairs 
Committee for their assistance in making my visit pr1:)ductive. 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A,ND REALIGNMENIT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE: STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTOIq, VA 22209 

703-646-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMI!OSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 5. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE !<LING 
RADM EIENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

March 28, I1 995 

CAPT James E. Baske~lle, USN 
Commander, Carderock Division, Naval Surface Warfare Center 
Headquarters, David Taylor Model Basin 
Bethesda, MD 20084-5000 

Dear Captain Baskerville: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to NSWC Carderock 
Division, Annapolis Detachment. The briefings and tiiscussions with you, your staff and the 
community officials provided us with a great deal of .valuable information about the operations at 
Annapolis. This information will be very helpfbl to the Commission as we: carry out our review of 
the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense in i.he months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. The 
overview briefing and tour conducted by Commander Walker and Mr. Tin? Doyle were very 
informative. I would also like to thank Mr. James Scott for his efforts in planning and 
coordinating the base visit. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE: STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTOlrl, VA 22209 

703-686-0504 
ALAN J DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMI!SSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6.  DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE IYLING 
RADM ElENJAMlN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

March 28, 1995 

Mr. Michael L. Subin 
Montgomery County Council 
Stella B. Werner Council Office Building 
Rockville, MD 20850 

pi- reler to this nu- 
* & . ' $ ? - +  wlwn mp~1.d; 

Dear Mr. Subi: 

I want to thank you for your coordination of" the community briefs, we received during my 
recent visit to NSWC Dahlgren Division White Oak Detachment. The presentations provided us 
with a great deal of valuable information about the clperations at White Oak. This information 
will be very helpfid to the Commission as we carry clut our review of the recommendations of the 
Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the speakers at the presentation: Mr. John T io ,  Ms. 
Betty Gay, Mr. Frank Pierce, Ms. Betsy Bretz, and A h .  Mike Levin. Theiir enthusiasm spoke 
volumes about the community support that White Oak enjoys. Lastly, the: pie presented to me by 
Betsy was delicious; its baker's renown is richly deserved. 

Sincerely, 

~ebecc;?l~. Cox 
Commissioner 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE: STREET SUITE 142Ei 

ARLINGTOIY, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMI!SSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE IKLING 
RADM ElENJAMlN F. MONTOYA, USN (RETI 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

March 28, 1995 

CAPT J. Overton, USN f--farbthimnnnba 
Commander, Dahlgren Division Naval Surface Warl'are Center f~dpona)0 q5 
1 7320 Dahlgren Road ox&1-? 
Dahlgren, VA 22448-5700 

Dear Captain Overton: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance: during my recent visiit to NSWC Dahlgren 
Division White Oak Detachment. The briefings and discussions with you, your staff and the 
community officials provided us with a great deal of' valuable information about the operations at 
White Oak. This information will be very helpll to the Commission as we cany out our review 
of the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staf f  for their assistance. The 
overview briefing and tour conducted by Captain Perry were very informa.tive. I would also like 
to thank Ms. Deanna Zook, Ms. Marcia Westermeyer, and Commander Silvestri for their efforts 
in planning and coordinating the base visit. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
NAVAL INSPECTOR GENERAL 

901 M STREET, S.E. 
WASHINGTON, D.C. ;!0374-5006 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

950447 
Ser 05/ 1 4 ,  4 

Mr. Alex Yellin, Navy Team Leader 
The Defense Base Closure and 

TO RPR 185 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 p $ ~ m  F& w $Q 'ihh 

,f;7s3 r * ~ . d n 3 3 ~ ? ! a . 3 0 - 5  - 
Dear Mr. Yellin: 

I am responding to your letter of March 30, 1995, reference 
number 950330-5, concerning my ongoing review of ii Naval Audit 
Service inquiry into alleged irregularities with respect to the 
collection of BRAC 95 closure scenario data at Naval Ordnance 
Station, Louisville. My office becsme involved in this matter 
March 23, 1995, at the request of the Naval Sea Systems Command 
Inspector General (NAVSEA IG), in order to ensure the 
independence and objectivity of the overall investigation into 
the Louisville allegations. 

As you requested, I have enclosed with this letter the auditors' 
report of March 3, 1995, and the NA'i.7SEA IG's letter of 
transmittal to me of March 23, 1995. There is no separate NAVSEA 
IG report, as that office was still in the process of analyzing 
the audit report at the time the mat:.ter was referred to me. 
Further, my staff is still in the p:~-ocess of reviewing and 
analyzing the issues, and no report has been issued or drafted. 
You also requested all supporting d~::)cumentation, and I have 
enclosed, as well, two binders whicl:~ contain the auditors' 
principal supporting documents. The auditors accclmulated several 
boxes of additional materials, incli~ding complete copies of all 
of the scenario data calls, which I believe are not critical to 
your review and which, for the most part, are probably already 
available to you. Those documents are available for review, and 
I will provide copies of any individual document upon request. 

In reviewing the enclosures, you will note that while the 
auditors found that some of the individual allegations were 
substantiated, their overall conclusion was that there was "no 
apparent impact on the overall BRAC 95 process." My efforts to 
date in reviewing the auditors' findings have focu.sed on 
verification of that bottom-line co~lclusion of "no apparent 
impact." On April 6, 1995, I provicled the Under Slecretary of the 
Navy an update which reported that I now concur with the 
auditors' conclusion, and I indicated to him the steps taken in 
reaching that conclusion. A copy of that memorandum is also 
enclosed. 

Having made that initial determinatj..on, my efforts are now 
focused on reviewing the auditors' i..ndividual findings and 
conclusions. You may notice that their adverse findings are more 



. - 
technical, than substantive, in nat:.ure and appear to be based on 
their individual opinions. I believe that much of what they have 
said is open to interpretation and differing opinions. I propose 
to analyze those findings and ensure that each is considered in a 
proper context. 

Should you have any further questic~ns or desire to review the 
additional audit documentation, my action officer in this matter 
is Mr. William C. Kellum at (202) 433-4703. 

Encl : 
(1) Naval Audit Service 1 
(2) NAVSEA IG ltr of March 23, 1995 
( 3 )  Two binders of supporting docunrentation for the audit report 
(4) NAVINSGEN's memorandum of April 6, 1995 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE: STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

March 30, 'I995 

Vice Admiral D.M. Bennett 
Inspector General of the Navy 
Washington Navy Yard 
Building 200 
90 1 M Street SE 
Washington, DC. 20374-5006 

COMMI!SSIONERS: 
A l  CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 13. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE )CLING 
RADM BmENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Vice Admiral Bennett: 

I understand the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) Inspedor General asked the 
Naval Audit Service to investigate both the process imd the accuracy of di3ta submitted by, and 
for, the Naval Ordnance Station, Louisville in response to BRAC 95 scenario data calls. It is our 
understanding that the investigation came about as a result of claims that the initial Naval 
Ordnance Station, Louisville data call responses were altered in ways which may have lead to 
inaccurate data. 

The investigation was apparently initiated following a complaint to1 the Inspector General 
regarding the handling of scenario data call responses pertaining to the Naval Ordnance Station, 
Louisville. The Naval Audit Service has prepared an investigative report pursuant to Job Order 
95-0044 fiom the Inspector General (NAVSEA). In order to facilitate our review of the 
Secretary's recommendations to close the Naval Ordnance Station, Louisville, we ask that you 
provide a copy of this investigative report (whether in a draft or fkal version) and all supporting 
documentation. 

It is also our understanding that this investigative report has now gone to your office, and 
is currently under investigation. We have been advised that this NAVSEA. Inspector General 
investigation is assigned case number 1493C. We would like a copy of this investigative report 
(whether in a draft or final version) and all supporting documentation. In addition, if you have 
any transmittal information we would request a copy of those documents. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-6963 -0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

Letter to Vice Admiral Bennett 
March 30, 1995 
Page. 2 

COMMISIIIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KL-ING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RFT) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Because this commission is on a time constraint to report our findings to the President, we 
request that you act expeditiously to review this investigation. Please report your information to 
us by April 14, 1995 or as soon thereafter as feasible: 

Please feel fiee to contact us if necessary. Tl~ank you for your prompt attention to this 
urgent matter. 

Sincerely, 

Alex 
Navy Team Leader 

cc: Navy Auditor General 
Naval Sea Systems Command Inspector General 
Navy Base Structure Analysis Team 



DEPARTMENT (3F THE NAVY 
NAVAL INSPECTOR GENERAL 

9 0 1  M STREET, S.E. 
WASHINGTON, D C. 20374-5006 

Mr. Alex Yellin, Navy Team Leadex: 
The Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
~rlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Yellin: 

IN REP iY  REFE9 ' 3  

950447 
Ser 05/ ) + ,  

I am responding to your letter of March 30, 1995, reference 
number 950330-5, concerning my ongoing review of a Naval Audit 
Service inquiry into alleged irrci!gularities with respect to the 
collection of BRAC 95 closure scenario data at Naval Ordnance 
Station, Louisville. My office hecame involved in this matter 
March 23, 1995, at the request ofi' the Naval Sea Systems Command 
Inspector General (NAVSEA IG), in, order to ensure the 
independence and objectivity of t:he overall investigation into 
the Louisville allegations. 

As you requested, I have enclosed with this letter the auditors' 
report of March 3, 1995, and the NAVSEA IG's letter of 
transmittal to me of March 23, 1995. There is no separate NAVSEA 
IG report, as that office was still in the process of analyzing 
the audit report at the time the matter was referred to me. 
Further, my staff is still in the process of reviewing and 
analyzing the issues, and no report has been issued or drafted. 
You also requested all supportinc documentation, and I have 
enclosed, as well, two binders which contain the auditors1 
principal supporting documents. The auditors accumulated several 
boxes of additional materials, kcluding complete copies of all 
of the scenario data calls, whick. I believe are not critical to 
your review and which, for the mclst part, are probably already 
available to you. Those documents are available for review, and 
I will provide copies of any individual document upon request. 

In reviewing the enclosures, you will note that while the 
auditors found that some of the i:ridividual allegations were 
substantiated, their overall conclusion was that there was "no 
apparent impact on the overall BR.,AC 95 process." My efforts to 
date in reviewing the auditors' findings have focused on 
verification of that bottom-line conclusion of "no apparent 
impact." On April 6, 1995, I provided the Under Secretary of the 
Navy an update which reported that I now concur with the 
auditors' conclusion, and I indicated to him the steps taken in 
reaching that conclusion. A copy of that memorandum is also 
enclosed. 

Having made that initial determination, my efforts are now 
focused on reviewing the auditors' individual findings and 
conclusions. You may notice that their adverse findings are more 



technical, than substantive, in nature and appear to be based on 
their individual opinions. I believe that much of what they have 
said is open to interpretation and differing opinions. I propose 
to analyze those findings and ensure that each is considered in a 
proper context. 

Should you have any further questions or desire to review the 
additional audit documentation, my ,action officer in this matter 
is Mr. William C. Kellum at (202) 433-4703. 

Encl : 
(1) Naval Audit Service 1 
(2) NAVSEA IG ltr of March 23, 1995 
(3) Two binders of supporting documentation for the audit report 
(4) NAVINSGEN1s memorandum of April 6, 1995 
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Congrtee of the Nniteb Otatee 
Bous'e of #epre$entatibes' 

'QBlaSbington, BgC 20525 
March 29, '1 995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon ~ ? O Q W ~  
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission wha rsepom6503~04~ 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing to urge that the Defense Dase Closure and Realignlnent (BRAC) 
Commission remove the Army's Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM) from the list of military 
installations to be closed. We look forward to meeting with you to discuss this matter fblly, and 
would like to take this opportunity to outline the reasons why ATCOM should remain open. 

Established in 1991, ATCOM has sole resporlsibility for the research, development, 
engineering and logistical support for the Army's airborne systems and for field and troop support 
equipment. As the Army Public Mairs ofice noted in April 1994, ATCOM "is the only 
command in the Army that affects every soldier, every day." It operates from leased space at the 
St. Louis Federal Center, a facility owned by the Ge~leral Services Administration. 

As you know, the Army has recommended that ATCOM be disestablished and that its 
aviation functions be transferred to Redstone Arsenal; its soldier systems functions be transferred 
to Natick Research, Development and Engineering ("enter (RDEC); its co~nmunications and 
electronics functions be transferred to Fort Monmouth; and its automotive functions be 
transferred to Detroit Arsenal. We believe that this proposal should be rejected by the BRAC 
Commission based on our initial findings that in recommending ATCOM for closure, the Army: 

(1) failed to comply with the base closure law's requirement that all closure 
recommendations be based on the final selection criteria; 

(2) failed to comply with the objectives of its own Stationing Strategy; 

(3) overestimated the cost savings to the gov~.:rnment, which are much lower than 
represented; and, 

(4) failed to consider more cost-effective alternatives. 

These findings have led us to conclude that the Army deviated substantially from final 
criteria 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 in recommending that ATCOi'vl be closed. We would like to present these 
findings in order to provide you with critical information in advance of the BRAC regional hearing 
on April 12. We also plan to provide additional information that will hrth~er substantiate our 
conclusion that ATCOM must be removed from the Defense Department's BRAC list. 



FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE BASE CI,!OSURE LAW 

As you know, the base closure law requires !.hat the Defense Department make 
recommendations to close or realign military installations, including leasedl facilities, "on the basis 
of the force structure plan and the final criteria." In keeping with this requirement, the Defense 
Department delineated eight final criteria and instructed each Service to give priority 
consideration to the first four, which measure militar:y value. 

We have found that the Army failed to consider any of the military value criteria when 
selecting leased facilities for closure, despite the law'x requirement that these facilities be 
evaluated in the same manner as all other insta1lation:s. The Army's Management Control Plan for 
the 1995 base closure process indicates that the Arrr~y evaluated installations on the basis of the 
military v2he CI iteria during its "l~istallatioll Assess11 lent" pliasc. It staies that duiing this phase, 
"each category of installations is compared using a set of attributes," and that "each attribute is 
linked to one of the four DOD selection criteria that measure Military Value." This was the only 
phase of the Army's base closure selection process in which the first four criteria were used as the 
basis for developing closure recommendations. 

The Army's Management Control Plan clearlq~ shows that leased facilities were excluded 
from this phase of the process. These facilities were reviewed by the Army only after all other 
facilities had been evaluated on the basis of the first four criteria and had received military value 
rankings (see Attachment A). As indicated in the ms~terials presented to the Army leadership for 
base closure decisions, ATCOM and other leased facilities were not assigned military value 
ratings by which to evaluate whether closure was apl~opriate. The Army leadership based its 
decision to close ATCOM not on the basis of the eight final criteria as required by the law, but 
solely on the basis of a cost/savings analysis (which itself was flawed -- see below). 

In light of the above, it is evident that the Ani~y did not simply deviate substantially from 
the four military value criteria in recommending ATCOM and other leased facilities for closure. It 
deviated from these criteria by excluding leased facilities from its military value analysis of 
installations. 

The Army's analysis of leased facilities for the 1995 base closure process differed from the 
manner in which these facilities were considered in 1993. During that base closure round, the 
Army considered leased facilities within categories associated with their individual missions, 
which enabled each to be evaluated on the basis of the military value criteria. It appears that the 
Army considered leased facilities differently in 1995 in order to address the 1993 BRAC 
Commission's suggestion that the Services include a separate category for leased facilities during 
the 1995 process. While the Army succeeded in addressing this suggestion, it clearly violated the 
requirements of the base closure law by failing to evaluate leased facilities on the basis of the 
military value criteria. It should be noted that the Army was the only Servike to make this error; 
both the Navy and the Air Force performed military value analyses of their leased facilities. 



FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE ARMY'S STATIONING STRATEGY 

In recommending ATCOM for closure, the Army failed to comply with its own Stationing 
Strategy, which was intended to provide an operational context for base closure planning and 
analysis. 

In 1993, the Army evaluated ATCOM in the Commodity Installatic,ns category, along 
with other facilities responsible for research, development, engineering, fielding and sustainment 
of weapons systems. The Army has now recommended that ATCOM's fbinctions be transferred to 
four installations in this same category. The Army's Stationing Strategy states that "efficiency ... 
should be the key consideration in stationing commodity-oriented organizations," and that such 
efficiency can be "achieved through collocation and integration of research, engineering, 
acquisition and logistics fbnctions, as well as reduced overhead." 

Contrary to this guiding strategy, the Army's own data demonstrates that the transfer of 
ATCOM's fbnctions to the bases scheduled to receive them will reduce efficiency and increase 
overhead. As Attachment B shows, ATCOM's annual overhead costs of 9G7.6 million annually or 
$1,83 1 per person are much lower than any of the bases recommended to I-eceive its functions -- 
83 percent lower than Redstone Arsenal, 86 percent lower than Fort Monrnouth and Detroit 
Arsenal, and 94 percent lower than Natick RDEC. In addition, the transfer of ATCOM's 
functions to the proposed receiving bases would increase the Army's annual overhead costs by 
46 percent -- from $7.6 million to $1 1.1 million (see Attachment C). 

This data is similar to the Army's findings during the 1993 base closure process. At that 
time, the Army evaluated the operational efficiency of ATCOM and other Commodity 
Installations and found that ATCOM (along with associated activities in the St. Louis area) was 
more efficient than three of the four installation now being recommended to receive its fbnctions. 
Despite these facts, the Army's 1995 analysis precluded any consideration of moving fUnctions to 
ATCOM in order to take advantage of its significant efficiencies. 

As you know, St. Louis is a world center for the military and civilian aviation industry. 
Numerous businesses have located in the St. Louis metropolitan area to prlovide the Army with 
the most eflicient and cost-eifective method of conducting product development and 
procurement. Uniquely skilled personnel associated with ATCOM's aviation operations, local 
contractors and academic institutions provide the Army with unmatched aviation expertise. 
Moving ATCOM's aviation support fbnctions to Redstone Arsenal would terminate the 
efficiencies that have developed as a result of this streamlined and unified c.ommand and decimate 
the synergistic relationship between Army aviation activities and their suppliers. This loss of 
efficiencies would be in addition to the higher overhead costs that would be incurred by the Army 
at each of the proposed receiving bases. 

In light of the above, it is clear that closing ATCOM and moving it:; fbnctions to the bases 
proposed by the Army would contradict its own Stationing Strategy to increase efficiency and 
reduce overhead. 



OVERESTIMATION OF COST SAVINGS AND FAILURE TO CONSIDER BETTER 
ALTERNATIVES 

We have found that in recommending that A'I'COM be closed, the Army contradicted its 
own cost analyses fiom prior base closure rounds, overestimated the savings associated with its 
closure, and failed to consider more cost-effective alternatives. 

During the 1991 base closure process, the Army created ATCOM through the merger of 
the Aviation Systems Command and the Troop Support Command. In justifjring this merger, the 
Army stated that "military value in the form of management and costs efic:iency was the driving 
factor for this recommendation." 

In 1993, the Army ac~ed on a recommendation by the i 99 1 ERAC Cornmission and 
evaluated the possibility of moving ATCOM's functions to Army-owned fi~cilities. In its report to 
the 1993 BRAC Commission, the Army stated that "the high relocation costs make realignment or 
closure impractical and prohibitively expensive. " 

Despite these earlier determinations, the Army now asserts that the closure of ATCOM 
would generate considerable savings. Specifically, the Army claims that the total one-time cost to 
close ATCOM would be $146 million, and that annual recurring savings after its implementation 
would be $46 million with a return on investment expected three years after closure. It also 
claims that the net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years would be a savings of 
$453 million. We believe that the Army overestimated these savings and fiiiled to consider 
alternatives that would result in much higher savings. 

First, the Army failed to examine the source of costs and savings generated by the closure 
of ATCOM and the personnel reductions being undertaken by ATCOM itself The Army's 
COBRA analysis indicates that nearly all of the costs associated with the closure of ATCOM 
would consist of moving, military construction, and annual overhead costs at the bases receiving 
ATCOM functions ($144 million in one-time costs, $12 million in annual recurring costs). At the 
same time, nearly all of the savings would come from the elimination of 1,066 military and civilian 
positions at ATCOM ($50.5 million in annual savings). Given the source of these costs and 
savings -- along with ATCOM's much lower overhead costs -- the Army slhould have considered 
retaining ATCOM in St. Louis and examined ATCOM's own plans to reduce personnel. 

We have found that the number of military and civilian employees at ATCOM has been 
reduced by approximately 178 since the Army collected personnel data for the 1995 base closure 
process. Consequently, the Army has already gained $8.2 million of the $50.5 million in salary- 
based savings it claims to achieve through ATCOM's closure. As a result, the Army's estimate of 
annual personnel savings generated by closing ATCOM should be reduced to $42.3 million. 

The personnel reductions noted above are part of a downsizing effort ATCOM has 
undertaken in order to meet the Army's own projections of future personnel levels. This 
downsizing, if allowed to continue, will result in a reduction of at least 1,05 1 positions 



(83 military, 968 civilian) at ATCOM by 1999. This in turn will produce at least $44.5 million in 
savings annually -- without incurring any of the costs associated with moving ATCOM's fbnctions 
to other bases. The Army's own estimates indicate that the vast majority of these personnel 
reductions could be acconiplished through retirements, attrition and placement of personnel at 
other government facilities. 

Second, the Army failed to acknowledge that vacating the leased fiicility that houses 
ATCOM would not generate any savings for the U. S. Government. In prior base closure rounds, 
the General Accounting OEce (GAO) recommended that the Defense Department consider the 
governmentwide costs and savings associated with base closure recommertdations. The GAO 
stated in its report on the 1993 base closure process that 

DOD cognts the reductiolls in rent as savings even when the buildiings are federally 
owled Bcilities. in sane cases, the nlovcs I-equirt: construction of new D;)D 
facilities and the rental savings are used to offset and justify the construction costs. 
In actuality, this may not represent an overall savings to the govern~ment. 

This statement describes precisely the actions taken by the Army in calculating the costs 
and savings associated with the closure of ATCOM. ATCOM operates from leased space at the 
St. Louis Federal Center, which is owned by the General Services Administration (GSA). 
Consequently, the Army's departure from this leased space will not result i n  savings to the 
government because the GSA will continue to own the facility. Therefore, the Army's estimate of 
annual savings from the closure of ATCOM should be reduced by the lease cost of $7.6 million. 

Third, the Army failed to consider the alternative of vacating leasedl facilities currently held 
by the four bases recommended to receive ATCOM functions. The Army lhas reported that leases 
currently held by Redstone Arsenal, Detroit Arsenal, Fort Monmouth and Iqatick RDEC cost a 
total of $16.1 million annually (see Attachment D). Terminating these leases and moving their 
activities to the nearby bases could generate considerable savings for the Army and incur much 
lower costs than the estimated $60.6 million that would be required to move hnctions from St. 
Louis. 

Based on the above, the savings that could be expected froin the closure of A1'COM are 
much lower than estimated by the Army. By adjusting the Army's COBRA analysis for the 
personnel reductions already implemented at ATCOM and the fact that vacating the GSA lease 
will not result in savings to the government, we have found that the actual one-time cost to close 
ATCOM would remain about $146 million, and the annual recurring savings after its 
implementation would be $29 million -- $1 7 million less than claimed by the Army. Also, the 
return on investment would not occur until 2004 -- twice as long as originally expected. In 
addition, the net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years woulcl be approximately 
$213 million less than claimed by the Army. 

Alternatively, by allowing ATCOM to remain in St. Louis and continue downsizing in 
accordance with Army projections, the Ariny would incur a total one-time cost of only about $1.6 
million (early retirement, etc.) and achieve annual recurring savings of at least $44.5 million. In 



this scenario, the Army would obtain an immediate return on investment, and the net present 
value over 20 years would be about $62 1 million in savings -- $168 million1 more than the Army 
itself expects to realize by closing ATCOM. 

In light of the above, retaining ATCOM would allow the governme:nt to save $144 million 
in one-time costs and $12 million in annual overhead costs associated with performing ATCOM's 
hnctions at other bases. It would also generate at least $44.5 million in savings annually through 
ATCOMs 1995-99 downsizing efforts. 

We hope you will give the above information f i l l  consideration as you review all relevant 
materials regardkg the Army's recommendation to close ATCOM. Based on our initial analysis, 
it appears that by failing t c  cc-nsidcr XTCGM and othei- 1e;lscd fkciliticr. or1 h e  basls of the 2 o ~ r  
military value criteria and by overestimating the savings associated with ATCOM's closure, the 
Army deviated substantially from final criteria 1, 2, 3,  4 and 5. In doing so, the Army also 
contradicted the objective of its own Stationing Strategy to increase efficiency. We believe that 
these facts merit the removal of ATCOM from the Defense Department's base closure and 
realignment list. 

We appreciate your attention to this matter, which is of critical importance to our nation's 
defense capabilities and the citizens of the St. Louis area. 

United States Senator Member of Congress 

-- 
John Ashcroft Ydi!liz:~i C12.y 

Member of Congress 

Harold L. Volkmer 
Member of Congress 

Attachments 
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Annual Facilities Costs to Support 

$12,000,000 
ATCOM Missions 

se X: $86,000 
Total: $11.083.000 

ATCOM Proposed Receiving Bases 
(Lease Cost) (RPMA & BOS) 

Source: 1995 Army COBRA Appropriations Detail Report 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 - .  . . . 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 9 50338 -64 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 6, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM I3ENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSIUE ROBLES, JR., U S A  (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Christopher S. Bond 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Kit: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for maintaining the Aviation and 
Troop Command (ATCOM) in St. Louis, Missouri. I certainly understand your interest in 
the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

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

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

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION -. 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 + * : ~ & ; ~ ~ ; ~ T ,  ,:, , -. , 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 -........ ..* ; 8-. . ;P> . * , - . -qrL?z$ -LA 
703-696-0504 

ALAN -1. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

April 6, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA  
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JO!IUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable John Ashcroft 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear John: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for maintai~ning the Aviation and 
Troop Command (ATCOM) in St. Louis, Missouri. I certainly understand your interest in 
the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

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

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

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
-. . r v  .- -. - ,- . , . -,. mv- 1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 a, .,=Lz,,c, , , " a ~ 3 4 * ~ 4 {  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 ..!p?p -:--.-: :;45~33&* -- 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 6, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORlNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM E3ENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Richard A. Gephardt 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Dick: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for maintaining the Aviation and 
Troop Command (ATCOM) in St. Louis, Missouri. I certainly understand your interest in 
the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

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

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

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 -. .- . - -  . .  . *, 

, 1.. .: ; i i: iP&'&' , - 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 - - ~ - j - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - & ,  

703-696-0504 
ALAN J DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 6, 1995 

COMMI'SSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B .  DAVIS, USAF I RET) 
S. LEE (LING 
RADM EIENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable William Clay 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Clay: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for maintairling the Aviation and 
Troop Command (ATCOM) in St. Louis, Missouri. I certainly understand your interest in 
the base closure and realignment process and welcome your  comment:^. 

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

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

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 14255 F! q..5 -.- 43 :!*-? ;::j*~.>&i- 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 -,y, pc,, ".: "v~,,~ , z% -,-? - a .  -.- f m ~ & .  
703-696-0504 

ALAN J DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 6, 1995 

COMMl!SSIONERS: 
A L  CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. LEE !<LING 
RADM EIENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable James M. Talent 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Talent: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for maintairling the Aviation and 
Troop Command (ATCOM) in St. Louis, Missouri. I certainly undersaand your interest in 
the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comment!:. 

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

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

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 F , ; Y . ~ ~ ~  :. . :,: .,-.:s ;?~tr\?'wS 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 ~.:,dn i+di,-+. - -- L r64 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 6, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL COR'NELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5 .  LEE KLlNG 
RADM EIENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

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

Dear Representative Volkmer: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for maintaining the Aviation and 
Troop Command (ATCOM) in St. Louis, Missouri. I certainly understand your interest in 
the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comrnent:s. 

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

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

Sincerely, 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

DACS-TABS 20 Apr 9% , , . 

. , . CcS03YCg . . - ..--------- 
MEiMORANDUM FOR BRAC 95 - COMMISSION STAJT - MR. EDWARD BROWN k3 - -* 
SUBJECT: Data from The Army Basing Study (TABS) regarding ATCOld 

1. Forwarded to your office, is a Memorandum fiom the Office of the Assistant Secretary for 
Research, Development and Acquisition, dated 6 Apr 95, Subject: Aviatioin -Troop Command 
(ATCOM). This memorandum is in response to the Congressional correspondence fiom Senator 
Bond, Senator Ashcroft, Mr. Gephardt, Mr. Clay, Mr. Talent and Mr. Volkmer, dated March 29 
1995. 

2. The information forwarded is accurate and complete to the best our knowledge and belief 

3. The DACS-TABS POC is Cathy Polmateer, (703)693-007718. 

MICHAEL G. JONES 
COL, GS 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

RESEARCH DEVELOPMENT AND ACQUISITION 
103 ARMY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON DC 20310-0103 

ATTENTION OF 

SARD-ZT 
!! ij APR 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR CHIEF, ARMY BASING STUDY 

SUBJECT: Aviation-Troop Command (ATCOM) 

Reference: Congressional Correspondence from 
Senator Bond, Senator Ashcroft, Mr. Gephardt, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Talent and Mr. Volkmer, March 29, 1995. 

In the referenced letter members of the Missouri 
Delegation state their belief that the Army has not 
complied with the Army Stationing Strategy in 
recommending ATCOM for closure. They question whether 
the strategy has been complied with; specifically that 
"efficiency ... should be the key consideration in 
stationing commodity-oriented  organization^,^ and that 
such efficiency can be "achieved through collocation 
and integration of research, engineering, ac~quisition 
and logistics functions, as well as reduced (overhead." 

Significant functional efficiencies will be 
achieved by separating aviation and troop sulpport 
commodities and relocating the materiel management 
functions. 

Aviation & Missile technologies rely on the same 
fundamental engineering disciplines, aerospace and 
mechanical engineering. Relocating the Aviation 
Research, Development and Engineering Center (AVRDEC), 
Program Executive Office Aviation, and related aviation 
materiel management functions to the Missile Command 
(MICOM), Redstone Arsenal, Alabama will create a more 
capable organization. 

As aviation systems become more mission equipment 
intensive, there is an increased need to develop weapon 
systems and platforms side-by-side. MICOM has 
substantial capabilities in micro-electronics, sensors, 
command and control, and displays. These capabilities 
combined with the rotorcraft technology expertise from 
AVRDEC will result in superior technology integration 
and ultimately in increased operational capabilities. 
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The close proximity to the Army Aviation Center at Fort 
Rucker, Alabama will also enhance interaction with the 
warfighting customer. 

Functional efficiency is increased by 
consolidating and integrating the troop materiel 
management functions previously at ATCOM with the 
appropriate commands. Soldier systems functions will 
be relocated to Natick Research, Development and.& :. 
Engineering Center, Massachusetts to align with the 
Soldier Systems Command. Communications-electronics 
functions will be relocated to Fort Monmouth, New 
Jersey to align with the Communications-Electronics 
Command. Automotive functions will be relocated to the 
Detroit Arsenal, Michigan to align with Tank-Automotive 
and Armaments Command. These relocations will 
integrate the materiel management portion of the life- 
cycle and ongoing research and development at the 
gaining commands. 

All of the proposed realignments requirled in order 
to disestablish and close ATCOM will result in the 
collocation and consolidation of similar life-cycle 
functions and commodities, and will achieve improved 
functional efficiencies and effectiveness. 

Chief, Labo pn atory Coordination Stanek Office 



ATTENTION OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

April 14, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, The Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Ste. 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Thank you for providing us with a copy of the 
attached letter from the Missouri Congressional 
Delegation (the "MCD ~etter"), which suggests that the 
Secretary of Defense improperly recommended t:o the 1995 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commissi.on the 
closure of Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM). I would 
like to respond on behalf of the Army, and I appreciate 
this opportunity to present the Army's views on the 
several issues that the MCD Letter raises, and to 
explain why these issues should not lead the 1995 
Commission to reject the ATCOM recommendation. 

Because we believe that many of these issues stem 
from a misunderstanding of the way in which the Army's 
closure and realignment recommendations were 
formulated, we feel it is useful to provide a brief 
'description of the Army's Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) process before turning to the particular issues 
raised by the MCD Letter. 

I. THE ARMY'S BRAC PROCESS AND ITS S T A T I O N I N G  - 
STRATEGY 

As you are aware, the BRAC process is designed to 
facilitate objective, fair, and open decisions with 
respect to necessary reductions in military 
infrastructure. Accordingly, each recommended closure 
or realignment is arrived at through uniform 
application of the eight, published Department of 
Defense (DoD) Selection Criteria. Through evenhanded 
application of these Selection Criteria within 
categories, the military value of each particular 
facility or installation is assessed separately, after 
which the effects associated with any potential closure 
or realignment--including the costs to the military, 
and the implications for affected local communities and 
the environment--are determined. 
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A. The Stationinu Stratesv - 
Although the BRAC law establishes a proc!ess by 

which closure and realignment recommendations are to be 
made, it does not provide any specific objectives with 
respect to the type, number, and magnitude of the 
necessary reductions. Accordingly, before the Army 
could begin its BRAC process, it had to articulate its 
generalized, strategic and operational basing1 
requirements. The Army elected to do this in a 
comprehensive planning document: the Army Sta.tioning 
Strategy. 

The Army's Stationing Strategy does not outline 
specific stationing decisions, nor does it recommend 
the closure or realignment of any particular 
installations or facilities. Indeed, the Army elected, 
wholly apart from any BRAC legal requirement to do so, 
to develop this Stationing Strategy because of its 
independent planning utility. Thus, the Army's 
Stationing Strategy provides an operational foundation 
upon which BRAC planning and analysis can proceed. It 
is both antecedent to the BRAC process, insofar as it 
establishes the parameters within which BRAC 
decisionmaking takes place, and it is integral to the 
process, insofar as an assessment of the military value 
of any particular Army installation or facility must be 
determined with reference to the objectives set forth 
in its Stationing Strategy. 

B. The BRAC Process - 

After developing its Stationing Strategy, the Army 
began its formal BRAC process with a comprehensive 
review and inventory of all of its installations. To 
facilitate fair comparisons, and consistent with 
Department of Defense policy, the Army assigned each 
installation or facility to one of 14 categories, each 
of which contained installations or facilities with 
similar characteristics. Pursuant to a 1993 BRAC 
Commission recommendation, and consistent with DoD 
policy guidance, the Army established a separate, 
Leased Facilities Category ("LFC") within which leased 
facilities could be compared to one another.' 

'a, Defense Base Closure and Realiqnment 
Commission: 1993 Re~ort to the President, 1 July 1993, 
p. 2-3  he Commission suggests DoD direct the 
services to include a separate category for leased 

(continued ... ) 



( 7 ) M i l  i t a r y  V a l u e  A s s e s s m e n t s  

The Army then applied the Military Value Criteria 
("MvC)--i.e., the first four of the published DoD 
Selection Criteria--to each installation or facility 
within a category.* Like all the published criteria, 
the MVC were applied uniformly within each ca.tegory so 
that, consistent with BRAC law, all installations or 
facilities would be considered equally, and the 
military value of each such installation or facility 
would be assessed separately. Uniform application of 
the MVC within each category yielded a Military Value 
Assessment ("MVA") for each particular installation or 
facility within that category. This MVA was a 
combination of both quantitative and qualitative 
assessments of the worth of a particular installation 
or facility. 

In most instances, the quantitative component of 
the MVA was developed according to the Army's BRAC 95 
Installation Assessment Program (IAP), a decision pad 

'(...continued) 
facilities during the 1995 process to ensure a bottom- 
up review of all leased space."). DoDts policy 
guidance subsequently left to each of the services the 
decision as to whether to create a separate category 
for the review of leased facilities. Although the 
other military departments chose not to create a 
separate LFC, the Army nonetheless concurred with the 
1993 Commission and believed that a separate LFC would 
yield better analysis of leased facilities. 

2~onsistent with DoD policy guidance and 
applicable legal requirements, only those activities 
that were performed in leased space and which share a 
common mission, have permanently authorized personnel, 
have a separate support structure, and cost more than 
$200K annually were considered in the LFC. As directed 
by DoDts policy guidance, "[clivilian personnel 
authorizations of organizations in leased space, which 
are part of an organization [that is either located] on 
a nearby military installation or . . . [is located] 
within the same metropolitan statistical area, shall be 
considered part of the civilian personnel 
authorizations of that installation." See, "1995 Base 
Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) -- Policy 
Memorandum Three," 29 December 1994, pp. 1-2. 
Accordingly, these adjunct leases were assessed as part 
of their host installations. 



computer model that was designed to assist in the 
comparison of installations according to a common set 
of weighted attributes, each of which related to one of 
the MVC. Thus, certified data were collected for each 
of these attributes. This data was then entered into 
the IAP, which in turn produced an 1nstallati.on 
Assessment--i.e., a quantitative ranking of 
installations within a particular category. 

With respect to the LFC, however, the IAP was not 
employed, because its list of weighted attributes was 
designed to assist in the comparison of particular 
installations, rather than in the comparison of 
particular (leased) facilities. In other words, 
installations and leased facilities are fundamentally 
different, and thus they cannot be evaluated according 
to the same list of attributes. For example, comparing 
leased facilities based on things such as each leased 
facility's aviation maintenance facilities, ranges, 
hard surface staging areas, and other such attributes 
incorporated in the IAP model would not have been 
instructive as to the relative merit of each such 
facility: no leased facilities possess these 
attributes, and thus all would have received equally 
low scores in these areas. 

Accordingly, an Installation Assessment was not 
prepared for facilities within the LFC, and, perhaps in 
this limited respect, the Army's BRAC process for 
leased facilities might be said to have differed 
slightly from its process for other types of 
installations. In lieu of an Installation Assessment, 
however, the Army did, as described more fu1l.y below, 
undertake a quantitative assessment of each leased 
facility according to consideration of empirical 
attributes that were more directly relevant to 
comparisons of leased facilities. 

Once these quantitative assessments were 
completed--either through the IAP or, in the LFC, 
through consideration of other relevant empirical 
attributes--the qualitative portion of the MVA was 
undertaken. These qualitative assessments sought to 
ascertain the consistency of the quantitative 
assessments with the objectives outlined in the Army's 
Stationing Strategy. Thus, the Stationing Strategy 

3~roups of leases in the same headquarters and 
same geographical area were deemed a single facility 
for the purposes of the Military Value Assessment. 



served as a qualitative template against which the 
quantitative assessments could be measured and revised 
accordingly. 

Therefore, as with other categories, the! MVA for 
each leased facility within the LFC was determined 
separately. Each such MVA was a combination of both 
quantitative assessments, which were arrived at through 
comparisons of relevant empirical data, and qualitative 
assessments, which were provided by the Army's 
Stationing Strategy. Although the Army determined 
separately the Military Value of each leased facility 
without reference to an Installation Assessment, the 
MVA of each leased facility was nonetheless composed of 
a similar quantitative assessment tempered by the 
qualitative guidance provided by the Stationing 
Strategy. In no instance did the Army assess the 
military value of a leased facility solely according to 
the qualitative guidance provided by the Army's 
Stationing Strategy. 

(2) Identification of Study Candidates 

After completing the aforementioned quantitative 
and qualitative assessments, each installation or 
facility within a category received a Military Value 
Assessment relative to other installations of 
facilities within that category. In turn, thlose 
installations or facilities that were deemed to possess 
relatively low military value within the category were 
designated as candidates for further study for possible 
closure or realignment. With respect to the LFC, all 
facilities within the category were deemed to be of 
relatively low military value, especially with respect 
to MVC two and four, and thus all facilities were 
designated as candidates for further study. 

(3) Development of dl terna ti ves and 
Application of DoD Selection C.ri teria 
Four through Eight 

Once the Study Candidates were identified for each 
category, the Army developed between one and six 
specific base closure and realignment alternatives for 
each such candidate. These alternatives were derived 
from force structure decisions, the Stationing 
Strategy, previous BRAC reviews, Major Army Command 
recommendations, staff proposals, and Joint Cross- 
Service Group alternatives. Each of these competing 
alternatives was then assessed and refined according to 
affordability, economic and environmental analyses. 



More particularly, the fifth DoD Selection 
Criterion--I1[t]he extent and timing of potential cost 
savings, including the number of years, beginning with 
the date of completion of the closure or realignment, 
for the savings to exceed the costs1'--was applied 
uniformly to all study candidates within a category 
through use of The Cost of Base Realignment Actions 
(COBRA) Model, DoD1s model for resource analysis and 
measurement of the affordability of each potential 
closure or realignment. Thus once relevant data was 
plugged in for each of the alternatives, the COBRA 
analysis indicated the likely costs and savings 
associated with each potential closure or realignment. 

The sixth and seventh DoD Selection Criteria-- 
I1[t]he economic impact on communities[, ]'' and l1[t1he 
ability of both the existing and potential receiving 
communities1 infrastructure to support forces, 
missions, and personnel[,ltt respectively--were applied 
uniformly to all study candidates within a ca.tegory 
through use of DoD1s standard model for the c!alculation 
of economic impacts. Thus, once relevant data for each 
of the alternatives was plugged in, this model 
indicated the likely economic and infrastructure 
impacts associated with the potential closure or 
realignment. 

Finally, the eighth DoD Selection Criteria--l1[t1he 
environmental irnpa~t~~--was applied uniformly to all 
study candidates within a category by an Environmental 
Review Committee, which collected and analyzed 
Environmental Baseline Summaries and produced an 
initial assessment for each installation or facility. 
Subsequent analysis then refined these assessments, and 
they were factored into analysis of each of the 
alternatives. 

I1 THE ARMY DID. ACCORDING TO CRITERIA ONE THROUGH L 

FOUR, ASSESS MILITARY VALUE IN THE FORMULATION OF 
ITS ATCOM RECOMMENDATION. 

The charge that the Army failed to assess military 
value in the formulation of its ATCOM recomme:ndation is 
without foundation. MVAs were fundamental to all of 
the Army's BRAC analysis--including its analysis of 
leased facilities at ATCOM and elsewhere. Although, 
for the reasons identified above, facilities within the 
leasing category were not ranked pursuant to an 
I n s t a l  1 a t i  on Assessment  , a M i  1 i t a r y  Value  Asslessmen t 
was nonetheless prepared for each facility within this 



category . 4  

The quantitative component of these MVAs took the 
form of assessments of lease costs, space, features, 
and other common attributes of leased facilities. The 
qualitative component of these MVAs consisted of 
evaluating the utility of each facility in light of 
both the Stationing Strategy's general operational 
objectives--i.e., "[elliminate excess capacity[,] . . . 
[mlinimize use of leased space[,] . . . [and] 
[clollocate tenants from different major commands where 
functional synergy can be obtained and facility support 
is available1'--and its more particular operat.iona1 
objectives with respect to commodity-oriented commands 
such as ATCOM--i.e., achieve "[elfficiency . . . 
through collocation and integration of research, 
engineering, acquisition and logistics functions, as 
well as reduce[] overhead[.]" 

Just as with other categories of installations, 
MVAs for each facility within the LFC category were 
arrived at through uniform application of each of the 
four Military Value Criteria. With respect to the 
ATCOM leases, each of the four criteria was applied to 
arrive at a MVA for the facility. 

4 ~ t  appears that in part, the MCD Letter may have 
mistaken an "Installation ~ssessment~~ for a "~ilitary 
Value ~ssessment", and the MCD therefore concluded that 
since the former was not prepared for facilities within 
the leasing category, no Military Value Assessments 
were undertaken for facilities within the catlegory. As 
noted above, the two are not the same. An Installation 
Assessment is merely a discretionary, quantitative 
ranking of installations within a category according to 
a decision pad computer model. It may form the 
quantitative component of a Military Value Assessment, 
but it alone does not comprise the Military Value 
Assessment. Conversely, a Military Value Assessment in 
a mandatory determination, consisting of both 
quantitative and qualitative measures of the worth of 
each installation or facility within a category. Thus 
a Military Value Assessment may depend in part upon an 
Installation Assessment--if such an assessment is 
appropriate for facilities or installations within a 
particular category--but it need not be based upon such 
an Installation Assessment. 



A. Awplication of the First Criterion: "current - 
and future mission reauirements and the 
impact on operational readiness of DoDfs 
total force. " 

The Army considered, in both quantitative and 
qualitative terms, ATCOMts current and future mission 
requirements and their impact on the operational 
readiness of the armed forces. Quantitativel-y, it 
considered the attributes of leased facilities that 
bore on such requirements and readiness, such as the 
size of the facilities according to their type, the 
population housed, the costs of the lease, and the 
penalties to terminate the lease. Qualitatively, the 
Army assessed existing ATCOM leased facilities in light 
of the aforementioned general and more partic!ularized 
objectives of the Stationing Strategy. 

B, A~~lication of the Second Criterion~ 
"availabilitv and condition of land, and 
facilities at both the existina and potential 
receivina locations." 

The Army considered, in both quantitative and 
qualitative terms, the availability and condition of 
land and facilities at ATCOM1s existing leased sites 
and at potential receiving sites such as Redstone 
Arsenal, Corpus Christi Army Depot, Rock Island 
Arsenal, Aberdeen Proving Ground, Detroit Arsenal, Fort 
Monmouth, and Natick Research, Development, Engineering 
Center. Quantitatively, it considered the attributes 
of leased facilities that bore on such matters, 
collecting information on such things as the percent of 
permanent facilitates at an existing leased site and 
potential receiving sites, the average age of 
facilities at each location, and the features and size 
of such facilities accordingly to their type. As part 
of this analysis, the Army used its corporate facility 
data base to determine whether facilities were 
available at potential receiving locations, and, if so, 
whether they required renovation to accommodate a 
relocating function. If facilities were not available, 
then the data base was used to determine what 
facilities would have to be constructed to accommodate 
such relocations. Qualitatively, the Army once again 
assessed its quantitative analysis in light of the 
aforementioned general and more particularized 
objectives of its Stationing Strategy. 



C. Awwlication of the Third Criterion: "ability - 
to accommodate continsency, mobilization, and 
future requirements at both existina and 
potential receivina locations. 11 

The Army considered, both in quantitative and 
qualitative terms, ATCOMts ability to accommodate 
contingency, mobilization, and future requirements at 
both its present location and at other potential 
locations. Quantitatively, the Army considered the 
attributes of leased facilities and potential receiving 
locations that bore on such abilities, examining things 
such as buildable acres or unused space or buildings, 
the ability of information systems at both locations to 
accommodate expansions, the sitest proximity to or 
possession of an airport. Qualitatively, the Army 
again reviewed its quantitative findings in light of 
the general and more particularized objectives set 
forth in its stationing strategy. 

D. Awwlication of the Fourth Criterion.: "cost - 
and manpower imwlications. 11 

The Army considered, both in quantitative and 
qualitative terms, the manpower and cost implications 
of retaining ATCOM at its existing leased sites or 
relocating functions to several. other installations. 
Quantitatively, it considered the attributes that bore 
on such manpower and cost factors, collecting data on 
things such as the square footage requirements at 
existing and potential receiving sites, the costs per 
square foot of existing leased space and space 
elsewhere, the manpower-to-square-footage requirements 
of ATCOM at its existing and potential receiving 
locations. Qualitatively, and as with the other 
criteria, the Army assessed its quantitative 
assessments with reference to the general and more 
particularized objectives outlined in its Stationing 
Strategy. 

111. THE ARMY COMPLIED WITH ITS STATIONING STRATEGY IN 
THE FORMULATION OF ITS ATCOM REC0MMENDAT:U. 

The charge that the Army has not complied with its 
Stationing Strategy in the formulation of its ATCOM 
recommendation is incorrect. As explained above, the 
Armyts Stationing Strategy is a planning document that 
provides guidance to its managers with respect to 
future operational requirements. This operational 
blueprint does, as noted above, encourage increased 
efficiency and reductions in overhead. It also, 
however, encourages the Army to minimize the use of 



leased space, eliminate excess capacity, and collocate 
activities where functional synergy can be achieved and 
facility support is available. 

The ATCOM recommendation complies fully with all 
of the Army's Stationing Strategy's objectives and 
guidance. This recommendation increases efficiency 
through collocation, integration, or relocation of 
discrete research, engineering, acquisition, and 
logistics functions at several installations. In turn, 
the synergies achieved through such collocations, 
integrations, and relocations assist in reducing 
overhead costs--in large part because once they are 
relocated, fewer personnel are required to accomplish 
the same functions. Moreover, the ATCOM recommendation 
is fully consist with the Stationing Strategy's other 
objectives insofar as it minimizes the use of leased 
space, eliminates excess capacity at receiving 
locations, and, as noted above, achieves a nurnber of 
functional synergies. 

IV. THE ARMY DID NOT OVERSTATE THE SAVINGS IT WOULD 
EXPECT TO REALIZE FROM THE CLOSURE OF AT<=. 

The allegation that the Army has overstated the 
savings it expects to realize from the closure of ATCOM 
is without merit. The Army would save nearly $50 
million annually as a result of the synergies, 
efficiencies, and consolidations it expects to realize 
from the closure of ATCOM. 

Contrary to the suggestion in the MCD Letter, the 
DoD COBRA model does not consider, or take credit for, 
any savings that might result from any previously 
planned personnel reductions or reductions that are 
otherwise independent of the BRAC process; only those 
savings associated with personnel reductions generated 
by a proposed closure or realignment are considered. 
Moreover, the DoD COBRA model is designed to assess 
only the potential savings that DoD likely would 
realize from the closure or realignment of any 
particular installation or facility. Whether the 
Federal Government would also likely save money as a 
result of any particular closure or realignment is a 
broader question that the current process was simply 
not designed to address. Nonetheless, we note that if 
the Army vacates GSA leased space, then GSA could make 
such space available to another Federal agency, or it 
could dispose of the property entirely--either of which 
could result in savings to the Federal Government. 



Finally, the Army did conclude in its 1993 BRAC 
analysis that the relocation of ATCOM to a single 
installation would be too expensive. However, the 1995 
recommendation, by relocating functions to several 
installations, avoids many of the significant 
construction costs, that, in large part, were 
responsible for the high costs associated with 
relocation in 1993. Indeed, if the Army had considered 
disestablishing ATCOM and relocating its functions to 
several installations during its 1993 BRAC process, 
then it likely would have forwarded such a 
recommendation to the 1993 Commission. 

V. THE ARMY CONSIDERED ALL PRACTICABLE ALTEIRNATIVES - 
IN THE FORMULATION OF ITS RECOMMENDATION TO CLOSE 
ATCOM . 
The suggestion that the Army failed to consider 

more cost-effective alternatives to the closure of 
ATCOM is inaccurate. As explained above, BRAC analysis 
necessarily considers feasible, competing alternatives, 
and the recommended closure of ATCOM was the best of 
these alternatives. The Army did consider alternatives 
to the ATCOM recommendation, such as relocating 
Headquarters, Strategic Space and Defense Command 
("SSDC") from a leased facility to Redstone Arsenal. 
However, the COBRA analysis performed for this 
alternative indicated that it would cost more and save 
less. Moreover, this alternative was less consistent 
with the Army's Stationing Strategy, since relocation 
of SSDC to Redstone Arsenal would not increase 
efficiency, reduce overhead, or create any functional 
synergies. 

VI. CONCLUSIONS - 
In summary, we do not believe that any of the 

issues raised by the MCD Letter can withstand close 
scrutiny. Through uniform application of the Military 
Value Criteria within each category, the Army developed 
a separate Military Value Assessment for each 
installation and facility--including those in the 
Leased Facility Category. The ATCOM recommendation is 
fully consistent with the Stationing Strategy's 
guidance, and the Army did not overstate or improperly 
calculate the savings that would be realized from the 
recommended closure of ATCOM. Lastly, the Army's BRAC 
process ensured that all practicable and feasible 
alternatives were considered. 



Thank you again for allowing us to address these 
issues. We hope that this letter will assist the 
Commission in understanding the Army's BRAC processes 
in general, and its recommendation respecting ATCOM in 
particular. 

~ a g s  E. ~hane, Jr. 
Br' adier General, US Army 
Director of Management 

Attachment 
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COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

WASHINGTON, DC 2051W350 

Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon and Members of the Commission: 

~s elected representatives for the citizens of the State of South 
Carolina, we want to take this opportunity to restate our position 
relative to the current status of the base closure and realignment 
process. 

We understand the need to press ahead with the critical decisions 
associated with the downsizing of the Department of Defense (DOD) 
given the change in the military threat, and scand ready to assist, aa 
appropriate, without unfairly penalizing our citizens. 
Notwithstanding the activities slated for closure on this round, we 
are heartened by the Secretary of Defense's recommendations with 
regard to realignment8 and redirects into South Carolina. 

Our State has suffered proportionately more than any other state 
in terms of cumulative economic impact resulting from the three 
closure rounds to date. The loss of Myrtle Beach Air Force Base in 
1991, coupled with the closure in 1993 of the third largest Naval Base 
in the world and the moat efficient shipyard in the country at 
Charleston, speaks for itself. AB a small state with limited 
resources, and a per capita income of only 77% of the national 
average, we have already given our fair share. 

We appreciate the 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commis~ion's 
decision co realign some DOD activities into the Charleston area, and 
.at the same time are hopeful that similar efforts wi.11 prevail in your 
1995 deliberations. The specific DOD recommendations for moving 
various activities into the C h a r l e s t o n ,  Beaufort and Columbia areas 
are welcome news for a state still working to overcome the negative 
impact of earlier closures. Please be assured that we, at every level 
of government, are prepared to assist in any way to bring these 
recommendations to fruition. 

I n  that regard we make the following points in support of our 
South Carolina bases: 



Chairman Dixon 
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- - MCAS Beaufort possesses the best training .airspace on the 
East Coast of the United States and has the capacity to 
accommodate the two additional F/A-18 squardrons recommended 
by DOD with virtually zero military construction 
requirements. 

- - Naval weapons Station Charleston already houses the follow- 
on nuclear power training facilities for the schoolhouse 
training recommended for realignment from Orlando, Florida. 
Collocating these training activities at the Weapons Station 
makes eminent sense from both efficiency and cost 
standpoints. 

- - Fort Jackson continues to be a dynamic center of learning 
for our soldiers. The addition of the Polygraph School will 
afford more of our young Army students an opportunity to 
benefit from the superior training environment and 
facilities already existing on the installation. 

- - Shaw Air Force Base, with its dual runways and new, post- 
Hurricane Hugo infrastructure, stands ready for additional 
missions in support of DOD restructuring. 

In summary, South Carolina, has a long and dist.inguiahed history 
of supporting our Nation's military interest. It is a bargain in 
terms of cost-of-living and quality-of-life for our military personnel 
and their families. It has no equal in its support of our Armed 
Forcea . 

We appreciate the challenges you face in the coming months and 
your willingness to consider these offerings in support of our South 
Carolina military installations. 

With kindest regards and best wishes, /" / 

U.S. Senator 

U.S. Representative 

U . S .  Representative 

~indaeyd. Graham 
U.S. R resentative 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 142!5 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL COfitNELLA 

April 3, 1 995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5. LEE KLING 
RADM ElENJAMlN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable David Beasley 
Governor, State of South Carolina 
State House 
P.O. Box 11369 
Columbia, South Carolina 292 1 1 

Dear Governor Beasley: 

Thank you for your letter enclosing a copy of the statement of the South Carolina 
delegation on behalf of the South Carolina military facilities. I certainly understand your interest 
in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the statement will be included in the record of the Birmingham 
Regional Hearing of the Commission on April 4, 1995. I can assure you that the information you 
have provided in the statement will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis 
of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challe~~ging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALlGNMEPllT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN JI. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

April 3, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
5. LEE KLlNG 
RADM ISENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 

The Honorable Strom Thurmond 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Strom: 

MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Thank you for your letter enclosing a copy of the statement of the South Carolina 
delegation on behalf of the South Carolina military facilities. I certainly understand your interest 
in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments 

You may be certain that the statement will be included in the record of the Birmingham 
Regional Hearing of the Commission on April 4, 1995. I can assure you that the information you 
have provided in the statement will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis 
of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations. 

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

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMEPdT COMMISSION 
1700  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425  

ARLINGTON, VA 2 2 2 0 9  
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

April 3, 1995 GEN REBECCA J. B. DAVIS. COX USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM ISENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOIiUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Ernest F. Hollings 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Fritz: 

Thank you for your letter enclosing a copy of the statement of the South Carolina 
delegation on behalf of the South Carolina military facilities. I certainly understand your interest 
in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the statement will be included in the record of the Birmingham 
Regional Hearing of the Commission on April 4, 1995. I can assure you that the information you 
have provided in the statement will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis 
of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challei~ging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0500 

ALAN -1. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMIISSIONERS: 
A L  CORNELLA 

The Honorable Floyd Spence 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Spence: 

April 3, 1995 
.- 

REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
Q LEE KLING -. 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

F k m o  tatw h this number 
i*n 950z -7 Q 

Thank you for your letter enclosing a copy of the statement of the South Carolina 
delegation on behalf of the South Carolina military facilities. I certainly understand your interest 
in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the statement will be included in the record of the Birmingham 
Regional Hearing of the Commission on April 4, 1995. I can assure you that the information you 
have provided in the statement will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis 
of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations. 

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

Sincerelv. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 142!5 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMI'SSIONERS: 
AL C O R N E L U  

April 3, 1995 REBECCA COX GEN J. 8. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE IKLING 
RADM EIENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

The Honorable Mark Sanford, Jr. WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Sanford: 
PWW refer fo thB midm 
k\~*'h.??~ r - -7 R\ 

Thank you for your letter enclosing a copy of the statement of the South Carolina 
delegation on behalf of the South Carolina military facilities. I certainly understand your interest 
in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments 

You may be certain that the statement will be included in the record of the Birmingham 
Regional Hearing of the Commission on April 4, 1995. I can assure you that the information you 
have provided in the statement will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis 
of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challe~nging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN .I. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  COIPNELLA 

April 3, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable James E. Clyburn 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Clyburn: 

Thank you for your letter enclosing a copy of the statement of the South Carolina 1 
delegation on behalf of the South Carolina military facilities. I certainly understand your interest 
in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the statement will be included in the record of the Birmingham 
Regional Hearing of the Commission on April 4, 1995. I can assure you that the information you 
have provided in the statement will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis 
of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations. 

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

Sincerely, 

M a n  



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 14i!5 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 

April 3, 1995 REBECCA COX GEN J B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN t RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

The Honorable John M. Spratt WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

F%s2sb~-zaferbthisRumber 
Dear Representative Spratt: ,+xn ;%cording %-0=7 e\ 

Thank you for your letter enclosing a copy of the statement of the South Carolina 
delegation on behalf of the South Carolina military facilities. I certainly understand your interest 
in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the statement will be included in the record of the Birmingham 
Regional Hearing of the Commission on April 4, 1995. I can assure you that the information you 
have provided in the statement will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis 
of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations. 

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

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

April 3, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

The Honorable Bob lngIis WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

;'- refw Eo this rwMsr 
Dear Representative Inglis: y4 ?en rs@rr;l -= -' ' ' 

Thank you for your letter enclosing a copy of the statement of the South Carolina 
delegation on behalf of the South Carolina military facilities. I certainly umderstand your interest 
in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the statement will be included in the record of the Birmingham 
Regional Hearing of the Commission on April 4, 1995. I can assure you .that the information you 
have provided in the statement will be considered by the Commission in cur review and analysis 
of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations. 

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

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 14i!5 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

April 3, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. a. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 

The Honorable Lindsey 0. Graham WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

pmta)srlsthiO- 
Dear Representative Graham: 

Thank you for your letter enclosing a copy of the statement of tht: South Carolina 
delegation on behalf of the South Carolina military facilities. I certainly umderstand your interest 
in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the statement will be included in the record of the Birmingham 
Regional Hearing of the Commission on April 4, 1995. I can assure you that the information you 
have provided in the statement will be considered by the Commission in cur review and analysis 
of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations. 

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

Sincerely, 



THE DEFE3SE BASE CLOSLRE .OD REALIGh3IEhT COh.CtfISSION 
- 

E?CECCTlVE CORRESPONDENCE TRICKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # - "(~o3130 -d 

I 

M S T U T I O N  (1) OISCU- 

OFFICE OF 'ME CTLURMXY FYI ACTION INlT COMhlISSION %EMBERS 

COMMESIOhER COR\aU 

STAFF DCREtXOR LA' COMMTSIONER COX 

EI(ECLTlWZ DIRECTOR CObmOh'ER DAVE 

TYPE OF .4CTION REQCnRED 

R c p P r c R c p I y f o r C b P i r r m n ' s ~  Prepare Reply for CaaJmnkdmef~ s@mm 

~ p v e I C r ~ f o r ~ D i T e a o r ' 1 ~  RepareDircdRapaav 

ACI1ON: OffvCanmcna an&-- I /' Pn 
s U b ~ e c r / R m  (3ALLf i5 

S t ~ ~ 6 ~ s 7 - ~ 6  W E  W O ~ E  \ ~ W ~ U C I L  5 \IF1 TO L&-KLE& 
($-a0 i t  ~R\u.lv*, gvu c A m ~ u 5 .  



JIM CHAPMAN 
FIRST DISTRICT 

TEXAS 

March 29, 1995 

COMMITTEE: 

APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEES: 
ENERGY AND WATER DEVELDPMENT 

VA, HUD. AND INDEPENDENT 
AGENCIES 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Thank you for your letter informing me of the details of the 
Commission's April 19 regional hearing in Dallas, Texas. As the 
Congressman from the First District of Texas, which includes Red 
River Army Depot and Defense Distribution Depot Red River, Texas, 
I appreciate your writing to let me know of the Clomrnission's 
plans. 

Although I had requested that Texarkana be considered as the 
location for the regional hearing, I believe the choice of Dallas 
will provide an adequately accessible site for my constituents 
and myself to present testimony to the Commission. Further, as 
an alumnus of Southern Methodist University School of Law, I am 
proud to have the opportunity for the Commission to receive our 
presentation at my alma mater. 

I am concerned, however, that the choice of the Hughes-Trigg 
Theatre will not provide sufficient seating space to accommodate 
the Red River contingent that is planning to make the trip to 
Dallas. Published reports indicate that this theatre has a 
maximum seating capacity of about 500 persons. Currently, a 
great number of potentially-impacted people from Bowie County and 
the surrounding area look forward to the Dallas hearing as an 
opportunity to participate in the Commission's deliberations. 
While a 500-seat facility does not offer sufficient seating 
capacity, I understand that the McFarland Auditorium, also on the 
university's campus, will hold as many as 2500 people. 

Please consider re-scheduling the April 19 Dallas hearing to 
be held at the McFarland Auditorium. Thank you in advance for 
your consideration of this request. Please let me know if I may 
provide any assistance to you a p r e ~ r e  to visit Texas. 

cerely, 

\ ~ernbdr of Congress 
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DON NICKLES 
OKLAHOMA 

COMMITTEES 

FINANCE 

Alan Dixon 
Chairman 

United Statre Senate 
WASHIINGTON. I I C  20510 

March 27, 1995 

ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

INDIAN AFFAIRS 

RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 

Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 

Dear C 2 x  on. 

As you work through issues pertaining to depot maintenance, 
I thought the Depot Operations Indicators Report prepared by the 
Department of Defense would be of use to you in your analysis of 
the depots. Therefore, I have enclosed the Air Force section of 
the latest copy of this report for your review. 

For each depot an introductory page provides supplementary 
data and an executive summary. The supplemental data includes: 
depot name, depot location, major workload, personnel levels and 
current year budget. 

The following pages for each depot reflect a graphic 
portrayal of all the indicators for that depot with analyses, 
when appropriate. The fourth page shows that data, the formula 
for each indicator and the goal for that indicator. 

I hope you find this report useful in your an.alysis of Air 
Force Air Logistics Centers. 

bon Nickles 
U.S. Senator 

1820 LIBERTY TOWER 
100 NORTH BROADWAY 
OKLAHOMA CITY, OK 73102 
(405) 231-4941 

3310 MID-CONTINENT TOWER 
409 SOUTH BOSTON 
TULSA, OK 74103-4007 
(918) 581-7651 

NATIONAL BANK BUILDING 
601 D AVENUE, SUITE 201 
LAWTON, OK 73501 
(405) 357-9878 

1916 LAKE ROAD 
PONCA CITY, OK 74604 
(405) 767-1270 



DON NICKLES 
OKLAHOMA 

United %;tam Senate 

COMMITTEES 
FINANCE 

ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

BUDGET 

INDIAN AFFAIRS 

RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 

March 27, 1995 

Frank Cirillo 
Air Force Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Cirillo: 

As you work through issues pertaining to depot maintenance, 
I thought the Depot Operations Indicators Report prepared by the 
Department of Defense would be of use to you in your analysis of 
the depots. Therefore, I have enclosed the Air Force section of 
the latest copy of this report for your review. 

For each depot an introductory page provides supplementary 
data and an executive summary. The supplemental data includes: 
depot name, depot location, major workload, personnel levels and 
current year budget. 

The following pages for each depot reflect a graphic 
portrayal of all the indicators for that depot with analyses, 
when appropriate. The fourth page shows that data,, the formula 
for each indicator and the goal for that indicator. 

I hope you find this report useful in your analysis of Air 
Force Air Logistics Centers. 

hon Nickles 
U.S. Senator 

1820 LIBERTY TOWER 
100 NORTH BROADWAY 
OKLAHOMA CITY, OK 73102 
(405) 231-4941 

3310 MID-CONTINENT TOWER 
409 SOUTH BOSTON 
TULSA, OK 74103-4007 
(9181 581-7651 

NATIONAL BANK BUILDING 
601 D AVENUE, SUITE 201 
LAWTON. OK 73501 
(4051 357-9878 

1916 LAKE ROAD 
PONCA CITY, OK 74604 
(405) 767-1270 
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FOREWORD 

This report presents jo~nt Service ana DLA organic marntenance depot pelforrnance data 
reflected in the Depot Maintenance Operarional Indicators System (DMOIS). It is The result of an 
evolutionary process of developrng and ennancing depot penormance indicator data. 

The latest stage in this process began in early 1992, when the Joint Policy Coordinating 
Group on Depot Maintenance (JPCG-DM) directed the Joint Performance Measurement Group 
(JPMG) to develop indicators relating to the Theory of Constrarnts. At that time, thsre was a view 
among the Services that the existing Periormance Measurement System Report had achieved 

<:-?:,l cirecea the ?12!,lG to look at commonality, but lacked cornparaoriit;l. A.5 a resun, :kc: ,*?''' 
other measures. The JPMG revlewed several sources :c: :;:easurernenrs incluairlg Cornpetit~e 
Edges, the Theory of Constraints, and the measures recurrf!cl bv the Chief Financral Officers Act. 
The DMOlS Repon is the resutt of the effcn :o revlse !he CL,,t,sL4S. T?,e JPVG is also developing 
additional indicators for quality and invenrcrj. 

The jolnt erfon to ident1f-y ana rescrr zepor cznorr;.;.-r;~ Zsra &as :lrst 8egun In response 
to a 1990 tasking by the Defense Dew1 Ma~rnenance C ~ u n c : ~  JGMC; The DDMC comrn~ss~oned 
a Performance Measurement Task Force wnose repon 3' 25 Novemoer 1990 recommended 
establishment of a Depot Malntena~ce ?enormance Lleasurcment System (DMPMS). 
Subsequently, the JPCG-DM establrshea rEe do~nt Penomance Measurement Gn~up (JPMG) to 
implement and malntaln the DMPMS. 

The DMOlS reports are puollshec sernl-annually. --he data presented covers two fiscal 
years by quarter, current fiscal year and cast t~scal year. S~nce the first subm~ss~on of the fiscal 
year is a mid-year submlss~on (1st and 273 ccarters), t he r~~  are s~x  quarters of data displayed. 
The last subm~ssron for the fiscal year {Crc aca 4th auaners) will dlsDlay e~gM quarters of data. 

The JPMG will continue to revlew ara ennance the CMCIS to ensure that its indicators 
,~~on. provide significant management inform--3 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page Ncmber 

FOREWORD . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  i 

TABLE OF CONTENTS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

INTRODUCTION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ARMYDEPOTS 5 

Anniston Army Depot . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Corpus Christi Army Demt  . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . .  Lenefienny Army C E ~ C :  
Red River Army Cewt . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tobyhanna Amy Dewt . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . .  NAVAL AVIATION DEPOTS . . . . . . . . . .  27 

Naval Aviation Cesct Cheny Pcln; . . . . . . . .  29 
Naval Av~arion Cewt Jac~~onvli le . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  33 
Naval Aviation Depot Nonh Islma . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  37 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVAL SHIPYARDS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . 41 

. . . . . . . .  Long Beach Naval Shioyara . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  43 
. . . . . . . . .  Norfolk Naval Shipyard . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  47 

Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  51 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  55 
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  59 

AIR FORCE AIR LOGISTICS CENTERS AND SPECIALIZED CENTERS . . . . . . .  63 

. . . .  Aerospace Guida~ce ana Metrorccy Csnter . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  65 
Aerospace Maintenance and Regenerat~on Cznrer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  69 
Ogden Air Loglslics Cmter . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  73 
Oklahoma City Air ~ogistics Center . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  i7 
Sacramento Air Logistics Center . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  81 
San Antonio A r  Logistics Center . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  85 
Warner-Robins Air Loglst~cs Center . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  89 

MARINE CORPS DEPOT MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  93 

Marine Corps Logistics Base Albany . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  95 
Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  99 

GEFENSE LOGiSTiCS AGENCY DEPOTS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  103 



Page Number  

APPENDICES 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  A . Llst of Reporting Service Depots 109 

8 . Servl~e/DLA Points of Contact for OMOlS Reporting . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 1 1  

C . Glossary of Terms and Acmnyms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  113 



1.1 Description of the Key Areas and Their Indicators 

The Depot Maintenance Cperations lnaicalors Systern (DMOIS) Fiepon IS c::mpnsea cf three 
key areas: Theory of Constra~nts, Timeliness, and Firanc:al. Each key area has one ' r more 
indicators that are described below. The formulas erployed by each Servlce and DLA in 
cornouting the indicators are documented in the DMOIS Handbook. 

1.1.1 Theory of Constraints Indicators 

The Theory of Constrarnts (TOC) represents a ;r :scpny of ;lioodl SysiEm Improvement 
designed to assist organuatrons in achiev~ng !her goals '"e TCC rcicators ar? 

a. Thrcuqh~ut. Througnput IS cerlnea as rne rare .* ,vn,cn !he system I;t!!ierates money 
through sales. The fornula used :o deiermlne Thrccr;r,:~,: s revenue minus clrect matenal. 
Revenue is defined as the reallzed resun from rhe sale ;r - m a u a  or servlce. Cirect matenal IS 

defined as the matenal specdrca~ly requlrea for the penon,mce of depot ma~ntenarlce as specdied 
by a work authonzatron cccument. Througrcut ana Coerarlr-g Excense are d~solayed on the same 
chart. 

b. Ooeratlnq Ex~ense. Cperating Exconse IS aerinez as all the money the system spends 
in tumlng inventory into Througnput. The fornula usea to Jetermlne Operating Expeilse is total 
actual cost minus direct matenal. Total aauar cost IS definea as amounts determ~ned on the basis 
of costs incurred as distingu~shed from forecasied costs. Cceratrng Expense and Throughput are 
displayed on the same chart. 

c. C a ~ ~ t a l  Investment Eife~~veness. C ~ p ~ r a l  inv~sirn~., ;  Effect~veness IS the ratio of 
througnput to long term Inventory Lcng :erm Inventory is cerrned as the total derireclated value 
of all caprtal assets (equipment. Lu~ldings, scrtwarei, exc';c,ng land and fixed assets not in use, 
owned by the depot maintenance activity 

1.1.2 Timeliness 

Timeliness Indicators provide information regarding a depot's ability to complete the 
workload in the agreed upon time. The timeliness indicators are: 

a. Schedule Indicator. The Schedule Indicator is a ratio of the units completed on time to 
the ucirs scheduled. Scheduie is defined as the most current schedule for complet~on of planned 
or programmed work. Cor;;pletion is defined as the date when a produc: ic physically completed. 
On tirre is defined as ccmoletinq the workload at the time cromised. The Schedule Indicator is 
-e;;one.d only bv NAVAI3. Air Frrce and O U .  



b. Process Czvs "'ccess Czvs s calculaied as an average for varying comrncarties. The 
formula used to ca;cuiaie Frccess C&ys (SxceDt a; NAVSCtii is the number of days (date 
completed mrnus dale incuGecr div~aec By the mmoer of rtems. The formula used by NAVSEA 
to compute Process Days IS scheduled flow Jays divlcled by actual flow days. 

1.1.3 Financial Indicators 

Financial indicators provide information a b o ~ ~ t  a depot's ability to manage to its budget. The 
financial indicators are: 

- a. \Jet Coera: ,-c 2 3 ~ ~  ' 5  ',:! - ~ r - -  -.,.; , ? -  , -- ' 3  ::? :diCLl2ISCJ X d  dls~layed as two 
- separate inoexes, c ~ r r u , ~ r , ~ , ?  ~ , , c z e ~ ~ c  - .: , -- . A: - -  I ;~u:- ,w12~ ,, , ?. ,i,c,e!ed , e n  IS a ratlo 

of the cumulative buageted revenue ?c , r e  CLTLIS: v~ - .c(;e!e~: a s 1  %e a m u l a t ~ e  actual is a 
ratio of the cumulat~e actual revenue to Ye c t , ~ ~ i a r i \ ~ ~ !  ?c%ai ma. 

, ,. I :,cqetec accr Lour cost to actual labor 5.  Labor Hour C ~ s t  L;mr PCL: ,;si s ; ,-' - 
hour cost. Budgetea l m r  rcur ccsr s CLL, n:?c : ';.t :cral budc;eted cost d~vrded by the 
budgeted totdl drrec: I m r  ccurs A c ~ a l  'am: -c,i s :a,cuIarea as the total .actual cost 
div~ded by the actual total direci labor Pcurs 

2.1 Structure of the Repon 

This report pomays data for eacn Service, cr Self;ce Aaivrty Group, and DLA. The depots 
are presented alphabetrcally w~thin eacn Smite and DLA grouping. The report presents the 
Service and DLA data in the follow~ng crcer 

Army 
Naval Air Systems Commana :N;ILfAIR) 
Naval Sea Systems Czmmana :?JAVSEA\ Sh~cyaras 
Air Force 
Marine Corps 
Defense Logrsr~cs Agency. 

'The operations indicators :or eacn depot aie in the following order for each reporting depot: 

Throughput & Operating Expense 
Capital Investment Effectiveness 
Schedule Indicator 
Process Days 
Net Operating Results 
Labor Hour Cost 



2.2 Data Portrayal 

'or eacn deoot, an rntroduGcrj , - a ~ e  provrdes suDprementary data ana an execut~ve 
summary. The supplementary data rncluaes: depot name, aepot locatlon major workload, 
personnel levels, and current year budset. TYte followrng two pages for each dekot reflect k 

graph~c portrayal of all the ~ndicators for that depot wrlh ~tnalyses, when appropnate. The fourth 
page shows the data, the formula for each rna~sator, and the goal for that ~ndicator. 

The data presented covers two fiscal years by quarter, current fiscal year and past fiscal 
year. Since the first submission of the fiscal year is a mid year submission (Is1 and 2nd quarters), 
there are six quarters of data displayeu. The 'a:: ' s~~crniss~on for the fiscal year (3rd and 4th 
quarters) will display eigM quarters of azta. 

3.1 Repontng Activtties 

The depot maintenance activnies r a t  hi,, -s~c:: t r ;  :,-? 2htOlS are noted in Appenaix A of 
this rewrt. Dewts that the Defense Sssr? C'; .e ::a ;.I ; Gcrrent C~rnm~s*;;on have voted to 
c!ose are not reQurred to rewn. 

4.1 Points of Contact 

Any inqurnes regard~ng data presenfed ,n !firs reccn snould be referred to the respective - Servrce or DLA representatwe to the dF?tG. "ese Ina15/lauais are identrf~ed In Appendix 8. 

5.1 Glossary 

A glossary of acronyms usea rn :?;s :?ccr; ,s prov~dea In A~pendix C. 



AIR FORCE AIR LOGISTICS CE:NTERS 
AND 

SPECIALIZED CENTERS; 



AEROSPACE GUIDANCE AND METROLOGY CENTER 
NEWARK AFB, OH 

MAJOR WORKLOAD ACCOMPLISHED: 

Minuteman Ill MGS Peacekeeper MGCS 0-1 B INU F-15 IMU F-I 6 INU 

F-117 IMU KC-1 35 INU PADS IMU DMlNS IMU TMDE 

Carousel IMU SPN-GEANS IMU ESGN IMU Displacement Gyro 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL LEVEL: 

Civilian: 828 
Military: 5 

CURRENT YEAR INDUSTRIAL FUND BUDGET ($): 

$81,600,000 

Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center 3rd and 4th quarter operations 
indicators were adversely affected by higher than anticipated Reparable 
Support Division (RSD) material costs and a planned FY94 budgeted loss of 
$7.5 million. Our Direct Product Labor Hours (DPAH) were also less than 
budgeted due to decreased customer requirements in the following workloads: 
IN-39, Carousel, CN1375,7901 A, PADS, and software development 
These three factors have reduced our revenue, increased total cost. affected 
our schedule indicator and increased our labor hour costs. 



AEROSPACE GUIDANCE AND METROLOGY CENTER 

THROUGHPUT & OPERATING EXPENSE 
GOAL: OE Should Incrlarc Slower or Decrease F a n u  rhan Throughpul, or DLCTLOZC when Thrc~ughpur is Co- 

3 0 ,  i 

-0F-W- 

A decrease in 3rd 8 4th quarter customer requirements, causing reduced revenue, coupled with increased material 
and RSD charges has resulted In decreased throughput and an increase in our operating er:penses. 

CAPITAL INVESTMENT EFFECTIVENESS 
W&: I d a  Shovld Contindly IMUU. 

a2 1 

An increase of $20 million in funded/unfunded equipment has increased our long term inventory value. This 
increase was driven by the purchase of 11 Automatic Depot Inertial Navigation Test Stations (ADINTS) in support of 
the 8-10. F-16, and Advanced Cruise Missile (ACM) workloads. The reduction in throughput and this increase in 
long term inventory value has resulted in a decrease in our capital Investment effectiveness. 

SCHEDULE INDICATOR 
GOAL /ndu Should E&al l 

The main driver for our 3rd quarter schedule indicator was a result of a late start of our new Fling Laser Gyro 
workload. The 4th quarter schedule indicator was caused by the lack of parts used in the repair of our Carousel 
module workload. 



AEROSPACE GUIDANCE AND METROLOGY CENTER 

WAL: Process Days S h o d  show Conrinval Rcdvcdon 
8 0 ,  P 

AGMC we3 7 workloads as pacing items' (3 IMUANU, 2 Gym, 1 Velocity Meter and the Minuteman Ill M b l e  
Guidance Set). Two of our pacing workloads, 7901 Gyro and Carousel IMU, had significantly longer turn amund 
times. These two workloads produced units with longer than average time awaiting parts. These units coupled with 
reduced receipts increased our overall pmcess days indicator. 

NET OPERATING RESULTS 
GOAL Aaud NORJBudgd N0.R srhwld quai 1 

l57 

The FY94 2nd quarter actual costs were higher as a resul of an erroneous RSD charge of $1.3 million for 20 Fuel 
Saver computers. This error was corrected in the 3rd quarter. causing our cumulative actual cost to be artifidally 
higher in the 2nd quarter and lower in the 3rd quarter. 

LABOR HOUR COST 
C O A L  l7u Labor Hour as I n d u  should consism& be a or bdow 1 .m. 

1 s  I 

Rsduced customer requirements in the following workloads have caused a decrease in our total dired labor hours: 
LN-39. Caousel. CN 1375 Cyro, 7901A Gyro, PADS and software development These 6 \~orkloads account for 
107 ,;o~;and produdion hours that were budgeted but dld not generate. 



AEROSPACE GlllDANCE AND METROLOGY CEMEF!  

- e -  .- - 
93 - e- - 13 -. - - -  2 53 * 94 - - 4  Cuacer, i =I Year - -- L 2- - 3.94 4, W 

THROUGHPUT s OPEWTlNG EXPWSE 
?Z'vZ\LZ-2E !.'ATE.W. - T i O U G H P L T  

T H R O U G H P L T . L O S ~ f  m m R Y  
I Throuqnput (S) 16.343.000 15.225.000' 25.267.CCO -_-:L5J5.000' 11.618.000~ i,i85.0001 15.151.0001 8.797.0001 

153,627,378 152.125.259_151 CC5.2592;~9~,23332137,132.2CB :133.719.085 '146.014.132 !166,225,597 1 -- 
? .* - 

(3.: 1 ' 2. " :: 3 ? .5 -- '>,(;s 8 
.. - .-.-. -. -. - . .. .. . . . .. . .- , ., - . ... . - .-. . .-.-. ... 0.10'1 - - .- - --- - - .- -- - - - . - .. . - -. .- - -- . - - - . . . .. . . . - . . -- - - - - - -- 0.05 I 
SCHEDULE , h C ~ < , k  iCR 

X C C E S S  D A Y S  
2 A Z  3 7 2 L C 2  - 2 A E  C 2 ! 5 ' ~ L E ~ ~ 3 ~ ? R O C L S S  DAYS .- 

[~4rnwnents Procass Oavs 57.895 23.27' :?.2:0 .- .- 31.109, 51.010 i .- 53,913 1 54.5571 48,266 I 
I Number of Items SO7 -- 3 2 ~  333 3,034 :.MI 1,004 1 645 

- - 966 
.- -- - 

,[AVG PROCESS DAYS I---- 63.83 I .  ~ 9 . 5 :  -.* - -7 - - - 22.20 1 d 9 . 3 3  :!-3i'zC1 54.34 (1 74.83 1 

NET 0PE.WTING RESULTS 
C-31 .\iZ-.hL .?.E\T3LZrTLX ACTL'AL CCST, i 

LABOR HOUR COST 
(CLXUIM. mTx ACAL O S T . C ~ W I A ~  A ~ A L  TOTAL DW / 



AEROSPACE MAlNT AND REGENERATION CENTER 
3A'dlS-XlGPfi-rAN AF2 

MAJOR WORKLOAD ACCOMPLISHED: 

Prepare N C  for longlsnon term storage, represerve A C  iri sIorage ana maintain 
.4/C in storage. Withdraw PJC from s:orac;e and precare :!:em for flyaway. Remove 
pans and assemblies from stored aircraft =,a cover overrzra celivenes. Deliver PIC 
to mzseums and transoon of KC lo gcr,neryibomoing ri:.cges. EPA clean-UD on 
sratic aisplay A/C ana misce~larecus s m : a :  projecs. ,Il;sn ~i :ninacon SiIE for ... B-52's ancer rerns of S2a:e~;c A:-s ZE-ZLZ:~:: :-?;:-; 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE PEFISONNEL ??.'/EL: 

CURRENT YEAR INDUSTRIAL F U N D  BUDGET is): 

AMARC is a servlce orl;mlzacon ;?a1 ;:cs;:c~s fcr s;craG;i. .egeneracon aca 
disposal of arcraft ana re!area aercsxce :;TS as \weii as ze!effeo 
non-aero-space, out-s~zea ana specaizea .:ems. Encornrx3ssing 2.600 acres, 
AMARC currently has more Ean 4,950 arc:az ,n s:orage ,8~it17 an acqu~sition value 
of nearly $15.98. Related aerosoace , t e n  n sorage qrclzde proauczon tooling, 
englnes, pylons, pylon loaa acaoters arc a.c:me c;mc:iients. In FY94, AMARC 
received 735 arcraft valtiea a1 S4B. Ir trc:::on, ?,early 3.[:00 line  terns of tooling 
were aaded to the Invenrory. In P W .  AMAiiC renirreo ' 97 arcran m a  28,612 
parts and components valuea ar S99:M. TJltfi an ocercdtirc; Wcger ot S49M, this 
equares to a return of 520 in scocs x,c cervlces :or eve? collar s;;enr. AMARC 
elirn~nated Roh of the 350 6-52 heavy wrncers In accoromce with the Strategic 
Arms Reaucuon Treary ana manages cver ; 04,000 line items oi arcraft proaucncln 
tooling, including equipment from the 0-7, C-;41 ar;a A - i  0 production lines. 

Perfcrmance of the inaicarors was aii'ecea Sy a reuuirernenr to meet a 
programmed loss of S7.7M fci Ft94,  a crange in rr;e rnetnoa of deprec~ation 
occurring in the 2nd ana 3rd Qtr of N S 3 ,  r',e complenon o i  the F-106 Full Scale 
Aerial Target Program, consmction to crlmary facilities involved in me process-in 
activity ana non-matenalizauon of the jet engine lnrermeaiate rnalntenance (JEIM) 
workload. 



AEROSPACE MAlNT AND REGENERATION CENTER 

THROUGHPUT & OPERAnNG EXPENSE 

L3.U.. OE S h u i i  [roeare  Slower or Decrease F u u r  : r m  Throsgnpu. or Decrease when Tiuouqnpiu IS C~nszar~ 
3 --- 

O ' 1493 293 !A3 4.9 1/94 rn -zc--Td 
-- Pmv -- %==u- 

Heaaquarten reauirement r-candat~ng a S7.7M loss :cr F +(14 ana ii recLcion In :avenue gerleraled fror: exlsting 
project wom!cacs causea exxnses to ca c;raa;ar 'ran + r . c ~ s r ~ . :  

CAPITAL INVESTrnENT EF'ECTlVENESS 
29 4L . m z r  -. .; C . rz..,.~.., . z 7 e n . x  

Downward movement resulted from aua~t :inc~r,g ,eaaanG :a ac!ustr:ents [ n  ceoreclatlon accounts and inventory 
bulld-up in preparation for rhe F d  drone orcgram. 

SCHEDULE INDICATOR 
WAL. inan 3 ~ u a  E c m  i 

1 .  
0.9 C 
0.8 r / 
-- 

a7 + \ 

OUT: 1st half FY94 downturn due to end of F106 program 8 increase in parts and manhour requirements from 
earlier prionty demands. 2nd half upturn aue to end of F106 program and improvement in woikload preplanning 
activity. OUT: -94 trend impacted by large number of F16s needing det. cord removal. Small upturn result of A/C 
u?deioing minimum preservation in per designatea requirements. RECLAMATION: Proce'dures used to establish 
delivery date under 29% increase in demand for pnoroty removal items ied 



AEROSPACE MAINT AND REGENE3ATION CENTEFl 

PROCESS DAYS 
GOAL. ? v o c ~ ~ s  Davr Si rcu  - rnow C ~ n r w  i ? z w n o n  - 

NET OPERATING RESLLTG3 
GO.& . J c u  .VOR B u s c r n  .LOR sni,.-~ r :ua. ' 0 

L' -- - -- . - - - -- 

Experience wrth prior drone programs conrnbuted to AM;IEC's aDii~ty to rlore accurarely forecast crone program 
COSTS. 

LABOR HOUR COST 
W X .  The h o r  H o w  C J S  i w  mu c o n s w u y  oe a J r  ouow 1 W 

!S 

Donor aircraft were identified to supply partslcsrnponents fcr drone program aircraft. thereby reducing RSD costs to 
t h e  customer. Better resource utilization among AMr?..?C's crccesses lowered costs. 
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OGDEN AIR LOGlSTlCS CENTEF? - , - ?  -ILL.SF= - 1  

MAJOR WORKLOAD ACCOMPLISHED: 

FiRF-4 Phantom, F-16 Fighting Falcon, LGM-30 hlinuteman Misslie. 
LGM-118A Peacekeeper Missile. GBU-15 hser  Chicpa Borne. 
Simulator~Training Dev~ces. AGM-65 Mavencx Mssiie. C:LSB hlissiies. Lanairg 
Gear, Wheels & Brakes, Air M~r ;oors ,  E ~ c : o s . ~ i e s ,  PL::;-:;S A~CYZZ IrSaumenE. 
and Aircraft Guns. 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE PEFISC!.INEL 

CURRENT YEAR INDUSTRIAL FUND BUEilET ) 3 ) :  

- a < -  . .  - ..-n 
3 -  - ,  - " " W  

There are at least four items cr ?,:ergs; ' f-2: -a,:e -ac 2 s . ? . - . . , ~ r , t  :r:ac: 
on t'le performance of these r,clca;ors 3.7rg : -e  .s: C: ?fS3. D?ARD 904 
became effecrive, wnich requlrea me ccss :: i s m r a o ~ e  S,.cwn Division (RSD) 
material be added to me data sys:erns Tai ~2,:s ::C::LC:X: 2 ~ ~ ; s  acc revenue. 
RSD material is used to r e w r  an item ::ar zeiorgs - :o an -,cjanizanon other 
man the depot (sucn as Air Csrcat C : r r a r c :  , -e ccs:: assaciated wlol tbis 
material are then cons~derecl in Ye c:Cf~i 2-c :ss zscec: 3: cecot oerformance, 
which makes m O S r  c3s;s more acr. xe rr,e!- C ~ ? S I G E ~ I I ;  :n,e :Gal c c a  of doing 
business. When tke aata sys:ens were reorcGrzTmx :3 ;cc:ess i?SD material, 

the systems aid not conslsienriv recopnize r , e  CCSD iE : y e   CEDI^ ana c:eait 
accounting format. Most of Eese Droolems mve eeen resslvea: there are a few. 
however, wnicn are oeiny aeait 9 w ~ o l  on a case oy c z e  Oasis. m e  SeCOno i:2m 
was a change in me accounting proceaures callea 'Revenue Recogn~tion.' In the 
past some of me costs and most of me revenues were counted in me data system 
once the end proaun was comolerea. Unoer revenue reccgn~non. costs and 
revenues are countea as me proaucr moves s r o ~ g n  the WIP pnase. This new 
procedure became effecnve dunng the 3rd 0 3  N93. atwnic9 bme cosrs and 
revenues accumulated to date for those items in me WIP were added to me system 
in a "lump sum" entry. m i s  causw the costs to De amfically hlgn for me Qtr. Bom 
of mase items w ~ l l  have a shon term impact on t e s e  performance measures. me 
third item is anticipated workloa did not materialize as planned. Fourlh. 
materials for the FIA-18 workload were not avolable in a lmely manner causing 
the schedule and flowaays incica;ors for airc:ai :o s icw an c~:des~rable hena. 



OGDEN AIR LOGISTICS CENTER 

THROUGHPUT & OPERATING EXPENSE 
WAL. O E  S b u u  lr~,rea.re 5;ower or Du-e;se i ; a r  : r m  T ~ J C U ~ U U .  ; r  Decrease wnen Tivouer,-i: 3 C J ~ I L N  

i-0 - 
.W - - 
UO - / 

- O;--J4irpmro 

At the beglnnrng of V 9 3 .  da:a system Drcclerrs :esu!tec 'ar  :ra ~rroierentatjon of GMHD 904. The data system 
was preventea from recccniz:nc; a:I ci!Ee CCSiS ::,: .a ;E-ca  ~.::,..r;.;.iz:eo c ~ r r , c ;  :re Ctr. ?;.e ,aTe increase in 

. .. total ccsr &?a revenue ccrc; S:c 2: F"::: .i -:: : . .  ,: - ? ,:,.I : -.- . . . . . ~  , -  ...,.,. . .  ,. , .  - ---. ,-:- cs3n lcwer than 
OE since 4th Qtr N 9 3  because womicac r a s  ,.;: .-';1:sr .-:.r2.~ .:: - ?  3i-:-:.c.ca!ea %ye. ,i! r i a  4 2  Cr W94, T was 
down because fewer hours were sola than ,n  :ko :ZE.YI:..S C L ~ : ' ~ ~ .  

CAPITAL INVESThlENT E:'FECTlVENESS 

The inception of DMRD 904 resunea in aara s y s a n  orco:ens tzat musea :he system to show costs and sales to be 
lower than they actually were dunng 1st Ctr No?. The acczunt,rg prccaaure change in revenue recognition (costs 
and sales) has caused througnput to t~ Cdic is i ' f  - ;r n 2:a Qtr iFY93. The trend from 4111 Qtr N 9 3  through 4th 
Qtr FY94 is the result of a %all to wall' :cvec!cr. :: sssitar a c m r e n r  zs well as s;gnlficani aajustrents to the GO17 
System to c,nrrea Drcgrarnrnlng prcc:ers. 

SCHEDULE INDICATOR 
Gv".ii. , m a  j h r r r n  i ~ u a . ~  ; 

1.1 , I 

. -  C ; n n ~ ~ * I ! u  

Components dropped during 4th Qtr V93,  1 st Otr -94 and 4th Qtr N 9 4  due to canyover of worxload. Second 
Qtr N 9 4  data improved once these assets began :o proauce. This is an annual cycle due to the manner in which 
workload is inducted. Aircraft dropped during 3ro ana 4th Qtr Fr'94 due to non-availibility of kit components and 
orher aircraft rnatenal spec~fically related to the F,A-18 woritlcad. F-16 aircraft were on time 100?/O fcr all of N94 .  
and (2-130 aircratr were on time 96% for all of FY%. 



OGDEN AIR LOGISTI(>S CENTER 

PROCESS DAYS 

I 

O ' LY? L‘3 2 3  4A3 - LW 2 94 4% 
/ i - -- .--? 

The comocnent data reoresenrs the average nLrrDer cf crcce-; c iys m r  flem of %e 2C unlcLe s;ccx numbered 
 terns Vaatea. Changes 10 the samle occu1a::c:: -z>f ;a TCL. : s p  .,: -.,t<a r i s  c c  ca:c: zr raa:,r;grl;l as possible. 
The incwaj,ng trena I aArcrbz ' cwcrais 3,--< : -c  3 - ,- .. - - .---- - . . :,e .c: 3,- -.-?:.?a o: ;;.caitication 
work pacxages, conrrac: woridoac, ana zm.%~a :o~ - ,~ ,  zi;.; er- :c,arec n 1,: ' -a l A - ;  d ii r:,%?. 

NET OPEFlATlPlG F E. SULTS 
G Q L  .4:w .'v'O!L '3u 2eIe'l , ', ,.' ;"W&'J t--u . .:#'I 

l.U -. -- - -- - .- - - . --. - ..-- -- - - 
I 

The downward movement In NOR from 1st Crr Fl'9S :3 ::-a C:: Fi74 was CJe to womload :rot rriatenalizing at the 
expected level. In 4th Otr FY94 a loss occurea r 3irczi;: %e :c a arneaa ana G8A costs be~ng spread across a 
smaller workload base. ProduEon hours In a T-z': &ere '2% ~e -,N targel. Addltlonal losses cccund  in 
deprectat~on, RSD marenal ana iabor. 

LABOR HOUR CIIST 
W L  Tk h r  dour  CDU inaer IMUJ ;DniLnuufi oe i l ~  or D ~ C W  i 00 

l a  r -- I 

LHC cc~tinues to be above 1.0 for several reasons. Large crecrts in RSD material were recogntzed in N93, but the 
o%serting debits were recorded in N94. There was little hlstory wnen the RSD targets were bang deveiopsd which 
hinr?-ec ;ST t:f;etlrg acuracj.  Other reasons for the trend in FY94 were: operational TD'Y czntinudd to be 
higr.2: ;.an :a:gc;isa clia to unplanned FMS TDY, incraased r~~ss i l e  transportation by truck rxher iba; by aircraft, a 
c h a P p  In rr.F$,.a s:crage sites, and excess mancower. 



OGDEN AIR LOGISTICS CENTER 

THROUGHPUT & OPERATING EXPENSE . :~EIZ\-L-E-~;~Z !.L&EiERLG. .':i?OL'CDLT 

CAPITAL INVESTMPFT E F F E C T I V E N E  

7 s  : ', , . - 
. ,. - - 

'- 4 - - - - I A r m  Scfteoulea 56 54 : o - - -- 5 3 78 ! 74 1 
. 

2 6  - .  . - 
' Aircra.fl(2imaetso - '4 ---r- :. 1 .- <A 55 

. 
74 1 _ . .  _ _.__ _. _-.------=====-- 

62 1 
i lNDW . e n ,  . .n .. J . - f i  : Ea . nn ,C " w . ...... -. ............... -- - .- . -- .- - - .  

- d ..: i' -- , -= 0.951 --ii3Tl 
- * :z,- ., - - 

L3.845 ;+,"-ui . " .  , .  I 
_.I 

7 4 3 2  ' 3 . X 2  ~ r n w n e n t s  %?eaulea ;8.6781 1 7 , l n i  ........... ... 
'3 5 2 :  . - . -.- . .7 ' - Commnenn Camoretea - -ZJ . -..& 3 72  ;' s;55 ' 3.: 53 =.::. :.. ... . .. --- - -- - - - . :.=. =--------- =2z--- 

' 8.243 1 15.665 I - - . .- - - . ? -  - - INDEX a - -  - 2 . 3  " G  - _  ... _ _ _ -. < .- . .  0.38 11 L - .  . .  ---: 0.91 
. . .... . - - < 3 " - 

i Misslies Scneaufea 70 2 3 - ..- -. --- : j  = A  - 29 .. 52 ! 
. .  

43 
" - , . - - 

' Miss~les Como~etea :6 :D - - -- -- - 59 Y - - 2 3 -- 52 1 . . . . . .  
43 1 

IIINDEX . - n  - Y - e - 4  - A  -" '%I - - - - . ' 2 0 '  3 5: L___~ . . -- 1 .oo I 1 .oo ;i 
.... 

ZGCCESS DA f ; 
m U . ? R - S  \'7ySL? . ? F F \ I S .  I v X U G E  j ' C C 2 S  DAYS - - - - 
5 a37 

- --.. 
I A m  Process Davs 3 2 s  - 523 - 620 5 2% - C 218 - - - 6.897 I 6.286 1 . , - 4 I Number of Items 3 6 : + 3 o - 23 78 1 c= - - - -- -- - - -- -- - - --- 64 
IiAVG PROCESS DAYS -9 50 I - - ,- -0 so i z 2  -- 3,--2c-?_ -- - - -- 7 2'3 ' 10  - -  - 88.42 '1 98.22 

2.521 . - -  M~svles Proass Days -0 - ::J -- - :.fa2 2.737 3.Oi9 2.742 I 2.087' - -  j Number of Items 36 .. - - -- 39 k 39 1 521 43 
1 AVG PROCESS DAYS 72.8 1 _-_-____- 56 o 56 21 7 7 4 1  l 50.69 i - 52 .73-  
Carnwnenrs Process Davs - - -- 3 6 5 3 1  - -1 e82 481 I 503 
Numoer at Items - - " 2  - 68 - -- - - -- - 20 1 38 1 .-, -- 
AVG PROCESS DAYS - : 2  56 - - = a  2 4 0 5 ~  1 7 2 0 1  7 ----- 

NET CPEXATINC, RESULTS 
C-3i . \ n - A L  u.xE\E\ZEcLw i \ rnZJ.  corn ,' 

LABOR HOUR COST 
(amurn TOTM A ~ M  C D S T , C L W ' Z A ~  ACXAL TOTAL DLH) / 

CLXLUTW2 T07AL BLDGET COST C L X L i T M  BLDCE7ED TOTAL D M  = LABOR HOL- COST CITEX 
;TOW Buagetea Cost ($) r 901 75215 I 203138000 i 31 1596000 1 42G453000 1 101 466000 I 206l347000 I 312865000 1 41 71 16000 1 
Bud~eted Total DLH 17031641 3354717 50320741 67352381 1393723 21 

Actual Total DLH 1604374 322C679 4765086 -- 6296586 1 1397284 2?34744 41 74000 I 5491000 I 
Actual Labor Hour Cost 3 6  21 S62 ' 8  56.2 7 2  SG4 71 -- 574 75 -37x35 --- 275.47 1 $76.88 I! 
-7 . - 4  - - . 0. . $4 * -- 1 G3 1 03 1041  1.07 1 



OKLAHOMA CITY AIR LOGlSTlCS CENTER 
TINKE: AF3. CK 

MAJOR WORKLOAD ACCOMPLISHED: 

Bomoers (8-52 and B-I), tankers ( K C ;  35), anc othe, specla purpose arcraft. 
(CiEC-135, E-3, and E-6), rnlssrle ana a~rcraft englnes, a~rcraft, englne, and 
excnangeable components (araart srrxurai  c~rnoonents, engine accessorles. 
pne~zrauilcs hyaraulic=sipnemancs, cxygemgas gerel?ilng ecuipment, ecgine 
ana flight Insuurnenrs, m c L e  awor!cs arc :Z;r,va:ei 

..-, 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE FE3SCNNE- .. ,''/EL.. 

CURRENT YEAR INDUSTRIAL FUND BUCGE'T , S j  

Oklanoma City ALC hzs s;;messr~llv ce..vee?c: 2-eac 2 :  2 2 m ~ ! e  Or cr,-5me 
all aircraft. engines, ana excnangeames ic r  :!-::c ;;no ~cL:*.:: clianer or N9. 
Throughput has increases S36.6M aur.r,g ??C4. 7?e Ca.::;a lnvesrment Index 
continued to improve in N94 for a total .r.c:ease of 65% wlth a feaucPon 
in inventory value of $40.5M. The overa~i :.ece :r ?:ocecs Days connnues in a 
positive airecnon wit7 a a'dj cec:ease c: 53 cavs ic, &;craft. ecgrnes, aca 
exchangeaoles in fie foum a u m r  or F I C d .  A c z a  Lx:: *cur C3sr has 
c 3 n n n u ~  to be tower miin Eucqetoa -2' r 3 ~ r  CGS; 'c: '  :x Pas; e!gm cLaneE 
by an average of $ 7  2.00. 

lnnovanons to Improve C,KC-7 35 ~nsoc;on  crccesses, aggressive pars 
pvcctraTent, ana eswlsrmenr  ci C,'KC-:35 worK center s ~ L C U ~ ~ I  r e w r  team 
r;ao a positive effect on Tnrougnput, Scneaullng, ana Process Days Inalcators. 
The work center tearn,comonsed of hignly tralnea struct~rai reDalr mechan,cs; has 
exceaited arc,-it s t rcmra  *asar processes. Tne team s acivarea when the 
airczft has completes me nrlrmal reDarr Drocess ana 1s Yen n o v a  to the task 
team area to accomplish laenbfied reoalrs. The~r goal 15 :o meet customer 
scnedules, reduce cost, and inprove oroaucaon flow. 



OKLAHOMA CITY AIR LOGISTICS CENTER 

THROUGHPUT & OPERATING EXPENSE 
GOAL OE S k a u  lraeare 5.swer or i lec~ensc Faszr ,rtzri T r ~ c u g r w u ,  or Drrreme wncn Ti-rouqrqur u C o w  

.-0 - 

.m - I 

LSO r I 
- \  

140 - 4' ' \ I 
2 130 - 
:a F 

5110 r 
1m I- / ". I 
* t ---- 80 '-- 

:-nxrq k rme 

...,, .3,- ! z.yer Cecisicns (PEDs) wnicn included the return FY94 Coerarlng Expense exceecs T-rcuqr~;: LLB :2 Pv-: -- 
of NQ2 ;rcf;S. lnc,qasac xs;,:n,r; :c :a;e z::, :: .-- ., ' , -:. .. . .:.: I i - i ,.:.? -7:; jx+c.,:dc! ,- 2;: C'cs,%t!ng f i xnse 
inc;ease 01 sniy 1.23% a m  ' N I I I  ,%sL.: :: CZ,i A ' . :  ';;:;., " ' ,,: . , .  . . 

CAPITAL INVESTL'ENT C :  "ECTVENYSS 

The index wntlnues to irr,nrove In N94 :cr a :c:ai ccraase ct 65% frcm Fr'93. Long Term Inventory shows a 
pos~tive trena wlth a aecrease of W . 5 M  frcn: Ff23 :o F i 9 4  

SCHEDULE INDICATOR 
WX. i ~ e r  i iwua L JUI 1 

O d 5 L ~  
I 

2 8 3  ?193 493  . .44 2.94 2140 4.94 -- b -  -,,-h 

A&: New inspection processes, speclatry repair teams, ana improvea parts availability are showing positive results 
for all aircratt. Eng: Increased empnasls on 'just ln time" s~ned~ l i ng  of manpower, equipment, and facilities has 
improved scheduling funcrion. Excfi: Produdion percentage increase can be attributed to a team effort identrfying 
manpower, capacity, pans, ana aoilars, earlier ~n the repair process. 



OKLAHOMA CITY AIR LOGIST1 C S  CENTER 

PROCESS DAYS 

- 4Jrvan . & & ? & a  -- 3 ~ ~ ~ l u  

Acft: The ~ositwe trend dunng P193 and N 9 4  is anven Sy lrrnrovea ,nsmctlon ana reoar :rcwses. The 
penurbat~on in N 9 4  IS resultant of E-3 ana C-135 ~ c , ~ c s , c n  c s * ? ~ ~  ?nc s l r~cural  re3alr Drccess manges. Eng: 
rqrovea trarnrng, mmar;err;ent errs;n;?ss. ~ T C  C ~ : S , ~ S ~  1-';:2,13"' - [  + 3 ' S S ~  :SG P CBC7Ti'r!S3a flow cays on at1 
englnes. Excn: Tca cecrease can N ;ie7r,?i.c4:ac ' 3  .& ; 3 ~ 3 ; s  r , , , e i  4 -1  NI?,L~- d ,  C & S  "C 'i ' A: n Un-a' 
lnductlon of assets to P e  ovemaul snco. 

NET OPERATING *?ESULTS 

Budgetea Operating reSURS for N94 rerlecr a S6S.SM css cnven oy =rcgrarn Buaget Decrsions (PBDs) which 
directed the return of profits for N92. Aaual Icss was %cl;caa to S23.5M by cast reduction ~nrtiatives. The cost 
reduction initiatives resulted in the acuar NCR Iccex -3xceac:ng :re 3:cr;ered NOR Index by 1.596. 

LABOR HOUR COST 
GOAL 7rr L n o r  H'JW i ~ n  I r m  stwulrl. ccnslnuuir oc ar or oaow 1 LX) 

L -- - 
I I 

C~lrir,g t h e  past eight quarters actual labor hour cost averaged $1 2.CO less than the budgeted lanor hour cost The 
tctal labor hour cost for 4/93 and 4/94 is 591.99 and $106.20, rsspecrvely. This includes malenal, which is much 
t ~gher a t  an engine repair csnter. Without material, tha labor sour cost for 4/94 is $59.44. 



OKLAHOMA ClTY AIR LC)GISTICS CENT:: 

T.4;. CST.';mEcT !.tAEUXL-_ - _  TE.U.3G LVDSE 

Revenue lS i  ? 7.5i2.9CO 17a.627.163 23.2C8.862 : 731250.C05 147.56.560 176 21 9.491 la9.:;8.187 '196,948,197 
Totar Casr rS1 ' -2.252.CCO :3: 553.;49 223.252.393 .<::.'4:,319 164 3: ,316 17;43333 191.028.i34 .206.942.039 
C i ~ c t  M a t e m s  r S) 23.345.~.81 35 51 ; .5:6 

lThmuanwt (S) 1 93.606.019,l 93.1 :5.547 1'58.2081335 
Operating Gpense ($) 39.956.019 , 85.e41.553 J 4 8 . 2 5 1 . 8 6 ~  -. .--. 

CAPITAL INVESTMENT E'FEC3VENESS 

-- .,,. C?QC~Z:,S ;\:': '.' \r.?t̂ ? CF T::.': ..... .......... ... 

j Arcran Process Davs , . -. - " $  : - 2 ,  - <.d 5 7  . . .  ... 
' 6  - .  j Numwr ot Items -- - 

- .. -- 
[AVG PROCESS DAYS 3 6 - - _ :-- d -c - _ 

'Zj - - *  
m - ,  ktng~nes Process davs 5 362 _ - _ _ -  _. _. . - , , .. _- 1 Numoer or Items 5 2 -  _ 242 3 (; - - -- - - 

[AVG PROCESS DAYS 37 35 - - -  .. - -.. - ;2-4-* - - 
1 txcnangeaus Process Zavs -. -- 
I Num~er  of Items -- . - --- - - - --- 
IAVG PROCESS DAYS - - - - 

= 4LT jUC; :  Q C a S  D A Y S  - .- -- . -- 
3 G 2  3 3:2 3.72'3 3.689 1 3,356 1 . -- -- - - - d --- 4 25 -- .- 7 

19 1 ....... .. 23 
' ~ y . 2 2  ' 5 5 , s  :s.CO i 194.164 145.91 j . - -  

-- - 
3.:25 2 . 5 2  3 . j 6  3.792 1 3 702 1 

30 28 1 52 41 1 41 . _ _ _ _ - - . - - - - - = -  
'04.17 33.64 1 37.04 ,I 92.491/ 84.14.i -- 

248 249 : 03 128 1 117.5, 
.- . fl .,? i n !  i n :  

TL".i 3 L Z C C 3  %E\Z\XF-C'->t ---- H L I .  ,= L Z L T = \ O R  X3i lY 

5 m  auag Ke~enue (S )  ' 1- 301 COO 335 2'5 2CO 5 ' 6  948 OCO " 5 269 CCO 175 338 $00 386 774 000 606 ?92 OCO 1828.635.0001 
Cdrn Buca G;st  I$) ' J 2  -25 COO 32: Cd5 SC0'47 '60 CCO 535 3'5 :GO 189 102  :GO 415 363 OCO 65 '24 000 1889,566,000 -- 

LBudaeted NOR INDEX 1 04 z i -  ' 04 ' 04 I 0 9 2 [  0 9 3 1  0.93 4 0.93 
cum A m l l  Remnue is) 11 7.502.000 256 125 163 489 338 0 2 5 - E  528 930 147 566.860 3 2 4  386.351 513,804.538 1710.752.735~ 
Cum Actua &st (9) 113 952.000 245 r 3 5  '49 163 457 5 4 2 s - 5 0 5  361 163 J01 016 -- 342,252,250 533.280,985 1740.223.924 

[Actual NOR INDEX 1 03 I CJ - ' s4-- 32 5 90 1- -- 0 95 1 0.96 il 
,NOR INDEX 0 59 90 ' 3.--- 3 98 3 97 -- 1 02 1 0 3 1  1 03 1 

LABOR HOUR C 3 S T  
, C L M L U m Z  7 I T . L  A C N A L  COST,C-WLUmZ ACTLAL TOTAL DLH) I 



SACRAMENTO AIR LOGISTICS CENTER 
ClcCtELLVd AF2.  CA 

MAJOR WORKLOAD ACCOMPLISHE3: 

F-1 1 : , F-15, A-1 0 , KC-1 35, C o m m ~ n ~ c a r ; o r , s - E ' e c : ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ,  Soace 
Systems, Grouna Power Generators 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE ?EF?SOt$F.IEL -I 1 2; .  

CURRENT YEAR INDUSTRIAL Fi lNR BUC;,:<T S,: 

*- eL-., ,? '- Externa :ac:ors, or wnicn we nave !,r,,:ec ::r:r: , . .. . : ~ T ; ~ T S .  -:iuencea - 
Throu~rpu t  ana increases Ccerancg t ~ z i . r ~ r 3 .  ; :::TEE - z : e  :or zese  ana 
other anvers, all Directorares met rn hlariic:: 3.1 :c cmr:v c.;:s ana areas that 
could reauce targetea losses. Tnrobgn t-e 'a;Ge:ec S2:M .l: :eauce loss was not 
met, vaned efforts Esulted in a S M  loss s x r g s .  a o r  nc:r Costs were 

.- 
neganveiy affectea due to worKloaas r;: ;ere.%:-q. . - e  s:sacy trena or increasi? 
in C a ~ ~ r a l  I n v e s ~ i e n t  Effecjveness !was a ,es,i; 2 -  :?e :L::: r: s? excess and 
outdarec rndustna Dlant eacronent. 'GZI .r.ver::?i ,&as ,Ec,csa by 530M since - 
Octccer ;993. C i s  r e n d  is exeecec :: c:r;;r,;e. , - e  ,-Ec;a:;$ie trenc ,n Net 
Ooerar!rg Results :s cue to KC-: 25 s;r,c;rar crce:ems i-..-,o earnrng czrves 
assoc:aea w~tn  KC-;35 PDM. Process 3avs ir,a!calor recLc::cn was aue to 
unolanrfc reoar work on .,le KC-; 35s cunng the cuaners :Far 9ese  arcraft were 
origlnaly scneaulea to proauce (3rd C:r -93 to 3ra Qtr FYS4), ana an Increase fcr 
the quarters that they are aajusted to (4a Qtr FY94). The A - i  Os, F-15s, ana 
F-1 1 's were on or anead of scr,eaule. Tne Sct;ecule Ir,c:ca:or aownward direction 
was c t e  :3 manpower shorages, fac:iity ccrs;rar,:s, acc zd:~cing fcel leaks. 



SACRAMENTO AIR LOGISTICS CENTER 

THROUGHPUT & CIPERATING EXPENSE 

- y - ~ p x x  -, - n q  

- Thougn tinal omra:ing exxllses wera -.aa::-/ 7''- -3: : . '32~:  :v,::-.;r, : : 3..::nr; r::,a!.ve~ , ~ ~ , : ' ; s T : L I  was ~ i i i l  
8XC8eCBCl. TI~S was c L e  :c .ac-cEc -s.ti:,s :.:I A -  .: - - . . . _  . ,  . .. , " _  R.^. -^n , . ,t .: I . . .. .. ... .. . 2 .  .. . , .. .-'. ,:. ,* .,iu ooerarjng 
results. 

CAPITAL ~NVEST'tIZNT E: "EZTIVENESS 
- - 

:%.. 2- . - - r u  ::,.:.'..., . ~ ' ....' . .... . '::7'er;ce 
a6 -. . . . - . -..- . . . . -. . . . . -. .. . . - -. . . - -. .-. - -. . . . .- .- 

The caortal equipment Inventory has cecraasea : :d  ' ' 2 re  t eqs  s m e  1 Cc? 93 This was driven by efforts to turn 
in excess and outdafed inauslnal olant mu c r e r :  T b ~  'c:2 nvenrory value was reduced by SOM srnca 1 Oct 
93. Adartronally, the C a n a l  P~lrcnases P~;zr 1 ccz' - -  nzs w e n  reauced In N95, slgnrftantly affectrng the 
aqulsrtlon of aCCRIonar caoltal eGLiCTer7 '0-s 

SCHEDULE INDICATOR 
3.4.L.. ins'er Siiouid E u - d l  

1 2  

Five KG135s and one A-1 0 missea the~r Aircraft and Miss~le Ma~nrenance, Production Conipression Report 
(AMREP) dates. Manpower shortages, fac~iity canstraints and outgoing fuel leaks were prirnary causes of the 
downward direction of the indicator in A:? Qtr FYW. lmplementatlon of Programmed Depot Maintenance Standard 
System (PDMSS), moaificallon of f2c:ii:ies. acd f ~ e l  process revrew are being accomolished to reduce these 
problem. 



SACRAMENTO AIR LOGISTICS CENTER 

PROCESS DAYS 

Average process days increased in 4th Ur N94 due to ~rccccrion cf 1 ? oi-ig flow arcraft. 8 F-11 1 s exceeded 260 
flow days 8 two KC-135s exceeded 250 flow d z y s .  bfaicr urcianrtxj ."~c,:! r NOM J:: KC-135s (wins znacb fintng 
replacemern) causm real;c;on of Brcces.s ~ 2 : : -  3- ': ' ;  :::? i;::.. ' .: '":.:;- . --.r:-( . ..., . ~ o r '  .r-,. n '-;:5: S C F , % U \ ~ ~  tO 

. . - - -. * .. produce (3B3 to 3/94), an Increase icr the C t n  ;?a; :MY ;:a aq,s;ac : . .. :.: . , 5 I\,- ;3 , ; C : E L S ~ S  #era 
approved Sy the SPD. 

NET OPERATlNG RESUL:: 
G3.4.i- 4 c ~  .\OR dwqurd !On' ,ran. - , , 1 

115 r -- - - - - - - - - ----- -- - -.-- 

There we cont~nued ~neffic:enc;es as  a result cf ? c re r  : - 2 : :  n,c;.s:ea r c  : cests aca lower than ,;rojecred y~eMs. 
Higherthan the Budtjeted Repalram Suopon D,vislcn FS;:! -s:enal ccs's assoc:ated wrth PDM c f  F-15s and 
F-111s were contributors. KG;35 stwzural C r c E  e r ~ s  3":: ' *a ezm,rS c;. e asscc:atea wrth KC-; 35 PDM were 
major influences ~n the loss posrtlon. 

LABOR HOUR COST 
GOAL i"L b u r  n'cw 1733 ~naer s n u u i ~  c o n r r u r n r . ~  - c  a or oeiow 1 IM 

1.4 r - 

The actual labor cost Index exceeds the 1% cntena due strictly to budgeted versus acual total OW. Total actual 
CLH was 716K below budget. The 71 GK vanance tn DLH d~realy csusea the aclual labor hour cos; m e  to be 
substantially higher than ong~nall;, projzcted. Prolected total DLH was not met due to workloads not genemng, 
tneViclency, and overly ambltlous crciectlon. ;::a1 actutl versus projeaca ccst vazance was O:ily 'j3.3M or 3.aX 
belaw b1~c3aL 



SACRAMENTO AIR LS(iIST1CS CENTE3  

MROUGHPUT 6 OPE.%ATING EXPENSE 
'Z"F-\I-E 2r?EL.: '.L42?-, . - ;1aCLC:.L".-T 

--., m - = - , , , , - - " ?  , , .  ,,, --L. ,.,..LC\-- ,?E.%AT-\G?-.L79::< ST- 
Zevenuer ji -- ,,,?;2.,53 ;C9.203.5!3 ;S2.<C2.222 :'5.2%.797 ..- 37.,51.5:9 11.!.367.G6 117.521.9361117.037.805 
TOM cost  151 70.6; 0.1 58 m.604.249 I 70.453.533 - . 'ia.:ffi.501 I :i,525.022 13fK639.095, I 25.043.649 I 116.426.076 ; 
2irect Marenas t $  - -. 

) -- >, ,415 '2.263.222 32.552.33S -- - - -- . _ll;.?l . . 
,555 -- 2 3  - . W. 159 - 4ll.JlC.r?31 -- 37,732,565 i 23,874,837' 

Throuqnwt (S) 77,: 4 1 2.10 196.9a0.29 1 154.8C9.365. X 2t33.343 : 6. Ta7.370 i --- 66,556,855 I 79,789,371 ' 93 162 968 I 
Operatina Expense ($) I 69.498.744 1 i8.241.o27 1 ~ . ~ 5 5 . ~ ~ ~ g ; m ; 1 , ~ 0 . 8 7 3  . . - . 1 8Ei,238.464 .- 1 87,31 1,084 el 92 551 2391 

CAPITAL INVESTMEF4l f5FECTIVENESS 
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-- 
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; Arcran Carnuetm 20 - - .......... .... - - .... . - . .... ?. -- ....... , ..:. -- - -.. k ,  _ -  = .  =-:. ..-L7:- 

30 1 24 1 
INbU( . --  ..- - .  ... 2 n y  d A . ,: c. .. - -0 - - 

........................ 
- - 2  - .......-....... .............................. -..- ............ 

< - - -  .~ : : .:L - ....... ;5.:.ia - .b h .. cammner,tf scceaui- ..... - ..-..- 
.:: f J !  : c . 2 9  . " .. - ..................... 

24,684 I 21.263 1 
...... - -  

A " -  - 2  ;:,z .." -ED - -  ..*- , - . P  - -,.. . - .. :. - .  -1 E . 3  
. .  ..-, .., -9 -7 GxmJnents Canne-Sa ---L . . . . . . . . . . .  

. _.. _=___ 
23.446 23.420 

. . . .  INDEX . ,.- - .  ... . - - A -  

& 
2 jr .? .... .....- J " *  : 5e -.-. . . .  
. . - --'-TScF 1.101 

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

,z ? C, C E :: .:., J S -- ,.,,, <L'?;<-y3-3<; :,'-'.:3::<Cf:'--1, . ~ Y : : J * ~ . . > : < C ( - S ~ A Y S  
-. - -- . ... .........--. .... ..-... 

iuraan Process Davs .................. . - .. 3.375 :.:31 4.055 I 5,330 1 
I Numaer ot Items ... 2 7 .. - 2 4 32 I 28 1 

............... . . -,- - d" . - -  'AVG PROCESS DAYS - - .. ....- . - .... -:,'XI ' 5 . 3  i 26.72 - 1 -- 
190.36 ' 

.... 

NET CPE.UT1NS 4ESULTS 
4 ~ 7  \L .?Z'vL\l.T,C,.. ,.< ,Ac:-- ,L L Y , ~  

LABOR HOUR COST 
:CL?*~LU~Z n r h ~  ALTAL ~ ~ . C L X L - i ~ m  A ~ U  U.TX DDLH) I 



SAN ANTONIO AIR LOGISTICS CENTER -. <EL'! 2 

MAJOR WORKLOAD ACCOMPLISHED: 

C-5 Cargo Aircraft. TF39 Englne (C-5 A~rcrart), F100 En121ne (F-15 & F-16 
Alrcrart), T56 h g ~ n e  (C-i 30 Aircrait) ana relafea excnargemles. Gas 1um1ne 
engines, seconaary power SvSierr;S, airxrliary Dower L?. '5 sfaTers %a re1atea 
exccangeaoies. Manual ana au:otTacc .es: x.. erner: ic,r;-ceases, -,el 
accessones ar;o "LC 23: : : , T c c T ~ ~ : ~  

?" DEPOT F.IAINTENANCE ?E3SSNNE- .. dc-. 

CURRENT YEAR INDUSTRIAL Fiii.tD BUC>GET I S ) :  

Both %e depot rnanlerarce pe:sz-F? iS.e  a-c :L::er! . a :  rc;s:.ai fdna b u c ~ e ?  
numbers above nave 1nc:easea sirce ~2 as: s;cn!ss,c;r :: :,?:s YeDon. Both 
increases are the result or Increasa w ~ : ~ c r ; c  ai ;';IS cen,:!?r. SA-ALC has Deen 
instrumental in attalnlng local rnm%c;::rc ;vorwoac frs- :ne Navy aeoot at 
Pensacola as well as T56 e,rlgire &o:ic:czc - 2 , ~  Aaj-:ecz. SA-ALC ?;SO 
acqulred T-38 and F-5 geamox wc:;<:caz + - z -  y e  Naw. -i I c f  These eiforts are 
the result of base clcscres arc  CLSU:: :: :c:-sol,car;ors 2 .  .ce woricioaas to 
acnieve born economres of sm:e , . -::c~c:;::: a ~ e ! i  as :3 2rec;irce ;,ye cost of 
esmlisnlng anorner crsar;c resa.: s;L:ce. 

In aaclbon to the aoove, SA-4LC rsz~rner l -a  in tPe early c~mo~et lon  of a 
moalficaaon to the Iage aircrait can1 nar;ger. Tnis early c~moieaon alowed 
SA-ALC LO terminate a conuan to cant C-5 arcraft at a ccnaanor's fac~l~ty. Th~s 
resultea in both dollar ana :low cay savlrcs :o iPe cusromer. 



SAN ANTONIO AIR LGG,ISTICS CENTER 

THROUGHPUT & OPERATING EXPENSE 
GQL. OE Srouu Increac j.ower or decrease F u u r  . p a  Tr-m.ouemw cr Derrurrc wnen r / .~ou?npu~ u C ~ m m  

.so - - 

.m - -. 
\ 

:a - y,'\ . 1 - 2;zo I 

- // \ 
Z i  '.. 

a0 C 
I 

60 
-93 '93 :,93 ----r/ 1A 3 ---- -94 '94 3iac 494 1 - T'-L-QLwLx.. .-.- . L e r G q  c-- 

A 3rd C?r N 9 4  reversa! cf c:ecn :tiru,rs Z C * C L . - L : ~ : ~ ~  ;. -:: ; I:.. cr :  C: 3 r - e  3 . ~ ~ 1  :es~i tea rr.1 a higrer than normal - ajrect rzra,:a/ axsecsa, : 1:s c;:.. ;CC ;? -"'.;:': . -  : . ;, . . . . - .. . . - , . - -. . .. ";,' "' . . _ , _ .  .. . _.. .1 . " . _ 1  ../A. 

Tbe flucluar~on ~n the 3rd and 4th Ctr FY94 : , re  Cer cc s C U B  to a 3rc C; M94 rec;r;ture 3f lmpropr  credit returns 
coupled w~th hlstoncally h~gner revenue in :re 4:; ;::: 

SCHEDULE INDIC:ATOR 
3.U; .',?a i n o i l i ~  i l w  i 

!2 

h v m h  L a a l a K a  E r c l r m g e m h  

The reduction to Schedule Conformance for engrnes s caused by the eany completion of five F100 engines. The 
engines were produced in 3rd Qtr N93, but the close-out projec: d!rec:tve veniying a schedule change is not 
2vailable. 



SAN ANTONIO AIR LOGISTICS CENTER 

PROCESS DAYS 
GOAL. ? - o c w  :3a-,~ iiwula irdw i ~ m w  Reaucaon 

3 --- - - 

rn - 
I --. 

3 I- \\----. --. I 

m r  \---- 
C 

I r n  I- 
= - - -  

I 
t% I 

O ' W 3  293 ? i93 493 9 i  w - 3m 4m 

I 
u c U t  k m  _-Crrsm&rnb 

The englne reooned for thrs rreasure nas crar;Gea SA-ALC ~ V I C L S , ~  reDoRea on the TF33 engine. 711s engine 
IS no longer prooucaa as a " ~ n c r a  ~ . 3 '  2-G "6 :,! ', .-;z : I-' ' = l r 3  av9s  3' --a n!anc r ce cc?ceot. We have 
ravsed the (nout :o Fe'lsc c":2-a:'i.2f:: . . . , . 

The relatlve stabllrty of this rnarcaror IS rPe - 2 ~ ~ ~ 1  3: -c-aasea rran2c;ernenr ernpnasls on ma1nta:nlng cost to budget 
tolerances. 

LABCR HOUR CCST 
GOAL. Tiu h o r  r i o w  i d s  1nser snouw. consmemry oe m or auow 1 00 

la . - 
l-m t 

, C 

Q 9 s c  

-- 
Q34C :I\----. a9 + t 

w3 rn 3,93 493 .,40 3 4  3m 494 

Increased emphasis on forecasting costs nas contributed to the low relative variance in this ~ridlcstor. 



SAN AKTOPiIO AIR L-CGiSllCS CENTE3 

-ST U Z57 E..QC-'t4=Li- =E.UT ~i?3--  - -- -- --P 

Revenuei St " 4  326 ;c3 ;A3 451 cco ;c4 3;s cc3 -": 221 5 ~ 0  *LA &56 :m '4.4 ;=- -- -- --" XO 179 375 C O O  198.236.000 - 
TCW &st t $1 5 225 CCO 132563 COO 2 : ? 2 4 7  $OKs: 463 000 150 582.500 161 350 COO 205.497 OCO 1195,184,000 
Cirecr Vatenas iSi iiS072CC a251CCO 5 2 ' 2 ' X -  -?S6720C 55G32CO i 5 - - "  224 XC 1 16 14.3 LC0 I 93.355,OOO -- - - -- - -- -- 

,Thmuqnput (S) 
mraon(l Expense (s) - 88 318 CCO I 88 612.COO -- - -- 

CAPVAL INVESTMUrT EFFECTIVENESS 

A r m  Process Davs . 452 c :A -- --. 
I Numcer of ltems - -  
IAVG PROC€SS DAYS - - -  150 4 - -- - 
1 tng~nes Proc:ess Davs , - 3 ,  Z - -  _ .. - 
I Numoer or Items - - s - .- 

,(AVG PROCESS 
- 

53 C0 - -  
DAYS - 3 ., 

, kxcnangeaoies Process 2av1 2 $4 - n 

N u m ~ e r  or ltems - -  - ., . "0 
----- - 

-9 . - 'AVG PROCESS DAYS 7- 7. - - - \ '2 
-/ i d  - - -- - 

:iET ::PE.~AT;NG E S U L T S  
<L'.t ,A,.-:- ' L .  ,<:.\-;:\lzc"'.i , ,-?-'.G ::Lr 

T--.< 3 L-2 L Z T Z ~  ?! 'V.'L\-LY.C?-X :;'-.I< .! -.T <Y,X = \C 2 - W E Y  .... .. - 
Cdrn 22cg ,%+venue ( 3 ;  ' : A  3C6.CCO 2E.6.229 Z C C  2 '  :CC 6.1- E Z9.CCC '.i-I S6.CW 322.7Z3.CCC 537.410.000 1722.299.999 * - 
Cum auas Cost (5 )  - 1 :  6 225.CCO i98.525.CCO - - 46!..2'9 C C O  622.:' -- - -- 1.200 '50.532.200 359.: 62.300 602.207.000 1800,879,000 1 

Budqetea NOR INDEX 
- -. - 

J.59 ' . 3 3  
-. .. - .... ' .31 ' 3.52 1 3.90 0.89 il 0.90 j 

I Cum h a  Revenue IS) 114.906.CCO 258.357.300 ~6-2.430.000 6 '  7 ,51.000 1*j.a86.000 4289.51$.000 468.91 1,000 1667.147.000 I 

1 Cum Ac~a Cost 1s) 116.225.COO '249.088.000 4@.315.C00 561 708.000 750.582.000 '31 1.062.000 517,458,000l712.642.000 1 
I n 
- 

Actual NOR INDEX 3.59 .,a J.39 3.93 3 , s  1-- 3.93 I 0.91 11 0.94 -- 
-NOR INDEX - . A n  r V * SL-.: ..27 a , % :  

-- 3.93 - ' .03 1.02 '1 1.04 j 

LABOR HOUR COST 
: C L ~ U T M  TDTAL ACL-AL m s T , n > n ? - i m  AC'AL TOTAL DM i 



WARNER ROBINS AIR LOGISTICS CEE.JTE3 
"WINS .AF? 2,- 

MAJOR WORKLOAD ACCOMPLISHE,": 

F-15, C-130 & C-741, varlous m~sslles. Eiecvcn:c 'C4ar;are Sys;ems zr,a Avionics 
Systems, Venrctes & Specla1 O ~ e r a r ~ o r , ~  Fcrces ; SCr': a:rc:az. 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE PE.?SC:iNEL. .? E-. 

- - .  . -  
-, 'd i ,  a,: - .- ', 

. .. '.l:;,zL?"' - - 

CURRENT YEAR INDUSTRIAL FZ?IP B U C C E T  S; :  

13 acition to the major wor~roac r e v  c,s.v :?sc: IX i::"> , ' , ;:-AL; T-=- - ,. , , n;ar,age:; 
approximarely 190,000 items r a t  ,zir8;e 7:- ; L - - ~ " J  ,?CL :,:-~T,I :C a s r c s w e  
commfnav equipment. inc:uaing Gicca! ?c=,,ccr:r,- S y ~ r e r  3. iVR-ALC ,s che only 
organic source for me F-15 Mulb-S'age i rcrcve-sr, i  P rc l ; : ?~  mooiiicanon 
wnich averages aDprox;natelv 64 c:cc?ss cavs -,,:er 2 - c  a8::ve F e  >pica1 PDM 
arcraft. The F-15 proaccn,on erfon rere ccr,:?~es :3 szcw .; .ecuc:srr in process 
aays. Airc4aft process aays in r e  C- '2 :  area src,vec a:: :-::ease r, $;I Qtr FY94 
due to a pans supwrtao~lity prscir. . ' 2 :  :re cwer ,uirc 2 - 2 :  - e ~ ~ a c ~ . . . e n t  on one 
pamular alrcraft. This as well as r.s.ce fac:;l;y CZ?Si:Zr:S cassea celavs in the 
PDM area as well. Decreasing unmwrarnmea C-: 4: ai:c:arr .ncuis $wit also nelp 
to concentrate resources ,i cnbca areas. Accitlcral worK XcKage reaulrements 
aaaea ,, zY: customers causea the C-: 30 DrocLc:on area :o Increase I ~ S  process 
days. There are improvement ln~tianves in C-; 30 c:oallc:on, like the purcnase of 
a wiring anayzer to check flowaays. Tke cevas.;;c;r.g ilooc wnicn occzrred at the 
beglnn~cg of the 4th Qtr provlaed an ocDorrunity or fervlce :a sunounaing 
cornrnun~ties; however, ~t had an aaverse Imoac En 0oera';ons. Thls can be seen 
in me area of Operanng Expense wnlcn exceeaea Tnrougr,ou:. Wr-ALC would 
have experienced a higner Througnpur !or 4th C: : f  not for :ne flooa wnlch brought 
about a S6.9M loss of revenue. Even so, Througce~t nas nanagea ro increase 
slightly for 3rd to 4th Qtr. This resulted In a poslnve effect on Cap~ral Investment 
E.?sctiveness. NOR remains above the lndex oecalrse of ena-of-yea 
ac. srments to labor material. Desplte all turmoil oi the floca and t t ?  c!;alienge of 
cc,wsizing. Team Fiobrns ;s contlnl;icg ;o s;rlve fc: ,-~n';ni;c~s Improvement. 



WARNER ROBINS AIR LOGISTICS CENTER 

THROUGHPUT 8 OFERATING EXPENSE 
WAL. OE Sirouu i ~ e a r c  Slower or Decrease F u d r  inm Tiu?uqnour. or Decrcarc w l v n  T k - c u p m u  LT C o r n m u  

.BO 
i70 - 
160 - 
Is0 - 

2140 - ,/- i 
2uo k- 

/ - 
I'uo t- /' / \ JI 

!I0 t- / 
loo k- 
%I +- 

/," :\ *\\. /..A 1 
$13M in cnailocared direc: *?arena exoensas N o r a  ;?::-:x .:.: :_r:.s;:c::cn ,-verTeae .r; dtr; (1:: Ff94. This 
0Vefsta;sd ,"om Thl0~;9:3?;: 2 . " ~  Cce,z r r :  ,: :.;3:.:.1::; : % -  : . , . . .. : :r; r.?,.,:;, %., $'.:!,I , : +x=t;ses wen3 
captured in the lasr quarer {versus :n:ct,s:c,: .:d ::: .: : -z ; :< : , : ;  - 17,-.3r - ,  , ,?;  .. .,......,,. ::,A,., .q 1;: c.::r Ti34 Cprating 
Expenses. Major drivers were labor acm~erzzcr. ~ ~ , ~ f ~ ,  - .:. .,, , .*,. ,,,tis ~as;a  caccsaj ii51 .?!A), 
equipmen?fmantenancs (S.6M), HQ & CFAS c2s:s S'? - ' r ! i .  <2,-:: : .:;xcrcer mcw,lat;cn ,?;..;,Wi. 

CAPITAL INVES'TPtfEN'T z"ECTVEh2SS 

Long term Inventory cont~nues a steaay ceciim cl;a ::: rcaased fccus on capac,$y uulizaticn. Thmugilput has 
increased over 3rd Qtr N93 because of a a i e r z a a  er;o-sf-year sales. 

SCHEDULE INDICATOR 

0.61 
i93  3 P 3  4-33 1190 594 !14* W 
I -- -c=F.-J 

As with process days, pans supportability problems wrth the C-141 wing panel replacement llave resulted in aircraft 
not making their scheduled completion dates. Facility constraints are also a major factor particularly when panel 
replacernems are unscheduled. GI30 had one late aircraft in 3 d  Qtr N 9 4 .  This aircraft was the first to receive a 
PDM in conjunction with the Special Operations Forces Improvement and Night Vision lmagrng System. F-15s 
were at 9396 for 3rd Qtr N 9 4  and 100% for the 4th Qtr. 



WARNER ROBINS AIR LOGlSTiCS CENTER 

PROCESS DP.YS 

- -. - b p m c ~ ~  

C-130 flow days Increased due to acclhonal wcm :eauimrrer,is acxm '; :rE! 1 rcmt oy ike cusrx-cer afterthe 
arcraft was ptrt ln w o k  C I A 1  :'ow cays ,r::etisac - -'- 2- ̂J'x : . r,.r-.+ . ,vn cs  :: an1 22 days ln 
storage awabng pans fsr cwer f, -3 ,,-- -a> a] "e: ...-.? .- 5 - - 4  - : : x , - 2  :- s a!rc,zf?. 
F-15 flow days (PDM, P D W S i P ,  ACJ) remalcea scrs:ar: r . : - : : - ,  , fsar 

NET 0PERAT;NG i?tEZi, . -5 
C Q L  . 4 c w  .<OR , T ~ I ~ G  .'iQ,? ,?.- ; t " ~ . "  , 1.: 

........... ... ........ .................. . !3 , -. - - 

NOR is above the 1.0 goal due to erfons to rec,ce :ver iac  scsx ur :. #ere 5: i 5M iess than planrred for 4th Qtr 
R 9 4 .  Th~s IS the resun of lowerea exoenses ,n ,- I: i.s ::* ".f' c e c v  ;riOn (9 4M\, and JLSC ($6.OM). 

LABOR HOUR COST 
WAL. Tne b o r  dour i;n s r s u  c c m c r d r ,  a* a or cerow 1 X) 

1.1 -1 

?lorma1 tmnd is for endof-year cast lo be h~gher cue to ena-of-year acccuntlng aajustmsnts in labor and 
material. Aajustri~er~ts yolcally include postlng actual expenses versus estrmated expenses and capturing any 
uc;; r9ca.dc experises oefore the end of the year. 



WARNER ROBINS AIR LOGISTCS CENTEFl 

m:u CEST-CXFC ' . r 4 F a i : .  . ~>PEM>C L ~ E X S E  -- --- .. 
iievenuet Si : 2 0 ~ 0 0 0  118.W.COO 224.653 OCO 1 Z2.683.CCO - 127.708.000 :_63.946.OCO ,140,619,000 1151.838,OOO I 
Tc-a Ccsr iS) :04.296.000 107.1C9.CCO~l~.252;z~~~~-:33816.CC0 !29.:96.C00 1 j8 .223.3X 139.506.C001166.818,0001 

! , f a r m s  ($1 !R.127,C00 13.982.CCO 5.5.; 22,:CO ,.;?;.302,SCO . 7.509.CCfI 49.793.CCO 1 M,125,000 I 46,108,000 1 
1 fhm~qhput (5) 1 ~ 0 t , 8 8 9 , 0 ~ ~ 1 0 4 . ~ 6 ~ . 0 0 ~ i l ~ 1 ~ ' ~ j 5 ~ 6 ~ 8 7 , ~ 9 9 . 0 0 0  .. -. 
Owratma Expense ($1 ' 86,169,000 1 93.127,COO I 97.229.2-3 ,/31,5 1 4 . 0 m .  88,667,000 

CAPITAL INVESTVPC1' EFFECTIVFNESS 

;z , - , . zc< 
U L L d  . A7S - .&,‘.< ,?T,x:-:.: :A: Y' ',':>::< :: '- : - + ..<JL\ ,i: 3 A y :  ...........-...-. ..............-.... 

Arcran Prowss Oavs 
.- _. . . . . . .  ................. I 

Nummr or Items . . . . . . . . . . .  
. - . . - . . . .  ................. 

AVG PROCESS D 
. . . . . . .  AYS . - - -  - .  ..... -- 

a - -- 
'6 iC -,; - . - - -  ...-....... < ,< '::.XI ' '6.SO , 166.00'l 175.008/ .......... ... ...................... 

Comwnents +rocass Oavs ......................... 
-- 

5 -- .. I -- 
; Numcer of Items . . .  - I 
[AVG PROCESS DAYS 

- -- - 
-- ~. .- .-pi--- 34.00 1 '0.00 1 ...... ........... 1 7.00 ;( 17.00 

.... 

.. - . .- . - -- - - - . - - -3 

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

C'-34 B L D G E T 3  R E \ Z \ ~ . E ~ L ~ ! ; ! ~  C^SYI?-hOR CiDEX 

Cdrn 8uca iievenue 19) 1 15.562.000.244.490.000 378.739.000 5 10.124.CCO 127.702.000 '28!3.398.0CO '433.209.COO 1575.642.000 1 - . .- 
c ~ r n  auca ~ s t  (9) : 3.477,OOO ,246.185.COO 378.C52.2CO~c: tiC9.OCO 1 19.964.030 30 1.3C9.OCo 452,038,030 i605,673,000 1 

lBudsetea N O R  INDEX 0.98 1 3.99 I : .so- 1.02 1.06 t i  0.96 ,I 0.96 11 -- 
0.95 I] 

Cum Amal  Revenue ($1 120.015.000 1238.459.000 369.;~7.900~95.800.000 1 2 7 . 7 0 8 . 0 0 0 ~ 1 . 6 5 3 . ~ 0  1432.471.000 1582.910,000 1 
Cdm Actlra b s t  ($1 104.296.000~21l.jO5.OCO 257 :5- 230 525 573.COO 129.196.000 2T;',418.OC0'408,458.0001583 362,000 1 

1.151 . n- 
-- 

' . : 3 '  . JJ - '.:3 3.991 ! .C5 ![A- --  1 .oo 1 
NOR INDEX 1.18 . .: 4 ' .33 *,.I 0.93 -- . .29 I 1.10il 1.05 :I 

LABOR H O U R  COST 
,CUM'IJZ\TIW TDTAL A L X A L  QST,CLXLUTIVE ACTUAL TOTAL DLH) I 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

March 3 1, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Don Nickles 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Don: 

Thank you for your courtesy in providing the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission with a copy of the Department of Defense's "Depot 
Maintenance Operations Indicators Report." I appreicate your interest in the base closure 
and realignment process and welcome information relevant to Comission's deliberations. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations on Pur Force air logistics 
centers. I can assure you that the information you have provided will be considered by the 
Commission in our review and analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and cldlenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of'service. 

Sincerely, 


