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United State5 Senate 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

RICHARD L. REYNARD. STAFF DIRECTOR 
ARNOLD L PuNARo. STAFF DIRECTOR FOR THE MINORITY WASHINGTON, DC 2051 08-6050 

March 24, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Alan: 

Thank you for your notification on the upcoming regional 
hearing of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission in 
Birmingham, Alabama. On behalf of the entire South Carolina 
Congressional Delegation, I want to express our appreciation for 
offering us the opportunity to make a presentation on behalf of 
the Charleston facilities. 

Although I support the retention of the two Charleston 
military facilities on the current list, it is my judgement that 
the limited time allocated to South Carolina will most 
effectively be used by the Charleston Community. Therefore, on 
behalf of the delegation, I decline the opportunity to make a 
congressional presentation in Birmingham. 

To facilitate the coordination of speakers for the 
Birmingham hearing we have designated Mr. Skip  ink, State Budget 
and Control Board, as your point of contact. Mr.   ink can be 
reached by phone at (803) 734-0509, or by FAX at (803) 734-2383. 
Of course, Mr. George Lauffer of my staff will also be available 
if the need arises. 

I appreciate your effcrts to kca? cveryane informed o~ :he 
important work you are doing. 

With kindest regards and best wishes, 

Sincerely, 

,J@'w- Strom Thurmond sLJvm4 

ST/P 

CC: Mr. Skip Fink 
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PAUL D. COVERDELL 
GEORGIA 

United Stata Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-1004 

March 26, 1995 

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

Dear Alan: 

Thank you for your letter concerning the Commission's April 
4th hearing. I appreciate your efforts to keep us fully informed 
about your activities as they might impact on the State of 
Georgia. 

Sincerely, 

Paul D .  Coverdell 
B 

United States Senator 
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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 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSiUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Army Team has completed hrther review of data submitted by the Army relating to various 
proposed closures. I would appreciate your answers to the following questions arising fiom this review: 

1. Savanna ADA: According to the analyst's log, on 6 February 1995, a cost avoidance for 
environmental cleanup was identified and incorporated into the recommendation. What is this cost 
avoidance? As an environmental cleanup cost, why was it considered? 

2. Fort McClellan: Why was construction of school facilities, barracks, and other military construction 
related to the move ofjoint-service ITRO to Fort Leonard Wood included as a cost of this closure? 
Would the ITRO consolidation have taken place regardless of the proposal to close Fort McClellan? 
Did the proposed move of McClellan personnel and trainees to Leonard Wood make additional 
construction necessary in order to accommodate the already-planned ITRO consolidation? How 
was it determined whether ITRO or McClellan transferees would be housed in existing structures? 

3. Seneca and Savanna ADAs: Where is the recurring cost of security for the stored materials shown 
in COBRA? 

4. The Integrated Ammunition Stockpile Management Plan includes a tiering structure ranking 
ammunition storage installations. Only a subset of Army Ammunition Plants and Army Depots 
received rankings. How were study candidates for the ammunition tiering plan determined? 

Any required clarification concerning these questions can be given by Mr. J. J. Gertler, Army 
Team analyst. 

Thank you for your assistance. I appreciate your time and cooperatiovn. 

Sincerely, 

f 
Edward A. ~ r o w n  III 
Anny Team Leader 



REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

April 7, 1995 

Mr. Edward A. Brown 111 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700N. Moore Street, Suite 1425, Arlington, VA. 22209 

Dear Mr Brown: 

The attached response is being provided to request 950330-12, dated March 30, 1995. 

Point of contact for this action is Roy H. Anderson, telephone (703) 693-0077. 

A 
MICHAEL G. JONES 
COL. GS 
Director, TABS 

Attachment 

Printed on Recycled Paper 



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 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

Colonel Michael G. Jones GEN J. IB. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE ICLING 

Director, The Army Basing Study RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

200 Army Pentagon WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 
r&wb t b  ~~rrlber 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

'The Army Team has completed father review of data submitted by the Army relating to various 
proposed closures. I would appreciate your answers to the following questions arising from this review: 

1. Savanna ADA: According to the analyst's log, on 6 February 1995, a cost avoidance for 
environmental cleanup was identified and incorporated into the recommendation. What is this cost 
avoidance? As an environmental cleanup cost, why was it considered? 

2 .  Fort McClellan: Why was construction of school facilities, barracks, and other military construction 
related to the move of joint-service ITRO to Fort Leonard Wood included as a cost of this closure? 
Would the ITRO consolidation have taken place regardless of the proposal to close Fort McClellan? 
Did the proposed move of McClellan personnel and trainees to Leonard Wood make additional 
construction necessary in order to accommodate the already-planned ITRO consolidation? How 
was it determined whether ITRO or McClellan transferees would be housed in existing structures? 

3. Seneca and Savanna ADAs: Where is the recurring cost of security for the stored materials shown 
in COBRA? 

4. The Integrated Ammunition Stockpile Management Plan includes a tiering structure ranking 
ammunition storage installations. Only a subset of Army Ammunition Plants and Army Depots 
received rankings. How we1 e study cacdicizies fcpr the suiu11ucitiofi tieririg plan detc,~.incd? 

Any required clarification concerning these questions can be given by Mr. J. J. Gertler, Army 
Team analyst. 

Thank you for your assistance. I appreciate your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

I 
Edward A. ~ r o w n  I11 
Army Team Leader 



Subject: DBCRC Army Team Leader Questions 

1. Savanna ADA: According to the (analyst's log, on 6 February 1995, a cost 
avoidance for environmental cleanup1 was identified and incorporated into the 
recommendation. What is this cost avoidance? As an environmental cleanup cost, 
why was it considered? 

In accordance with DoD Policy Guidance Memo 3, the Army captured environmental 
compliance costs at closing installations which could be considered a recurring savings 
after the post closed. This is not to be c;onfLsed with environmental restoration (cleanup) 
costs. DoD guidance does not require the cleanup costs to be considered and calculated 
into COBRA. 

3. Seneca and Savanna ADA's: Where is the recurring cost of security for the 
stored materials shown in COBRA? 

In the case of Seneca ADA the square fbotage of buildings identified fbr enclaving causes 
COBRA to set aside a proportional amount of base operations costs to go with the 
enclave. The COBRA model has set aside $364Wyear for all base operations functions at 
Seneca ADA to support enclave. It does not identifjr base operations costs by hnctions 
such as security. The enclaving of ores at either location would entail, at most, fencing to 
protect the material. 

4. The Integrated Ammunition Stockpile Management Plan includes a tiering 
structure ranking ammunition storage installations. Only a subset of Army 
Ammunition Plants and Army Depotlr received rankings. How were study 
candidates for the ammunition tiering plan determined? 

The installations identified in the Integra-ted Ammunition Stockpile &nagement Plan for 
consideration for tiering represent all the wholesale (i.e. provide storage for all services) 
ammunition storage installations in the Army. 



2. Fort McClellan: Why was construction of school facilities, barracks, and other 
military construction related to the mnove of joint-service ITRO to Fort Leonard 
Wood included as a cost of this closure? 

The ITRO construction included in the COBRA (TS 10- 1 C) for closirlg Fort McClellan is 
necessary because ITRO personnel are currently housed in permanent party facilities 
planned for use by incoming Fort McClellan personnel. The ITRO personnel in question 
should be housed in trainee barracks wlich are less costly to renovate: to required 
standard. To insure that both permanent party and trainee personnel are in adequate 
facilities, (i.e. permanent party in permanent party barracks and trainees in trainee 
barracks) ITRO personnel will occupy irenovated trainee barracks. 

Would the ITRO consolidation have taken place regardless of the proposal to close 
Fort McClellan? 

Yes. 

Did the proposed move of McClellan personnel and trainees to Leonard Wood make 
additional construction necessary in order to accommodate the already-planned 
ITRO consolidation? 

Yes, but only because ITRO personnel are occupying facilities planned for use by 
incoming Fort McClellan personnel. There were two options available: (1) leave ITRO 
personnel in permanent party facilities; lor (2) renovate less costly trainee barracks and 
move ITRO personnel into trainee barracks. The preferred alternative was the less costly 
option. 

How was it determined whether ITRO or McClellan transferees would be housed in 
existing structures? 

The Army based its decision on type of personnel (permanent party, trainee, etc.) who will 
use the facility. We decided to move the permanent party personnel into the existing 
facility and the ITRO personnel into the renovated trainee barracks. Fort McClellan 
trainees will also be housed in appropri~lte trainee barracks. 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 

HAND DELIVERY 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

30 March 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 

Mr. James R. Klugh 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logisliics) 
3500 Defense Pentagon 
Room 3E114 
Washington, DC 2030 1-3 500 

Dear Mr. Klugh: 

. . 

S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Thank you, once again, for the briefing that you recently provided to the Commission staff 
on the Depot Maintenance Joint Cross Service study, as well as for the ofl'er to provide additional 
information as it is needed by the Commission. 

As you may know, the Commission will be holding a hearing on the Joint Cross Service 
efforts on the 17th of April. In preparation for the hearing, my staff requires a number of pieces 
of data related to excess capacity. We requ.est a calculation of excess capacity 1)for each of the 
24 depots currently, 2) what it will be with the implementation of the Doll base closure 
recommendation, and 3) what it would have been with implementation of the Joint Cross Service 
Group option. We request that the data be shown 1) by commodity, and 2) by depot in formats 
similar to the formats attached. We request this data be supplied to the Commission by Friday 7 
April. 

My staff tells me that most of the data can be calculated directly fiom the Joint Cross 
Service Group data base. To assist you, I h~ave attached a table which displays the workload 
migrations associated with the Air Force's base closure submission. This table was supplied to us 
by the Air Force. 

Should you or your stafF have any questions regarding these data :requests, please call Ann 
Reese at 696-0504 extxtxti76. We look forward to hearing your testimony on the 17th. 

Sincerely, 

Cross Senice Team Leader,rDBCRC 
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MILITARY DEPARTMENT 

Excess capacity remaining with implimenta.tion of Base Closure Recomn~endation 
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MILI[TARY DEPARTMENT 

Excess capacity remaining with implimentation of Joint Cross Service Recommendations 

Depot X Depot Y Depot Z Service Total 

Commodity 

list 

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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

Mr. David Shorr 
Director 
Department of Natural Resources 
State of Missouri 
PO Box 176 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65 102-0 1 76 

Dear Mr. Shorr: 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 5. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM I3ENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOBiUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

As you know, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is currently 
considering the Department of Defense's proposal to relocate functions of Fort McClellan, 
Alabama to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. As part of that consideratioq, we would appreciate 
your answers to the following questions regarding the environmental aspects of this proposed 
move. 

What environmental permits are required for construction and full operation of a Chemical 
Defense Training Facility (CDTF) similar to that at Fort McClellan, using live-agent training, 
and at what point in construction, testing, or operation will each be required? 

What environmental permits are required to institute open-air smoke training at Fort Leonard 
Wood, and at what point will each be required? 

As of today, has the Army applied for any of these permits? When were these applications 
received? 

Have any sigdicant concerns or obstacles to issuance of any permit 9 3  far been identified? If 
so, what are they? 

If it is possible to estimate issuance dates, please do so. 

Is a Resource Conservation and Recovely Act permit necessary for the Army to perform any 
function proposed for transfer to Fort Leonard Wood? If so, please identifj. the listed or 
characteristic wastes that would require :permitting for storage or dispcssal. 

Has the Department received any correspondence tiom the public regarding the proposed 
CDTF at Fort Leonard Wood? If so, p1e:ase indicate the nature of such comments. 

On May 19, 1993, you wrote to C~mmis~sion Chairman Jim Courter, responding to questions 
raised then about a similar DoD proposall. A copy of the letter is attached. Is that letter still 
accurate? 



We appreciate your help in supplyinlg this data. The Commission is under very short, 
statutorily imposed deadlines; as a result, we need this information as soon as possible. 
Again, thank you for your help on this. 

Sincerely, 

dneral Counsel 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. AMC SYSTEMS INTEGRATlON AND MANAGEMENT ACTIVW 

1222 SPRUCE BTREET 
ST. LOUIE. MO 63703-2634 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

March 30, 1995 

Office of the Director 

Mr. Michael Kennedy 
Senior Analyst 
Defense BRAC Commission 

Dear Mr. Kennedy, 

Following is a copy of the briefing I will present Saturday, April 1, 
1995. I'm also providing a copy of the narrative. 

Please give me a call should you have questions. 1 can be 
reached at (314) 331-4055. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure Charles H.  ergu us on'^ 
Acting Director. SIMA-St. Louis 



ILIFC' D I R  S1M.A STL 



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

I:IF(' 1) IR S 1M.A STL 



SIMA - ST. LOUIS IS THE ARMY MATERIEL 
COMMAND'S CENTRAL DESIGN ACTIVITY 
RESPONSIBLE FOR COMPUTER SOFTWARE 

DEVELOPMENT AND INFORMATION SERVICES TO 
SUPPORT ARMY WHOLESALE LOGISTICS 
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POSSESSES A HIGHLY SKILLED, EXPERIENCED AND 

EDUCATED WORKFORCE 

SUPPORTS THE NEED FOR BFCAC 
BELIEVES THE TIMING OF BRAC ACTIONS IS CRITICAL 

TO CONTINUED MISSION ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
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TITLE 

SENATOR DIXON, MR. KLING, DlSTlNGUl,SHED 
GUESTS-----I APPRECIATE THE OPPORTUNITY 
TO APPEAR BEFORE YOU THIS AFTERNOON TO 
PRESENT A BRIEF OVERVIEW OF THE A,RMY'S 
SYSTEMS INTEGRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
ACTIVITY, OTHERWISE KNOWN AS SIMA. 
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OUTLINE 

HERE ARE THE TOPICS I WlLL COVER. 

I'LL PROVIDE A DESCRIPTION OF WHO WE ARE 
AND SHARE SOME ORGANIZATIONAL 
DEMOGRAPHICS. 

I WlLL THEN TALK ABOUT WHAT WE DO AND 
DISCUSS THE MAJOR DATA PROCESSING 
SYSTEM RESPONSIBILITY WE HAVE. 

I'LL SHOW YOU ORGANIZATIONALLY WHERE WE 
FIT IN THE ARMY LOGISTICS STRUCTUF!E. 

I'LL PROVIDE SOME THINGS I BELIEVE SHOULD 
BE CONSIDERED IN THE TIMING OF ANY BRAC 
REALIGNMENT. 

I'LL CLOSE WITH A VERY BRIEF SUMMARY. 
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WHO WE ARE 

WE ARE THE ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND'S 
CENTRAL DESIGN ACTIVITY RESPONSIBLE FOR 
PROVIDING SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT AND 
INFORMATION SERVICES IN SUPPORT C>F THE 
WHOLESALE INVENTORY CONTROL POINTS, OF 
WHICH ATCOM IS ONE. INVENTORY CONTROL 
POINTS ARE ALSO REFERRED TO AS 
COMMODITY COMMANDS. 

JUST TO ENSURE THERE IS NO 
MISUNDERSTANDING, WE ARE NOT PART OF 
ATCOM. IN FACT, IN JANUARY OF THlS YEAR, 
WE CAME UNDER THE OPERATIONAL CONTROL 
OF THE ARMY MISSILE COMMAND. HOWEVER, 
THERE WAS NO PHYSICAL RELOCATION 
ASSOCIATED WITH THlS ACTION. 

WE ARE PHYSICALLY LOCATED IN THE ROBERT 
A. YOUNG FEDERAL BUILDING AT 1222 SPRUCE 
STREET IN DOWNTOWN ST. LOUIS. 



- p~ - . . . . 

Il3.'31:1.'95 THU l O : ? ?  F.4S 5 5 5  8 9 2 7  I:lF(' DIR SIk1.4 STL 

ORGANIZATIONAL DEMOGRAPHICS 

WlTH RESPECT TO ORGANIZATIONAL 
DEMOGRAPHICS, WE CURRENTLY HAVE 348 
CIVILIANS AND 5 MILITARY EMPLOYEES. WE 
ALSO HAVE AN ADDITIONAL 120 CONTRACTOR, 
COMPUTER OPERATIONS, AND SUPPLEMENTAL 
ADMINISTRATIVE PERSONNEL CO-LOCATED 
WlTH US IN THE RAY BUILDING. OUR 
WORKFORCE IS COMPRISED OF 14 DIFFERENT 
SKILL TYPES RANGING FROM LABORERS TO 
PEOPLE WlTH VARIOUS COMPUTER SKILLS TO 
PEOPLE WlTH BUSINESS AREA KNOWLEDGE IN 
ALL LOGISTICS AREAS INCLUDING 
PROVISIONING, CATALOGING, REQUIRE:MENTS 
DETERMINATION, PROCUREMENT, 
MAINTENANCE PLANNING, STOCK CONTROL, 
FINANCE AND SECURITY ASSISTANCE. FIFlY- 
SEVEN (57) PERCENT OF OUR WORKFORCE HAS 
PROFESSIONAL DATA PROCESSING SKILLS 
COVERING SUCH AREAS AS PROGRAMMING 
AND SYSTEMS ANALYSIS. 

THE AVERAGE AGE OF OUR WORKFORCE IS 47 
YEARS OLD. OUR PEOPLE HAVE W0RK;ED AT 
SlMA AN AVERAGE OF 17 YEARS AND H,AVE AN 
OVERALL AVERAGE OF 21 YEARS OF 
GOVERNMENT SERVICE. THIRTY-SEVEN (37) 
PERCENT OF OUR WORK FORCE HAS 
BACHELOR'S DEGREES, WHILE 10% HAS 
MASTER'S DEGREES. 
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WE HAVE CONTRIBUTED SIGNIFICANTLY TO THE 
DOD DOWNSIZING THAT HAS OCCURREiD SINCE 
1989. FROM THlS CHART YOU CAN SEE THAT 
OUR ON-BOARD STRENGTH HAS DECREASED 
FROM 570 IN 1989 TO A PROJECTED ON BOARD 
STRENGTH OF 345 AT THE END OF THIS FISCAL 
YEAR. THAT'S A REDUCTION IN ON-BOARD 
STRENGTH OF 40%. OUR AUTHORIZED 
STRENGTH HAS DECLINED BY AN EVEN HIGHER 
PERCENTAGE OF 43%. 

OUR FY95 BUDGET IS SHOWN AT THE LOWER 
RIGHT. A COUPLE OF POINTS SHOULD BE 
MADE. THE INTERSERVICE SUPPORT 
AGREEMENT, OR ISA LINE, INCLUDES SUCH 
THINGS AS THE COST OF COMPUTER 
OPERATIONS, ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT, AND 
HEALTH AND FITNESS SERVICES. 

THE BUILDING LEASE COST OF $2.6 MILLION IS 
FOR OUR SPACE IN THE RAY BUILDING. IN THE 
PAST YEAR, WE TURNED BACK SOME 35,000 
SQUARE FEET OF SPACE TO GSA DUE TO 
DOWNSIZING OF OUR WORKFORCE. WE ARE IN 
THE PROCESS OF IDENTIFYING ADDITIONAL 
SPACE THAT WILL BE TURNED BACK. THlS 
SPACE REDUCTION IS WARRANTED SINCE WE 
HAVE LOST SOME 55 PEOPLE SINCE THE 
BEGINNING OF THlS FISCAL YEAR. AS 
MENTIONED EARLIER, WE HAVE ALSO HAD 
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CONTRACTORS CO-LOCATED IN THE BUILDING 
WORKING WITH US ON DOD AUTOMATED 
SYSTEM INITIATIVES. THOSE REQUIREMENTS 
ARE DECLINING AND THEREFORE ADDI'TIONAL 
SPACE CAN BE TURNED BACK TO GSA. MY 
GOAL IS TO REDUCE OUR SPACE 
REQUIREMENTS BY ANOTHER 20% OVER THE 
NEXT YEAR. 
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WHAT WE DO 

AS TO "WHAT WE DO", WE SUPPORT THE 
ENTIRE SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT LIFE, CYCLE. 

WE WORK WlTH THE SYSTEM USER 
COMMUNITY TO DEFINE SYSTEM 
REQUIREMENTS. WE DESIGN AND DEVELOP 
AUTOMATED SYSTEMS. WE PERFORM 
INTERNAL TESTING TO VERIFY THAT IN OUR 
VIEW, THE SYSTEM PERFORMS 
APPROPRIATELY. WE ALSO PARTICIPATE IN 
TESTS WlTH THE USER COMMUNITY TO VERIFY 
THAT THE SYSTEM MEETS THEIR NEEDS. 

AS PART OF THE FIELDING PROCESS, THE 
SYSTEM IS PROTOTYPED AT ONE OF THE 
INVENTORY CONTROL POINTS, SUCH AS THE 
MISSILE COMMAND, THE TANK-AUTOMOTIVE & 
ARMAMENTS COMMAND, OR ATCOM. DURING 
THAT TIME, WE WORK CLOSELY WlTH THE 
PROTOTYPE SITE TO ENSURE THAT PROBLEMS 
ARE CORRECTED BEFORE THE SYSTEM IS 
INSTALLED AT THE REMAINING SITES. 

ONCE THE SYSTEM IS FIELDED, WE PROVIDE 
"ROUND THE CLOCK TELEPHONIC SUPPORT TO 
CORRECT PROBLEMS OCCURRING DURING 
PRODUCTION. WE OFTEN TAKE CARE OF 
PROBLEMS JUST BY ANSWERING QUESITIONS 
POSED BY CALLERS. IF THE SITUATION 
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DEMANDS IT, PEOPLE ARE CALLED IN TO 
CORRECT PROBLEMS. 

IN ADDITION TO THE DEVELOPMENT AND 
FIELDING OF SYSTEM CHANGES, WE AL.SO ARE 
CONCERNED ABOUT SYSTEM INTEGRATION. 
OUR SYSTEM INTEGRATES ALL WHOLESALE 
LOGISTICS FUNCTIONS. COMPARING OUR 
SYSTEM WITH A MAJOR RETAIL CHAIN, FOR 
EXAMPLE, WE CATALOG THE INVENTORY OF 
ITEMS, WE PROCESS CUSTOMER ORDERS, WE 
HANDLE BACKORDERS, WE COMPUTE 
REQUIREMENTS FOR ITEMS AND ORDER 
REPLENISHMENT STOCKS, WE DETERMINE 
DISTRIBUTION OF STOCKS, AND WE HAbNDLE 
THE ACCOUNTING PROCESSES. OUR SYSTEM 
DOES IT ALL FROM A WHOLESALE DEFENSE 
LOGISTICS PERSPECTIVE. AS A RESUL-T, WE 
MUST ENSURE THAT CHANGES IN ONE AREA 
ARE REVIEWED CLOSELY TO MAKE SURE THAT 
IMPACTS IN OTHER AREAS ARE ALSO 
ADDRESSED. 

I MENTIONED EARLIER THAT WE PROVIDE 
"ROUND THE CLOCK CUSTOMER SUPPORT. WE 
OPERATE A HELP DESK WHICH IS ACCESSIBLE 
TO THE USER COMMUNITY 24 HOURS A DAY. 

IN ADDITION, WE PROVIDE A BROAD RANGE OF 
CONSULTING SERVICES TO INCLUDE PLANNING 
COMMUNICATIONS NETWORKS, ANALYZING 
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COMPUTER HARDWARE AND SOFTWARE 
REQUIREMENTS, AND PROVIDING ADVICE ON 
THE USE OF NEW COMPUTER AND 
COMMUNICATIONS TECHNOLOGY FOR SPECIFIC 
BUSINESS PROBLEMS. 



MAJOR SYSTEM RESPONSIBILITY 

OUR MAJOR SYSTEM R E S P O W l B l L l ~  IS THE 
COMMODITY COMMAND STANDARD SYSTEM 
OTHERWISE KNOWN AS CCSS. IT IS HIGHLY 
INTEGRATED AND CONTAINS EXTENSIVE 
F UNCTlONALlN IN THE BUSINESS PROCESS 
AREAS SHOWN AT THE UPPER LEFT. IN 
ADDITION, IT SUPPORTS MAJOR WEAPON 
SYSTEM ITEMS, SPARE AND REPAIR PARTS, A - 

AMMUNITION ITEMS. 

CCSS IS A VERY LARGE SYSTEM COMPRISED OF 
APPROXIMATELY 9.3 MILLION LINES OF CODE. 
IT HAS MANY EXTERNAL INTERFACES AS 
DEPICTED AT THE LOWER LEFT. 

YOU CAN SEE AT THE LOWER RIGHT THAT 
SUPPORTS A SIZABLE PORTION OF DO0 
BUSINESS. OUR SYSTEM GENERATES 
APPROXIMATELY $1 5 BILLION IN ANNUAL 
PROCUREMENTS AT INVENTORY CONTROL 
POINTS SUCH AS ATCOM, THE MISSILE 
COMMAND, AND THE TANK-AUTOMOTIVE & 

CCSS 

- 

THE SYSTEM PROCESSES ALMOST 3 MILLION 
SOLDIER-GENERATED REQUISITIONS ANNUALLY 
AND IS USED BY ITEM MANAGERS AT THE 
INVENTORY CONTROL POINTS TO MANAGE 

1 OVER 170,000 ITEMS OF SUPPLY. 



NO DOUBT, THE SIZE OF THE BUSINESS 
SUPPORTED BY CCSS WOULD COMPARE 
FAVORABLY WITH THE LARGER FORTUNE 500 
COMPANIES. IT IS BIG BUSINESS!!!! 



WHERE WE FIT 

THE UPPER LEFT PORTION OF THE CHART 
PORTRAYS WHERE WE FIT ORGANlfATlONALLY 
WHILE THE SHADED SECTION DEPICTS THAT 
OUR PRIMARY CUSTOMER BASE IS THE ARMY 
INVENTORY CONTROL POINTS. ULTIMATELY, 
OUR SYSTEM SUPPORTS THE SOLDIER IN THE 
FIELD. 

BACK TO THE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 
FOR A MOMENT. UNTIL JANUARY 1995, WE 
WERE CONSlDERED A SEPARATE REPORTING 
ACTIVITY OF HEADQUARTERS AMC. AS STATED 
EARLIER, ACTION WAS TAKEN BY AMC TO 
TRANSFER OPERATIONAL CONTROL OF SIMA- 
ST. LOUIS TO MlCOM IN JANUARY OF THlS YEAR. 
WE WILL BE FORMALLY ALIGNED VNDEfR MlCOM 
ON 1 OCTOBER 1995. NO PHYSlCAL 
RELOCATION WAS PLANNED UNDER THIS 
PARTICULAR REALIGNMENT ACTION. 



THINGS TO CONSIDER 

WE RECOGNIZE THE NEED FOR BASE CLOSURE 
AND REALIGNMENT. THIS IS AN INTEGRAL PART 
OF THE DOWNSIZING THAT CONTINUES IN THE 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE. 

HOWEVER, THERE ARE SIGNIFICANT "THINGS 
TO CONSIDER" BEFORE DETERMINING THE 
TIMING OF BRAC ACTIONS AS THEY PERTAIN TO 
SIMA-ST. LOUIS. 

OUR WORK FORCE HAS SUFFICIENT YE:ARS OF 
SERVICE SUCH THAT 50% COULD OPT FOR 
REGULAR OR EARLY RETIREMENT BETWEEN 
NOW AND THE END OF FY96. THAT 
PERCENTAGE INCREASES TO 62% BY THE END 
OF FY98. BASED ON THESE FIGURES, IT IS 
ANTICIPATED THAT SlMA WOULD LOSE A 
SIGNIFICANT PORTION OF ITS SKILL BASE IN A 

IN MY OPINION, AUTOMATION IS ONE OF THE 
KEY ENABLERS DURING PERIODS OF 
DOWNSIZING. IT SERVES TO OFFSET THE LOS 
OF EXPERIENCED PERSONNEL AS A PART OF 
DOWNSIZING. THE TIMING OF ANY BRAC 
REALIGNMENT AS PERTAINS TO SlMA SHOULD 
SEEK TO MINIMIZE THE ASSOCIATED L-OSS OF 



THERE ARE SIGNIFICANT SYSTEM SUPPORT 
IMPLICATIONS THAT MUST BE CONSIDERED. AS 
AN EXAMPLE, ATCOM PRESENTLY IS TARGETED 
FOR DISESTABLISHMENT WlTH PIECES GOING 
TO THE MlSSlLE COMMAND, THE SOLDlE:R 
SYSTEMS COMMAND, THE TANK-AUTOMOTIVE 
AND ARMAMENTS COMMAND IN DETROIT, AND 
THE COMMUNICATIONS-ELECTRONICS 
COMMAND IN FT. MONMOUTH, NJ. SHOULD THE 
DISESTABLISHMENT OCCUR, EACH OF THESE 
ACTIONS WlLL REQUIRE SUPPORT FROM THE 
SYSTEMS PERSPECTIVE. 

IN THE CASE OF THE SOLDIER SYSTEMS 
COMMAND, THEY HAVE NO KNOWLEDGE OR 
EXPERIENCE WlTH CCSS. THEREFORE SlMA 
WlLL HAVE TO ESTABLISH THE APPROPRIATE 
SYSTEMS INFRASTRUCTURE AT THAT SITE. 
THIS IS NO TRIVIAL TASK. FOR EXAMPLE, WE 
ARE CURRENTLY IN THE FINAL STAGES OF 
IMPLEMENTING CCSS AT A NEW LOCATION. THE 
COST OF THAT EFFORT WlLL TOTAL 
APPROXIMATELY $3.5 MILLION. 

IN THE CASE OF THOSE PORTIONS OF ATCOM 
THAT WOULD TRANSFER TO THE MISSILE 
COMMAND, THE COMMUNICATIONS- 
ELECTRONICS COMMAND, AND THE TANK- 
AUTOMOTIVE & ARMAMENTS COMMAND, WE 
HAVE FAIRLY RECENT EXPERIENCE FROM BRAC 
93 WHICH COVERED THE TRANSFER OF THE 
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ARMAMENTS COMMAND INVENTORY CONTROL 
POINT FUNCTIONS FROM ROCK ISLAND, IL TO 
THE TANK-AUTOMOTIVE COMMAND IN DETROIT, 
MI. THlS WAS AT A SlMA SYSTEMS COST OF 
APPROXIMATELY $800K OVER 14 MONTHS. 

THE BOTTOM LINE WITH RESPECT TO THE 
DISESTABLISHMENT OF ATCOM IS THAT IF THE 
MAJOR SYSTEM CHANGES ARE NOT 
COMPLETED ON TIME, THE ORGANIZATIONS 
PICKING UP THE ATCOM FUNCTIONS WILL NOT 
BE ABLE TO PERFORM THEIR NEW MISSION, 
POTENTIALLY IMPACTING ARMY READINESS. 
SlMA WOULD PLAY A MAJOR ROLE, FROM A 
SYSTEMS PERSPECTIVE, IN ANY BRAC ACTION 
INVOLVING ATCOM. THEREFORE, THE TIMING 
OF ANY PHYSICAL REALIGNMENT INVOLVING 
SlMA MUST TAKE THlS INTO CONSIDERATION. 

IN ADDITION, OUR SYSTEM WAS VITAL TO THE 
SUCCESS OF DESERT SHIELD AND DESERT 
STORM. SHOULD ANOTHER CONTINGENCY OF 
THlS NATURE ARISE, WE MUST BE PREPARED 
TO SUPPORT IT. 

WE HAVE ALSO BEEN SIGNIFICANTLY INVOLVED 
IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF DOD STANDARD 
LOGISTICS SYSTEMS AS PART OF THE JOINT 
LOGISTICS SYSTEMS CENTER CORPORATE 
INFORMATION MANAGEMENT INITIATIVES. 
SUPPORT TO THlS EFFORT WOULD SUFFER IF I 

I 



THE TIMING OF BRAC REALIGNMENT ACTIONS IS 
NOT CONSIDERED. WHEN DOD SYSTEMIS BEGIN 
TO BE DELIVERED TO THE SERVICES, SlMA WILL 
PLAY A KEY ROLE IN INTEGRATING THEM INTO 
EXISTING ARMY SYSTEMS SUCH AS CCSS. THE 
DOD SYSTEM WlLL NOT REPLACE CCSS IN 
TOTAL, NOR WlLL THE DOD SYSTEMS BE 
DELIVERED ALL AT ONE TIME. THEREFORE, WE 
WlLL BE PLACED IN THE POSITION OF 
INSERTING PIECES OF DOD SYSTEMS FOR AN 
EXTENDED PERIOD OF TIME. 

WE ARE ALSO WORKING TO SUPPORT MAJOR 
ARMY INITIATIVES. ONE SUCH lNlTlATlVE IS 
WAR RESERVES MANAGEMENT, WHERE SlMA IS 
MAKING SIGNIFICANT SOFTWARE CHANGES TO 
SUPPORT THE ARMY'S GOAL OF INCREASED 
ASSET MOBILITY CONCURRENT WITH AN 
OVERALL REDUCTION OF ON-HAND ASSETS. 
THE SUCCESS OF THIS AND OTHER ARMY 
INITIATIVES COULD ALSO BE IMPACTED IN A 
NEGATIVE MANNER BASED ON THE TIMING OF 
BRAC REALIGNMENT ACTIONS. 

ANOTHER MAJOR WORKLOAD FACING THE 
AUTOMATION WORLD IS THE UPCOMING 

I CENTURY DATE CHANGE. SIGNIFICANT SYSTEM 
I CHANGES WILL BE REQUIRED TO KEEP 

AUTOMATED SYSTEMS OPERATIONAL DURING 
TRANSITION TO THE NEW CENTURY. THE NEED 

I FOR CHANGES HAS ALREADY BEGUN AS MANY 
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PROGRAMS MAKE PROJECTIONS SEVERAL 
YEARS IN THE FUTURE. THE NEXT 2 TO 3 YEARS 
WILL REQUIRE SIGNIFICANT WORK TO MAKE 
SURE SYSTEMS SUCH AS CCSS DO NOT FAIL AS 
WE NEAR THE YEAR 2000. 

THE MAJOR POINTS I WANT TO MAKE WlTH 
RESPECT TO THIS CHART ARE: 

--THERE ARE SYSTEM IMPACTS 
ASSOCIATED WlTH ANY BRAC REALIGNMENT OF 
ATCOM. SlMA WOULD PLAY A KEY ROLE IN 
ADDRESSING THESE SYSTEM IMPACTS. 

--THERE ARE SIGNIFICANT DOD AND ARMY 
LOGISTICS INITIATIVES REQUIRING SIMA 
INVOLVEMENT. 

--BASED ON THE RETIREMENT ELIGIBILITY 
OF THE SlMA WORKFORCE, IT IS L1KEL.Y THAT 
ONLY A SMALL PERCENTAGE WOULD 
RELOCATE AS PART OF A BRAC REALIGNMENT. 

THE BOTTOM LINE IS THAT ALL OF THESE 
FACTORS MUST BE CONSIDERED IN THE TIMING 
OF ANY BRAC REALIGNMENT INVOLVING SIMA. 
IF THEY ARE NOT, ARMY LOGISTICS READINESS 
WILL BE IMPACTED. 



! 
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SUMMARY 

IN SUMMARY, SIMA-ST. LOUIS PLAYS A MAJOR 
ROLE IN SUPPORT OF THE ARMY AND DOD 
LOGISTICS MISSION. OUR SYSTEM PROVIDES 
CRITICAL LOGISTICS SUPPORT TO THE SOLDIE 
IN THE FIELD. OUR WORK FORCE IS HIGHLY 
SKILLED, EXPERIENCED, AND EDUCATED. 

WE UNDERSTAND THE NEED FOR BRAC; 
ACTIONS AS A MEANS FOR DOD TO CONTINUE 
ITS DOWNSIZING EFFORTS. 

SHOULD THE DECISION ULTIMATELY BE MADE 
TO REALIGN SlMA AS PART OF BRAC, THE 
TIMING OF THE ACTUAL REALIGNMENT MUST BE 
CAREFULLY CONSIDERED; OTHERWISE, 
READINESS AND THE OVERALL 
ACCOMPLISHMENT OF THE DOD LOGISTICS 
MISSION WILL SUFFER. 
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Cal houn 

Commerce 

March 27, 1995 

Mr. David LyIes 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear David: 

You said you wanted a copy of our viewgraphs we used last Wednesday. I think this is a 
complete set. When you have four briefers and making changes even Wednesday morning, 
this set may be missing one or two. 

Sincerely, 

WS*; 
Walton A. Phillips 
Colonel (Ret) U:S. Army 

-0 
Z& M- & A n  A M*c&8 +,& L,ud& 

C- 

1330 Quintard Avenhe 0 P.O. Box 1087 Annisto?Alabama v 
C/ 

36202 (205) 537-3536 
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(2) Installation Assessment Rankings - TRAINING SCHOOLS 

13 Jackson 
Ft Gordon 
Ft Knox 
Ft Sill 
Ft Leonard Wood 
F t McClellan 
F t I-Iuachuca 
Ft Rucker 
Ft Sam Houston 
Ft Lee 
1;t Euslis 
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Monterey I I I I I 

Figure 8. Installation Assessment Rankings - TRAINING SCHOOLS 



1995 List of U.S. Military Installations 
for Closure 

Army Employment L0.s-s (%) 

I Fort McClellan, Alabama -17.3 I 
Fort Chaffee, Arkansas -0.3 

Fitzsimmons Army Medical Center, Colorodo -0.4 
Price Support Center, Illinois -0.1 
Savanna Army Depot Activity, Illinois -8.2 
Fort Ritchie, Maryland -4.8 
Selfridge Army Garrison, Michigan -0.1 
Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal, New Jersey -0.8 
Seneca Army Depot, New York -3.2 
Fort lndiantown Gap, Pennsylvania Net+0.2 
Red River Army Depot, Texas -7.7 
Fort Pickett, Virginia -0.8 

Navy 
Naval Air Facility, Adak, Alaska 
Navel Shipyard, Long Bead?, California 
Ship Repair Facility, Guam 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Indianapolis, Indiana 
Naval Surface Warfare Ctr, Crane Division Det, Louisville, Kentucky 
Naval Surface Warfare Ctr, Dahlgren Division Det, White Oak, Maryland 
Naval Air Station, Souty Weyrnouth, Masssachusetts 
Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Lakehurst, New Jersey 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Warminster, Pennsylvania 

No Net I~~ 
-.04 

-1 0.6 
-2.3 
-0.7 
-0.6 
-0.1 
-8.0 

Net+l .l 
-1.2 

Air Force 
North Highlands Air Guard Station, California 
Ontario IAP Air Guard Station, California No Net Impact 

Rome Laboratory, Rome, New York . .  . . . . :6.2 
Roslyn Air Guard Station, New York Net +0.1 
Springfield-Beckley MAP, Air Guard Station, Ohio No Net Impact 
Greter Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania -0.1 
Bergstrom Air Reserve Base, Texas -0.2 
Brooks Air Force Base, Texas -0.9 
Reese Air Force Base, Texas -2.2 

Defense Logistics Agency 
Defense Distribution Depot, Memphis, Tennessee 
Defense Distribution Depot, Ogden, Utah 

















Testimony Before BRAC Commission 

"The Commission should consider the negative signals which 
such closing would send to our friends, allies and potential 
enemies. It should also examine the adverse consequences of 
not maintaining an integrated training program. In my judgment 
the closing of Fort McClellan, Alabama, would undermine 
deterrence against chemical and biological attacks and engender 
serious risks for the Armed Forces of the United States." 

Ambassador Edwin L. Rowny, April 5, 1993 







LIVE AGENT TRAINING/READINESS 

A. Prior to 1973 
- Howitzer Hill Exercise 

B. 1973-1986 
- 73: Move to Aberdeen Proving Ground 

- Stopped live agent training 
- Overall training program degraded 

- 77: Revitalize the Chemical Program 
- 80: Move to Fort McClellan 

C. 1987: On-Line Training 
D. 1990 - 1991 

- Desert ShieldIStorm (1 7,000 trained) 
E. Present 
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-24 Countries - All Services 
-One Trained Chemical Soldier in each Company 



It was frequently observed that if students knew that they were 
working with simulant agents, they would neither remember nor 
follow all the measures outlined in instruction. While in chemical 
protective clothing, the students, to enhance their personal 
comfort, would deliberately compromise the protective clothing, 
i.e., lift the mask, open the protective clothing. . . Deliberate 
compromise of protective equipment was never known to occur 
when live agents were incorporated in the training exercises and 
safety procedures were nearly always strictly adhered to. 

Revitalization Study, 4 February 1977 







LIVE AGENT TRAINING;/READINESS 

A. Prior to 1973 
- Howitzer Hill Exercise 

B. 1973- 1986 
- 73: Move to Aberdeen Proving Ground 

- Stopped live agent training 
- Overall training program degraded 

- 77: Revitalize the Chemical Program 
- 80: Move to Fort McClellan 

C. 1987: On-Line Training 
D. 1990- 1991 

- Desert ShieldIStorm (1 7,000 trained) 
E. Present 
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-24 Countries - All Services 
-One Trained Chemical Soldier in each Colnpany 









Why We are Here 

NBC Warfare Threat 

Chemical School Background 

Chemical School Mission 

CDTF Issues and Risk 

MP School Mission 

Summary 



Why We are Here 

Retired Military 

Each with 30+ years of Active Service 

Impact on National Security and Readiness 
of Armed Forces 



NBC Defense Roles and Missions 

\ US Army-Executive Agent / 
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Implementation of PL 103-160 

Joint Service Agreement signed Aug 94 

All Services have permanent training unitslcadre at the 
Chemical School, Ft McClellan 

Joint Service lmplementation Group (JSIG) activated at 
Ft McClellan to: 

- Develop the Joint Service Modernization Plan 

- Coordinate and integrate joint professional training 

- Develop joint doctrine 

Army, Navy, and Air Force representatives on-board 
and working JSIG 





BRAC 95 Recommendation 

Collocation allows the Army to focus on the doctrinal and force 
development requirements of Engineers, Military Police, and the 
Chemical Corps. The synergistic advantages of training and 
development programs are: coordination, employment, and 
removal of obstacles; conduct of river crossing operations; 
operations in rear areas or along main supply routes; and counter- 
drug operations. The missions of the three branches will be more 
effectively integrated. 

Department of Defense 





Biological Defense Program 
(Background 1991 - Present) 

Threat Significant and Recognized 

Biological Program Initiated 1991 

- Goal: Field a biological detection and identification 
capability as soon as possible. 

- Actions: 

Biological Defense Project Manager appointed 
(General Officer) 

$1 50M expendedIBW sensor developed 





Biological Defense Program 
(Impact of Moving Chemical School) 

Delay Program 3-5 years: 

No Chemical USAR unit in Missouri 

Start Training Program from Beginning 

Destroy Interaction and Synergism between 
USAR and Active Unit 





SMOKE TRAINING REQUIREMENTS 

I AREtATIC SMOKE (16 SO KM) YES 
MOBILE SMOKE (31 SQ KM) YES 

RANGES USE (DAYSNR) 
STATIC SMOKE 117 YES 

MOBILE SMOKE 196 YES 

FTX 252 YES 

YES 
NO (50%) OFF POST 

IMPACT 

' 

YES CONFLICT 
SCHEDULE 

YES(?) 3 OTHER 
SCHOOLS 

NO 

PERMITS 
FOG OIL 
lR GRENADES 
1R LARGE AREA 

COLORED SMOKE 

FULL EIS 
LIKELY AT 
NEW SITE 













Permitting Timelines 

NOTE: Above estimates from Missouri DNR. 
Based on actual experience, they appear 
I r n n r  fin+;mip+ifi 
V G l  y U p L "  " l 3 l l b .  
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Environmental Considerations 

Gen Colin Powell (93 BRAC): "It can't be moved, really." 

S.ec Army Togo West (95 BRAC): "There are no guarantees 
in the permitting process .... we have no real indication how 
the process will turn out when a community and a permitting 
authority begin to come to grips with reality." 



Military Value Summary 

Threat Increasing 

NBC Defense Mission Eroding 

CDTF at Risk 

Potential Loss of Biological Defense Capability 

Joint and International Programs at Risk 

CWC Treaty Ratification? 

Smoke and Obscurants Significantly Impacted 

Mobilization 

Chemical Stockpile Destruction at Risk 
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KEY WEST FLORIDA 33040 
(305) 294-4641 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
MAYOR Shirley Freeman, District 3 
Mayor Pro tern Jack London, District 2 
Wilhelmina Harvey, District 1 
Keith Douglass, District 4 
Mary Kay Reich, District 5 

Mayor Emeritus Wilhelmina Harvey 
310 Fleming Street 
Key West, Florida 33040 

March 30,1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

I am writing to express the appreciation of the people of Monroe County and the City of Key West for the 
opportunity to appear at the Regional BRAC hearing in Birmingham, Alabama. 

In light of the intense schedule of the Commissioners and the need for other communities to make their 
cases to the BRAC Commission, I would like to suggest that Monroe County and the City of Key West 
forego the opportunity to make a formal presentation at the regional hearing. 

As you know, the Secretary of Defense's recommendation for a limited realigrunent at NAS Key West will 
cause only a small reduction in the number of personnel assigned and will have a very modest economic 
impact on our regon. The cost savings and efficiencies brought about by the realignment action are more 
than acceptable to our community and appear to be in the best interests of the American taxpayer. 

Attached you will find a brief prepared statement in support of the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendation regarding NAS Key West. If you deem it appropriate, I would appreciate it if this 
statement could be included in the record of the regional hearing. 

Should the Commission wish to have additional information or input from the community regarding any 
issue relating to NAS Key West, we would be pleased to respond promptly. 

With best wishes to you and the other Commissioners, I am, 

Sincerely, 

Chairperson 
Monroe Counw, Florida BRAC Commission 



STATEMENT TO THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
April 4,1995 - Birmingham, Alabama 

Mr. Chairman and Commissioners, 

It is a privilege to address this Commission on the important issue of military base closures and 
realignments. Your task is a difficult and a thankless one and yet it is essential that this task be done 
well in order to protect the interests of the American taxpayer and keep our national defense as lean 
and efficient as possible. 

Surely the majority of presentations to the Commission will be from communities which are seeking 
to overturn the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense regarding proposed base closures or 
realignments. However, in this case, the County of Monroe and the City of Key West are pleased to 
support the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense. The Secretary's ~*ecommendation to 
realign Naval Air Station Key West is a sound one. It seeks to make more efficient the Navy's 
operations at NAS Key West and yet it reaffirms the importance of the naval facilities at Key West as 
a key facility which should remain in the inventory of military installations of the United States. 

A brief look at "our" military base demonstrates the high military value which is resident in the 
facilities at Key West. The Naval Air Station has modern facilities to support the advanced combat 
training of pilots from all the U.S. military services as well as pilots from the military forces of key 
allies. It has the best air combat training airspace anywhere in terms of weather and unrestricted 
airspace. It has a deep water port and support facilities, facilities for underwater training, and Key 
West is a key part of counter-drug operations. 

I could go on at length about the strategic location of Key West (close to Cuba and the Caribbean 
theater) and its tremendous military value. However, I believe that a letter .which was sent recently 
to the Secretary of the Navy by three former Commanding Officers of Naval Air Station Key West 
articulates best the continued importance of NAS Key West to the defense of our country. The text of 
the letter follows: 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

As former commanding officers of Key West Naval Air Station (NAS), z l e  are writing to  ask 
you to  support the position that Key West be retained as an active participant in implementing 
the Navy's mission into the next centu y. 

As you know, the base has unique strategic value by virtue of its location in relation to  Cuba, 
other Caribbean countries, South America, and the entrances to  the Gulf of Mexico. 
Approximately sixty percent of our waterborne commerce passes through choke points between 
Cuba and the Florida Keys, or Cuba and the Yucatan Peninsula. Our nation has vigorously 
guarded these passages for nearly two centuries. Key West has, in the past, played a decisive 
role in this defense mission and should continue to do so in the future. 

Another grave concern is the flow of drugs from South America into our nation. The role 
played by our Navy, the United States Coast Guard, the United States Air Force and other 
milita y units under the aegis of Commander JIATF ( East), formerly JTF-4, has been successful 
in interdicting huge quantities of illicit drugs from entering the United States. 

Many other benefits accrue from the location of NAS Key West: ideal fljying conditions year 
round; 165,000 square miles of unencumbered air space (1400 square miles instrumented); ideal 
water conditions year round; the best shallow water anti-submarine warjare training site; 



three long runways situated so civilian housing can NOT be built close to  them or their 
approach flight paths; and the excellent weather, fine runways and airsp,ace under total Navy 
control provide a near perfect environment for student pilots qualifying for carrier landings 
offshore from NAS Key West. Also, 6,750 feet of berthing space at a piler with a controlling 
depth of 30 feet; deep water located six miles from the pier; and substantial weapons storage 
availability offer great support capabilities. Additionally, since the base operating budget is 
only about $25,000,000, exclusive of milita y salaries, it would seem that moving all the tenant 
facilities to  other locations, or merely relocating some of them, would not be cost effective. 

Quality of life in Key West is unsurpassed. Bachelor Quarters and 1,391 housing units are 
ready for immediate occupancy by milita y personnel and their families. Morale, welfare and 
recreation (MWR) facilities include marinas, RV parks, beaches, clubs, gyms, and a flying club. 
Unparalleled fishing and a civilian golf course are close at  hand. Key West is blessed with a 
very low incidence of crime and citizens move about freely without fear for their well-being. 

The climate contributes to  the scheduling of training nearly 365 days in the year if desired. 
Support facilities for visiting squadrons are in place and available. 

The desirability of joint interaction is a major objective of the Department of Defense. NAS 
Key West is an ideal location for such intersemice cooperation. The following activities are 
tenant commands of the station: JIATF (East), CARIBROC - (C3 for USACOM in Caribbean 
area), NSGA and 23RD Intel Squadron, United States Coast Guard Group - Key West, USCG 
Cutters - Thetis and Mohawk, JFK Special Warjare Training Center, Naval1 Air Warjare Center 
Detachment (acoustic and non-acoustic ASW device testing and ship hull shock testing), NRL 
(corrosion and hull material testing), USDA Animal Import Quarantine Facility, Florida Air 
National Guard (Southeastern Sector Air Defense), V F  101 Det. (Fleet readiness Squadron 
Training - supports F-14 Detachments), V F  45, and Tactical Air Combat Training System 
(TACTS). The personnel of these activities represent the United States Navy, Marine COTS, 
Army, Air Force and Coast Guard. 

Over 230 aviation detachments, 125 ships and special operations units of Navy Seals, Marines, 
and Army Special Forces are hosted by the station annually. 

NAS Key West is a good neighbor to the community, giving it economic stability (it is the 
second largest employer in Monroe County - second only to  the County ~Yself), employees for 
its work force, students for its public schools, and volunteers for its many charitable non- 
profit organizations. In return, there is a long history of strong support for the armed forces by 
the community and its leaders. 

I t  can be readily seen that NAS Key West enjoys a unique combination of location, climate, 
mission capability, joint armed forces relationships, quality of Ziife, and neighborly 
cooperation. For these reasons and many more, it should be a top priority for retention on the 
roll of active naval facilities. 

Respectfully, 

Thomas W.  Brown 
Captain, U.S. Navy (Ref) 

William J. Denning 
Captain, U. S. Navy (Ret) 

Michael P. Currie 
Captain, U. S. Navy (Ret) 



In closing, allow me to express again the views of the vast majority of people of Monroe County and 
Key West. We love the Navy and its dedicated personnel -- both military aind civilian. We appreciate 
them and they will always be welcome in our community. We are proud to support the important 
missions of this important military base. We are pleased that the Navy Department and the Secretary 
of Defense have reaffirmed the importance of the naval and joint military facilities at Key West. 

We urge the Commission to endorse the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense with respect to 
Key West. 

Thank you, 

w k d  Wilhelmina G. Harvey a 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE I425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

7 0 3 - 6 9 6 - 0 5 0 4  
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
G E N  J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

April 3, 1995 S. LEE KILING 

The Honorable Wilhernina Harvey 
Chairperson 

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSU'E ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Monroe County, Florida, BRAC Commission 
3 10 Fleming Street pf~h,:~.: T ~ ; $ - ' : .  4;; i ~ i ~  ~ G U R % % ~  
Key West, Florida 33040 v,: ...,., h ,  . -%- - ~ - ' r > - t  5b;W33\-3K\ - 

Dear Mayor Emeritus Harvey: 

Thank you for your letter to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission regarding your decision to forgo a presentation at the April 4 regional 
hearing in Birmingham, Alabama. You may be assured that your statement will be 
included as part of the official record of the April 4 hearing. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of sewice, 

W a n  
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PETE V. DOMENICI 
NEW MEXICO 

United States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3 101 

COMMITTEES: 

BUDGET 
APPROPRIATIONS 

ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES 
BANKING 

INDIAN AFFAIRS 

March 29, 1995 

The Honorable Sheila E. Widnall 
Secretary of the Air Force 
1670  Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1 670 

Dear Madam Secretary: 

During the 'Air Force's BRAC 95 development activities, deliberative minutes of 
an Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) meeting on October 19, 1994, 
revealed that several of the Kirtland AFB facility condition codes were changed and/or 
questioned. The BCEG minutes showed a concern and a desir'e to  investigate the 
circumstances surrounding these apparent errors in certified information. The minutes 
also stated that Mr. Boatright would ask the Air Force Audit Agency (AFAA) t o  
conduct a sample audit and request the Air Force Civil Engineer to provide technical 
assistance to  the auditor. Additionally, the minutes indicate that Mr. Boatright asked 
Dr. Wolff, ACICE representative to  the BCEG, t o  conduct: a review of the 
circumstances surrounding these Kirtland AFB facility code chan'ges and report back 
t o  the BCEG. 

We could not readily track the results of these facility code audits and reviews. 
Therefore, would you please provide us copies of the specific BCEG or Air Force 
request for an AFAA audit of this situation and the results of that audit along wi th  
copies of the Air Force Civil Engineer's official reports of his r e ~ ~ i e w  of the Kirtland 
situation. Additionally, please provide us copies of the official changes of the Air 
Force process that resulted from your actions in this case. And, did you apply these 
changes and findings Air Force-wide? 

We would appreciate an immediate response to  this request. A reply by 
April 3 is essential so our constituents will have time to  review the information prior 
t o  base visits and regional hearings by the BRAC Commission. We look forward t o  
your timely response, which should be directed to  Charles Gentry, Administrative 
Assistant to  Senator Domenici. 

United States Senator 

LC: BRAC Commission (Attn 
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MARCY KAPTUR 
MEMBER 

9TH DISTRICT, OHIO 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 

2104 RAYBURN BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 20515-3509 

(202) 225-4146 
COMMITTEES: 

APPROPRIATIONS 
SUBCOMMITTEES 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT. 
AGRICULTURE. AND RELATED AGENCIES 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
VA. HUD, AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

DISTRICT OFFICE 

FEDERAL BUILDING 
234 SUMMIT ST., ROOM 719 

TOLEDO, OH 43604 
(419) 259-7500 

March 28, 1995 

Mr. Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Def Base Closure & Realign Comm 
1700 N Moore St 
Ste 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

As you know, the Red River Army Depot (RRAD) has been placed on 
the base closure list from which selections will be made and 
submitted to the President for final approval. In preparation for 
this submittal, you and several other members of the Base 
Realignment and Closure Committee will be visiting RRAD on April 6, 
1995, to investigate and confirm the appropriateness of closing 
RRAD. While I understand the need to implement the BRAC process and 
have no over-all objections to the closing of RRAD, I wanted to make 
you aware of an important issue related to the closure of RRAD that 
may have the unintended consequence of unnecessarily costing money - 

- when it could be saved without complicating or encumbering the 
BRAC process or the closure of RRAD. 

In an attempt to cut the operating costs of several primary 
functions, RRAD has awarded several contracts to P.E. Black 
Corporation, a company in my district. Specifically, these 
contracts are for an adhesive application system and an automated 
paint application system. Although these contracts total $2.2 
million, they represent a significant savings in terms of reduced 
personnel and operating costs and will pay for themselves before the 
term necessary to actually close the base expires. More 
importantly, the contracts supply equipment and functions that can 
be transferred to other bases not slated for closure or those bases 
that will receive RRAD1s present functions (Lone Star Army 
Ammunition Plant, Anniston Army Depot). 

To prevent the loss of that necessary equipme:nt and technology 
already offered and accepted by RRAD at a significant cost savings, 
and which can be used by other facilities within the Army/DoD 
base/facility system, could you please ask and ascertain the answers 
to the following questions when you visit RRAD on April 6, 1995: 

- Will the placement of RRAD on the final closure list prevent RRAD 

PRINTED O N  RECYCLED PAPER 



Mr. Alan Dixon 
March 28, 1995 
Page 2 

from honoring its contract with P.E. Black Corporation for the 
provision of an adhesive application system and an automated paint 
application system? 

- If so, can the contract be transferred to those facilities 
selected to replace RRAD1s functions (Anniston, Lone Star) or 
another suitable base that can utilize the equipment and functions 
and realize the cost savings and increased operating capabilities 
associated with the present contract? 

- Will preventing the successful execution of this contract by RRAD 
or another suitable base/facility actually cost money in the long- 
run due to increased operating and personnel costs? 

Allowing RRAD to honor its contract with P.E. Black will 
facilitate the BRAC process by cutting personnel a:nd operating 
costs. Additionally, if RRAD is ultimately closed, the equipment 
can be transferred to those facilities slated to replace RRAD's 
functions and/or other similar facilities, thereby continuing to 
provide significant savings in operational and per,sonnel costs. 

Since it is likely that disallowing the execution of this 
contract will prove counter-productive and will subvert the core 
BRAC mission of saving money by actually costing money - -  please 
assure that RRAD1s contract with P.E. Black is not voided by RRAD's 
placement on the final closure list. If this is not possible, what 
is the likelihood of transferring the contract to one of the 
facilities that will replace RRAD1s functions (Lone Star, Anniston) 
or another appropriate base/facility? 

Thank you for your prompt attention to this inquiry. Please 
give this company in my district due consideration consistent with 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Committee governing rules and 
regulations. 

Sincerely, 

Member of Congress 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 14215 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN i. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 10, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL COFlNELLA 

Major General Jerry Harrison 
Department of the Army 
office of the Chief of Legislative Liaison 
1600 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10- 1600 

REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5 .  LEE KLING 
RADM IBENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOCiUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Major General Harrison: 

Enclosed is a copy of a letter which I received fiom Representative Marcy Kaptur of Ohio, 
concerning contracts awarded to the P.E. Black Corporation by the Red Itiver Army Depot. The 
P.E. Black Corporation is located in Representative Kaptur's district. 

Representative Kaptur raises questions concerning the impact of a closure 
recommendation on outstanding contracts with private entities. 

Please review this issue and respond directly to Representative Kaptur. Also, I would 
appreciate you sending a copy of your response to me. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you need additional assistance regarding this 
matter. 

Sincerelv. 

Enclosure 
95033 1-5 
AJD:js 
ECTS#: 95033 1-5 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 7 0 0  N O R T H  M O O R E  S T R E E T  S U I T E  142!5 

ARL INGTON,  VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL COFlNELLA 

April 10, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM IJENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOlZUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

The Honorable Marcy Kaptur WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

3:- ;&o ?B W 
Dear Representative Kaptur: 

Thank you for your letter concerning the P.E. Black Corporation's contract with the Red 
River Army Depot (RRAD). I certainly understand your interest in the fi~ture of RRAD and 
welcome your comments. I have shared your questions with the other Commissioners scheduled 
to visit the Red River A m y  Depot. 

We have taken the Liberty of forwarding your letter to Major General Jerry Harrison, Chief 
of the Office of Arrny Legislative Liaison, and have requested that Major General Harrison 
respond directly to you. 

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, 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF LEGISLATIVE LIAISON 

1600 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-1600 

April 19, 1995 

Mr. Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

This acknowledges your April 10, 1995, letter to Major General Harrison, 
case number 95033 1-5R1, concerning Congresswoman Kaptur's request for 
information regarding Red River Army Depot. 

We have received your letter and are expediting a response. If you have 
any questions concerning thls inquhy, please contact DeAnna Ludtke at 
(703)697-9308. 

Sincerely, 

{$A&% 
uWayne W. Jones 

~ieutenant Colonel, U. S. Army 
ContractingFrocuremelnt Liaison OEicer 
Congressional Inquiry Ilivision 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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EVA M. CLAYTON 
1 ST DISTRICT. NORTH CAROLINA 

C O M M I T T E E S  

A G R I C U L T U R E  

SUBCOMMITTEES 

SI'ECIAITY CROPS AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

Congreee' of tlje Einiteb Otatee 
ENVIRONMENT CREDIT A N D  RURAL 

DEVELOPMENT 
Bourie of ~epteaentatiberi 

DEPARTMENT OPERATIONS A N D  
NUTRITION 

S M A L L  B U S I N E S S  

SUBCOMMITTEES 

PROCUREMENT TAXATION A N D  

TOURISM 

RURAL ENTERPRISES EXPORTS AND 

THE ENVIRONMENT 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
BRAC Commission 
1700 West Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

March 29, 1995 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
2 2 2  C A N N O N  BUILDING 

WASHINGTON. DC 205 1 5  

( 2 0 2 )  2 2 5 - 3 1 0 1  

DISTRICT O F F I C E S :  

1 3 4  N .  M A I N  STREET 

WARRENTON, NC 27589  
( 9 1 9 )  257-4800 

400 W E S T  5 T H  STREET 

GREENVILLE,  N C  27834 
( 9 1 9 )  758-8800 

1 - 8 0 0 - 2 7 4 - 8 6 7 2  

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Thank you for your reconsideration to have Cherry Point and the 
Oceana hearing on the same date, May 4, in Baltim!ore, Maryland. 

However, I am greatly troubled that the 1993 BRAC recommendation 
to relocate the Navy Wing from Cecil Field, Florida to Cherry 
Point Marine Air Station in Havelock, North Carolina has been 
recommended for transfer to Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia. 

I know that the commission is faced with making hard decisions 
that affect thousands of dollars of revenue, as well as, 
thousands of servicemembers and their families. However, it 
concerns me that Cherry Point was once considered a desirable 
location for the relocation and now, seemingly, has been deemed 
an unsatisfactory location. It should be noted that, the Marine 
Corps has already taken steps to implement your previous 
decision. 

Therefore, I respectfully request that the Commission provide a 
written summary, supporting the rationale for suc:h a change. I 
believe the commission made the right choice initially in 
selecting Cherry Point as the destination for the relocation of 
the ~/A18 jets. 

Sincerely, 

Eva M. Clayton i/ 
Member of Congress 

PRINTED O N  RECYCLED PAPER 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 F;aq;z? :' (3 !his mlfber 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 p - ,, _n , 2 ; ; : 2 ~ ; ~ ~ 9 5 3 3 3 / -  6 R 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

The Honorable Eva M. Clayton 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL COR'NELLA 

April 7, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM EIENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOStUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Representative Clayton: 

Thank you for your letter requesting a written summary of the rationale used by the 
Secretary of Defense in his recommendation to redirect assets destined for MCAS Cherry Point to 
NAS Oceana. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and 
welcome your comments. 

I am enclosing a summary of the Secretary's recommendation on MCAS Cheny Point 
fiom the Department of Defense Base Closure and Realimment Re~ort. March 1995, for your 
perusal. 

At the present time, the Commission has not reached a decision or1 the Secretary of 
Defense's recommendation to redirect the aircraft assets fiom MCAS Che:rry Point to NAS 
Oceana. We are in the process of reviewing all of the Secretary's recomrr~endations and we will 
make our report to the President by July 1, of this year. 

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, 

AJD:js 
Enclosure 
ECTS#: 95033 1-6 



Chapter 5 
R e c o m m c ~ n s  -- Depamenr of the Nay 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Since this action affects unexecuted 
relocations resulting from prior BRAC recommendations, it causes no net change in 
employment in either the Lake County, Illinois, or the Pensacolat, Florida MSA economic 
areas. However, the anticipated 0.1 percent increase in the Lake County employment base 
and the anticipated 0.1 percent increase in Pensacola, Florida tht: employment base will not 
occur. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact. The relocation of individual sc:hools will have a minimal 
impact on the environment. Each is a tenant command and not al property owner. Each of 
the receiving sites was reviewed for impact on threatenedlendangered species, sensitive 
habitats and wetlands, and culturaVhistoric resources, and no adverse impact was found. 
None of these schools are expected to have an adverse impact on the air quality of the areas 
to which it is relocating. The receiving sites have adequate capacity in their utility 
infrastructure to handle the additional personnel relocated by this recommendation. 

Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, Florida 

Recommendation: Change the receiving sites specified by the 1.993 Commission (1993 
Commission Report, at page 1-20) from "Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, North 
Carolina; Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia; and Marine Corps, Air Station, Beaufort, 
South Carolina" to "other naval air stations, primarily Naval Air :Station, Oceana, Virginia; 
Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort, South Carolina; Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, Florida; 
aud Naval Air Station, Atlanta, Georgia; or other Navy or Marine: Corps Air Stations with the 
necessary capacity and support hfhstructure." In addition, add the following: "To support 
Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, retain OLF Whitehouse, the Pinecastle target complex, and 
the Yellow Water family housing area" 

Justification: Despite the large reduction in operational infrastnlcture accomplished during 
the 1993 round of base closure and realignment, since DON forcc: structure experiences a 
reduction of over 10 percent by the year 2001, there continues to be additional excess 
capacity that must be eliminated. In evaluating operational bases, the goal was to retain only 
that Mkastructure necessary to support the future force structure without impeding 
operational flexibility for deployment of that force. This rtcomm~ended ndirtct achieves 
several important aims in furtherance of current Departmental pollicy and operational needs. 
Fmt, it avoids the substantial new construction at MCAS Cherry Point that would be 
required if the F/A-18s from NAS Cecil Field were relocated there, which would add to 



Chaprcr 5 
Recornmendnriom -- Depamnm qf the Navy 

existing excess capacity, and utilizes existing capacity at NAS Oceana. This avoidance and 
similar actions taken regarding other air stations are equivalent to the replacement plant value 
of an existing tactical aviation naval air station. Second, it pennits collocatio~n of all fixed 
wing carrier-based anti-submarine warfare (ASW) air assets in the Atlantic Fleet with the 
other aviation ASW assets at NAS Jacksonville and NAVSTA Mayport and support for those 
assets. Thmi, it permits recognition of the superior demographics for the Navy and Marine 
Corps reserves by relocation of reserve assets to Atlanta, Georgia 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $66.6 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $335.1 million. Annual recurring savings after imp1em1:ntation are 
$1 1.5 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $437.8 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Since this action affects unexec:uted 
relocations resulting from prior BRAC recommendations, it causes no net change in current 
employment in the Craven and Carteret Counties, North Carolina economic axsea However, 
the anticipated 7.5 percent increase in the employment base in this economic area will not 
occur. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The reallocation of Navy and Marine Corps aviation assets 
. in this recommendation will have a generally positive impact on the environment, particularly 

on the air quality at Cherry Point, North Carohm, and Jacksonville, Florida. 'I'he 
: introduction of additional aircraft and personnel to the Norfolk, Virginia, area is not expected 

to have an adverse impact on the air quality of that area since the net effect of moving these 
particular assets, when compared to the force structure reductions by FY 2001, is a reduction 
of personnel and aircraft from FY 1990 levels at this receiving activity. However, it is 
expected that conformity determinations will be required for the movements to NAS Oceana 
and NAS Atlanta. The utility infrastructure at each of the receiving sites is sufficient to 
handle the additional personnel. At none of the receiving sites will there be an adverse 
impact on threatened/endangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or 

k 
+ cultural/historical resources occasioned by this recommendation. 
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Sorfing, Northrup, Hanna, Cullen 
and Cochran, Ltd, 

Anorneye at Law 
SuIu 800 Woi. B u i l d i ~  

607 Baa? Adunr Sucoc 
Pomc OMcs Box 5 13 l 

Springfield, Illinois 62705 

Tdepbolu: (217) S44-1144 
F u  No.: (217) 522-3173 

March 23, 1995 

Hon. Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Base Realignment 
and Closure Commission 

One Metropolitan Square - Suite 3600 
St. Louis, MO 63102 

BP: TI-kennv Arrnv D e ~ o t  

Dear Commissioner Dixon: 

YOU m a y  have some curiosity why a Central Illinois Lawyer 
should have a concern about the possible major realigning of this 
facility. 

I am q u i t e  familiar with the Chambersburg community, since 
my daughter, Melinda Finucane (J.D. Washington University, 19771, 
is a civilian attorney for the Depot and resides in Chambersburg 
with our two grandsons. I have, therefore, had occasion to visit 
that area frequently over the last 18 years. Through visits to 
Letterkenny and in conversations with its employees and officers 
I believe I have a general knowledge of its mission and physical 
plant. Its major realigning would be an economic disaster to 
Chambersburg and its people (population ca. 18,500), since only a 
few hundred employees would be needed to maintain the storage, 
shipping and disassembly of missiles and other conventional 
munitions. I realize that all other military closings have 
resulted in varying degrees of hardship to the displacees, but I 
believe that Letterkenny differs from many of the others in that 
I undcr~tand there are few other employment possibilities in the 
Chambersburg area. It is also possible that only limited 
civilian use could be made of the facilities at Letterkenny, 
which would make it unattractive for development for civilian 
purposes. 

In addition to the pereonal dislocation and economic 
hardship, the crucial factor i s  the wisdom, from a defense 
standpoint, of a major realignment of an establishment such as 
Letterkenny. It would be entirely presumptuous on my part to 
hold myself out as qualified to c o m m e n t  on the specafics of the 
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functions and importance of Letterkenny. However, I am impressed 
t o  learn t h a t  the  Depot, at considerable taxpayer cost, has 
improved its facilities and trained personnel to accomplish 
Tactical  Missile maintenance and storage for all the armed 
services at Letterkenny. I am advised that the Depot has 
successfully enacted a model Teaming Project with United Defense 
L.P. to produce Palladium howitzers. Your Commission, of course, 
will review the details of these and o t h e r  Depot functions. I t  
just seems illogical to move these functions elsewhere. 

As a veteran of W.W. I1 and a retired Air Force Lt. Col. 
(Judge Advocate), I have a great admiration for the American 
armed services and the facilities which provide the vitally 
needed weapone and equipment, and a s  such I want to see a high 
standard of readiness. When I was drafted i n  June of 1941 I saw 
at first hand the difficulty of bringing a neglected military to 
an effective state, and I am concerned that the current closures 
and realignments will reduce our military capabilities to 
unacceptable levels. 

This is just one small and unimportant voice, but I so much 
hope, beyond personal reasons, that Letterkenny will be spared 
this major realignment. 

I send you kindest personal regards and thanke for your 
outstanding public service as our Senator and now as the Chairman 
of the thankless task of the Closure Commission. 

Respectfully, 

-d- ,A&%- 
Charles H. orthrup 

CHN: bld 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENIT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMI!OSIONERS: 
AL C O R N E L U  

March 31, 1995 REBECIZA COX 
GEN J. 5. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
9. LEE  KLlNG 
RADM EIENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Charles H. Northrup 
Sorling, Northrup, Hanna, Cullen 

and Cochran, Ltd. 
Suite 800 Illinois Building 
607 East Adams Street 
Post Office Box 5 13 1 
Springfield, Illinois 62705 

Dear Mr. Northrup: 

Senator Dixon shared with me your recent letter to him regarding your views on 
Letterkemy Army Depot, and asked that I reply to your letter since he has a policy of not taking a 
position in advance on specific issues which will be voted on by the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. 

Thank you for taking the time to express your views regarding Le1:terkemy Army Depot. 
You may be assured that Senator Dixon and the other Commissioners will1 carehlly review all 
information used by the Defense Department in making its recommendation to realign this facility. 
The information you have provided will also be considered by the Commission. 

Mr. Northrup, thank you for your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. 

David S. ~ ~ l d  
S M  Director 
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LANE EVANS 
17TH DISTRICT. ILLINOIS 

COMMITTEES: 

HOUSE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE 

HOUSE COMMITTEE ON Conartss of the %Inked Statts 
N VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

HOUSE COMMITTEE ON 
NATURAL RESOURCES 

R o u ~ e  of Reyesentatibes 
.mDashinp, BE zor~r-1517 

March 31, 1995 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 

2335 RAYBURN BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 20515-131 7 

(202) 225-5905 

DISTRICT OFFICES. 

1535 47TH AVE.. # 5  
MOLINE. IL 61265 
(309) 793-5760 

TOLL FREE 800-322-6210 

1640 N. HENDERSON ST 
GALESBURG. IL 61401 

1309) 342-44 11 

MONMOUTH CITY HALL 
SECOND FLOOR 

MONMOUTH. IL 61462 

12 1 SCOTLAND. MACLAN PLAZA 
MACOMB. IL 61455 

The Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission fa g&s &, ibd r"ti.!nx~al' 
1700 North Moore St., Suite 1425 i ?j",@p T Y " ~  9. . i b ) - , - j  G33%\-8 ____, 

Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing you concerning the proposed transfer of the 
maintenance mission at the Letterkenny Army Depot to the Anniston 
Army Depot. I urge you to modify this recommendation by sending 
part of this work - the rebuild of self-propelled and towed 
howitzer systems - to the Rock Island Arsenal (RIA). 

The transfer to Anniston, recommended by the Department of 
Defense (DOD), is part of a strategy to reduce infrastructure and 
overhead costs. I believe that one piece of this workload, the 
rebuilding of self-propelled and towed howitzer systems, could be 
accomplished with less expense by transferring it instead to RIA. 

RIA already performs the mission of backing up Letterkenny for 
rebuild of these items. As a current producer of self-propelled 
and towed artillery pieces, RIA has the facilities, equipment and 
- most importantly - the expertise to accomplish this mission 
without upfront costs. Transfer of this mission t:o RIA would 
avoid the expense of setting up this capability at Anniston. 

It is important that the commission keep imp1ement:ation costs low 
by developing plans which reduce infrastructure ralther than 
recreating it. I urge you to change the recommendation made on 
this matter by DOD and direct the rebuild mission of these items 
to RIA. I appreciate your consideration of this issue. 

Sincerely, 

LANE EVANS 
Member of Congress 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



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 CORNELIA 

April 6, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM I3ENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Lane Evans 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Lane: 

Thank you for your letter requesting the Commission to consider moving self-propelled 
and towed howitzer system rebuild work to Rock Island Arsenal. 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 recommendation on Letterkenny Army Depot. 

I look forward to working with you during this d i c u l t  and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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JAMES V. HANSEN 
IST DISTRICT, UTAH 

COMMITTEES: 

NATIONAL SECURITY 

RESOURCES 

SELECT COMMlnEE ON 
INTELLIGENCE 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

ROOM 2466 
RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON. OC 20515-4401 
12021 2254453 

Eongre~s of the Wnited  stat^:^ 
houee of Repreeentatiuee 

Umaehington, BE LMI~-4401 

March 31, 1995 

DISTRICT OFFICES, 

1017 FEDERAL BUILDING 
324 25TH STREET 
OGDEN. UT 84401 

1801) 39-362 
1801) 625-5677 
1801) 451-5822 

435 EAST TABERNACLE 
SUITE 301 

ST. GEORGE. UT 84770 
1801) 628-1071 

Mr. David Lyles 
Staff Director - Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 20009 

Dear Mr. Lyles: 

Thank you for your patience and professionalism 
during the past couple of days regarding scheduling for the 
Utah site visits. I regret the confusion and difficulties that 
have resulted. 

As in years past, I have again been chosen by the 
Utah Congressional Delegation and the Governor to take the lead 
for the delegation in all BRAC matters. My purpose in writing 
is to clarify that my office is the primary point of contact 
for the Delegation in making arrangements which involve the 
entire Delegation, including site visits, or coordinating the 
Regional Hearing in Albuquerque. My staff members are Mr. Bill 
Johnson and Mr. Steve Petersen, who may be reached at (202) 
225-0453. I have instructed them to work closelty with the 
other offices in coordinating these events. 

While personal staff of other offices can and should 
make arrangements with you regarding their own individual 
Member, such as personal visits with Commissioners, they cannot 
and should not presume to speak for the entire Delegation in 
scheduling matters which affect us all. 

Finally, as you know, the Utah Delegation met 
yesterday and was unanimous in its desire to have as many 
 omm missioners visit Defense Depot Ogden (DDOU) and Dugway 
proving Grounds as possible, preferably on April 13th. 
However, we will welcome any and all Commissioners who will 
agree to visit our state whenever their chedulss will allow. P 

' / .+dames V. Hans,en  ember of Congress 
/,'/ 

JVH : sp 
cc: Utah congressional ~elegation 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMEINT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 142!5 p'c y~ r~.?? 73 '!f$ %;Tz( 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 . - - -  + --79pn&f . . 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

April 9, 1995 GEN REBECCA J 8. DAVIS, COX USAF t RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

Honorable James V. Hansen MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 

House of Representatives WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Congress of the United States 
Washington, D.C. 205 15-4401 

Dear Congressman Hansen: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the scheduling of the Commission's base 
visits to Defense Depot Ogden and Dugway Proving Grounds. At this time, two Commissioners 
are scheduled to visit those two installations on Thursday, April 13. 

I appreciate the cooperation and assistance of you and your staff in helping the 
Commission schedule these base visits. Please do not hesitate to contact me if I can be of any 
assistance in the coming months. 

David S. L ~ ~ & J  
Staff Director 



ATTENTION OF 

Mr. Ed Brown 
Army Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

Z 8 MAR 1895 

Dear Mr Brown: 

The following information is in response to your question regarding environmental 
restoration costs for Sacramento Army Depot. Please feel free to contact me should you require 
any additional information regarding this subject. 

Budget 

FY 93 BES - $40,301,000 (Baseline) 
FY 96 BES - $39,728,000 (Revised) 

Oblipations 

Funds Distributed - $32,326000 (A10 3 1 Jan 95) 
Funds Obligated - $28.226.000 (A10 3 1 Jan 95) 
Unobligated Bal - $ 4,100,000 -- 

MICHAEL G. JONES 
COL, U.S. ARMY 
Director, The Army Basing Study 

Printed on @ Recycled Pap, 
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Bnited States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

March 31, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

As the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission reviews the department of 
Defense's proposals, we take this opportunity to express our strong support for the plan to 
merge the U.S. Army's Publications facility in Baltimore into the automated center in St. Louis. 
Our St. Louis facility demonstrates its value to the Army on a day-in, day-out basis and was 
appropriately selected over its less modern counterpart by the Army after a thorough review 
process. 

St. Louis is the ideal city in which to locate a streamlined and consolidated Army 
publications distribution facility. This recommendation makes good economic sense in terms of 
well trained and highly motivated personnel, efficient automated facilities,, and lower annual 
lease expenditures. In short, we believe this consolidation will optimize the Department of the 
Army's distribution system at its facility of choice. 

We look forward to working with you to insure that you and the Commission are provided 
with accurate and timely information concerning this publications facility, the city of St. Louis 
and the state of Missouri. 

Sincerely, 

Christopher S. Bond 
United States Senator 

I 

~ a m h  M. Talent 
~ e h b e r  of Congress 

John Ashcroft 
United States Senator 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

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

April 6, 1995 

The Honorable James M. Talent 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Talent: 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBEC.CA 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 

Thank you for your letter in support of the Department of Anny's proposal to 
consolidate its publications activities in St. Louis, Missouri. I certainlly 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 recommendation on the United States Army 
Publications Facility in Baltimore, Maryland. 

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 JI. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

April 6, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL COIPNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOLiUE 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 in support of the Department of Anny's proposal to 
consolidate its publications activities 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 cam 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 recommendation on the United States Army 
Publications Facility in Baltimore, Maryland. 

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



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN .J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 6, 1995 

The Honorable Christopher S. Bond 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND11 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Kit: 

Thank you for your letter in support of the Department of Anny's proposal to 
consolidate its publications activities 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 recommendation on the United States Army 
Publications Facility in Baltimore, Maryland. 

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

Sincerely, 
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ALFRED A. HOPKINS 
Mayor 

OFFICE O F  THE MAYOR 
160 DUKE O F  GLOUCESTER STREET 

ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 2 140 1 

m p .  263-7997 
Balto. 269-0138 
Wash. 261-1123 

?DD 263-7943 
Fax 263-3322 

March 27, 1995 

Rebecca G. Cox 
Defense Base and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Ms. Cox: 

I am gravely concerned that the Naval Surface Warfare Center, 
Carderock Division, Annapolis Detachment, is on the base closing 
list recently released by the Defense Base and Realignment 
commission. I understand that the commission is now visiting the 
sites and taking comments from local and state officials and the 
general public on the closing lists. Accordingly, I would like 
you to consider the following as you make your final decision on 
which facilities should be cut or closed. 

The Annapolis base has been operating for 87 years, and even with 
recent staff cutbacks, still brings a $33 million dollar annual 
payroll into the Annapolis area. In our relatively small 
metropolitan area, the jobs and dollars that this facility 
generates are significant in our local economy. 

Furthermore, it is my understanding that, as most of these jobs 
are held by civilians and not military personnel, the personal 
ramifications of the closing of the Annapolis facility are 
greater than for many of the other bases slated for closing. The 
civilian personnel are rooted in this community, and unlike 
military personnel who are often reassigned every 1 to 3 years, 
will not be able to easily relocate to another area. It is 
therefore likely that many government careers will be prematurely 
ending if the base is closed. 

The Annapolis facility survived a threat of closing two years ago 
for these reasons and because the costs saved with the closing 

Printed on Recycled Paper 



Ms. Rebecca Cox 
Page Two 
March 27, 1995 

were not substantial enough to make an overall significant 
difference in the Department of Defense budget. I urge you to 
reconsider your decision to close the Annapolis Naval Surface 
Warfare Center and stand ready to discuss the matter further at 
your convenience. 

Sincerely, 

cc: The Honorable Barbara A. Mikulski 
The Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes 
The Honorable Wayne T. Gilchrist 
The Honorable Parris N. Glendening 
The Honorable John G. Gary, Jr. 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 3, 1995 

The Honorable Alfred A. Hopkins 
Mayor, City of Annapolis 
Office of the Mayor 
160 Duke of Gloucester Street 
Annapolis, MD 2 140 1 

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

Dear Mayor Hopkins: 

Thank you for your letter in support of the Naval Surface Warfarre Center, 
Carderock Division, Annapolis Detachment. I certainly understand your interest in the 
base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 1 found my visit to 
Annapolis to be productive and informative. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the informhtion 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that he 
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 challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 
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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 CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 

March 31, 1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Major General Joe N. Ballard 
Commander 
U. S. Army Engineer Center and Fort Leonard Wood 
Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri 65473-5000 

Dear General Ballard: 

I would like to thank you and Fort Leonard Wood for your efforts to make my visit 
informative and productive. The briefings and discussions were very helpfbl and provided 
important information to the Commission's review of Fort Leonard Woocl. 

Please convey my appreciation to your staff for a job well done. ;[ would like to 
individually commend LTC John Johnson, SFC Lyons, and Mr. Jim Figg, who provided a most 
interesting tour. 

Again, thank you for your assistance. I appreciate your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Commissioner 
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L A B O R E R S '  I N T E R N A T I O N A L  U N I O N  O F  N O R T H  A M E R I C A  

March 29, 1995 

Mr. Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Base Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Attention: Ms. Britta Brackney 
senior Executive Assistant to chairman 

Dear Mr. Dixon and Ms. Brackney: 

We have been notified by Bechtel Construction Company 
that the Navy has diverted the bulk of funding for the 
direct hire restoration work at the Key West Naval Air 
Station in Florida. Bechtel has additionally advised 
us that they anticipate that funding will not be 
available for this work until 1996. 

In response to Bechtel's notification that they had 
received approval to commence the aforementioned work, 
we scheduled a special training course that would ready 
an adequate number of personnel (laborers) to perform 
the necessary work in Key West. This training class 
included twenty (20) displaced base employees that are 
in need of immediate employment. 

In consideration of the aforementioned, I would take 
this opportunity to request your assistance in 
rectifying this critical situation. 

If there is any additional information that we can 
supply you with, please contact the Cor~struction, 
~aintenance and Service Trades ~ivision at this office. 

Your timely consideration and attention to this matter 
are gratefully appreciated. 

With kind regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 

ARTHUR A. COIA 
General President 

kll 
cc: James Thomas 

Robert Setera 
Frank Johnson 

HEADQUARTERS: 905-16th Street, NW Washmgton, D.C. 20006-1765 (202) 737-8320 Fax: (202) 737-2754 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENIT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 -. , - 2,ai 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
' 1  . 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 

COMMI!ESIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

17, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 13. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE )<LING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Arthur Coia 
General President 
Laborers' International Union of North America 
905- 16th Street 
Washington, DC 20006-1 765 

Dear Mr. Coia: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Department of Navy fbnding for restoration 
work at Naval Air Station, Key West, Florida. I appreciate your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and appreciate your contacting the Commission for assistance. 

In an effort to be of assistance, the Commission has forwarded a copy of your letter to the 
Navy to determine whether the diversion of hnds for this project is BRA12 related. I have asked 
that the Navy to respond directly to you and to provide a copy of its response to the Commission. 

Arthur, it was good to hear from you. If I can be of krther service, please let me know. 

Sincerelv. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 142'5 -,*, -%Gs -*;=y wz.r 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 . - - - .. r.14$~3f) -/4/d . *  - ... 1 

703-696-0504 
- 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL COFlNELLA 

April 17, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOZlUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Charlie Nemfakos 
Executive Director 
Base Structure Analysis Team 
Department of the Navy 
4401 Ford Avenue 
Alexandria, Virginia 223 02 

Dear Mr. Nemfakos: 

Enclosed is a copy of a letter I received fiom Mr. Arthur Coia, President, Laborers' 
International Union of North America, concerning Department of Navy fi~nding for restoration 
work at Naval Air Station, Key West, Florida. Mr. Coia is concerned that the hnding for this 
project has been diverted as a result of the Secretary of Defense's recommendation to realign 
NAS Key West. 

Please review this issue and respond directly to Mr. Coia. Also, I would appreciate you 
sending a copy of your response to the Commission. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter 

Sincerelv. 

M a n  

Enclosure 



L A B O R E R S '  I N T E R N L 4 T I O Y . \ L  C X I J Y  O F  N O R T H  . \ 4 1 E R I C A  

March 29, 1995 

Mr. Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Base Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

~ttention: Ms. Britta Brackney 
Senior Executive Assistant to chairman 

Dear Mr. Dixon and Ms. Brackney: 

We have been notified by Bechtel ~onstruction Company 
that the Navy has diverted the bulk of funding for the 
direct hire restoration work at the Key West Naval Air 
Station in Florida. Bechtel has additionally advised 
us that they anticipate that funding will not be 
available for this work until 1996. 

In response to Bechtelfs notification that they had 
-received approval to commence the aforementioned work, 
we scheduled a special training course that would ready 
an adequate number of personnel (laborers) to perform 
the necessary work in Key West. This training class 
included twenty (20) displaced base employees that are 
in need of immediate employment. 

In consideration of the aforementioned, I would take 
this opportunity to request your assistance in 
rectifying this critical situation. 

If there is any additional information that we can 
supply you with, please contact the construction, 
Maintenance and Service Trades Division at this office. 

Your timely consideration and attention to this matter 
are gratefully appreciated. 

With kind regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 

ARTHUR A. COIA 
General President 

kll 
cc: James Thomas 

Robert Setera 
Frank Johnson 
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PAUL S. SARBANES 
MARYLAND 

Wnited States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-2002 

March 30, 1995 

Commissioner Rebecca G. Cox 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

We would like to thank you, David Lyles, Alex Yellin and 
Jeff Mulliner, for your visit to the Naval Surface Warfare Center 
at White Oak this week. We appreciate the opportunity afforded 
to the local community and to our Congressional, State and local 
Delegations to make our case and hope that the tour was helpful 
in addressing your questions. 

For our part, the visit reaffirmed our view t.hat the 
Navy/Defense Department recommendation to overturn the 1993 BRAC 
decisions with respect to White Oak and NAVSEA is unwarranted and 
severely flawed. 

First, we believe that DoD failed to properly account for 
the high military value of White Oak's unique facilities. In 
this regard, we wanted to ensure that you and your. staff have the 
following documents which attest to the critical m~ilitary 
capabilities of the hypervelocity wind tunnel, copies of which 
are enclosed: 

1) Memorandum dated February 13, 1995 from Rear Admiral 
West, Defense Ballistic Missile Organization, to the Assistant 
Secretary of the Navy (Installations and Environment) which 
states: "the Hypervelocity Wind Tunnel Number 9 at the Naval 
Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) is a unique national asset that is 
critical to the development of the Ballistic Missile Defense 
Organization's (BMDO) interceptor programs." 

2) Memorandum (undated) from the Deputy CINC, U.S. 
Strategic Command (STRATCOM), to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of 
Staff which states: "The one-of-a-kind wind tunnel at NSWC White 
Oak, MD provides an industrial base capability which serves 
USSTRATCOM, all Services, BMDC, NASA and other agencies. As a 
DBOF facility, it is user funded, hence costs associated with 
operation are shared by all agencies. The unique capabilities 
associated with this wind tunnel are vital to the continued 
credibility of the ballistic missile force, repressenting two legs 
of the strategic deterrent triad." 
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Second, DoD's recommendation and the joint cross service 
review process make no provision for the continued operation or 
relocation of the Wind Tunnel or the Phoenix/Casino Nuclear 
Weapons Effects facilities. Consequently the DoD1s analysis, in 
our view, significantly underestimates the costs and 
overestimates the savings from closing White Oak. DOD estimates 
savings from closing White Oak at $85.9 million over 20 years 
based on abandoning critical facilities. If these facilities 
have to be replicated or moved, additional expenses of up to $143 
million for the wind tunnel, $37 - $40 million for ~hoenix/Casino 
and $30 million for the magnetic silencing facility must be 
included, making it cost ineffective t o  ciose White Oak. 

Third, we remain concerned that DoD failed to accurately 
assess the relative costs and non-quantitative conlsiderations 
associated with moving NAVSEA to Navy Yard verses moving to White 
Oak. Indeed, the Navy concedes it will be more cc~stlv to move 
NAVSEA to the Navy Yard than to White Oak. However, it claims 
this cost will be more than offset by recurring savings over a 
20-year period. We are continuing to work closely with the 
community to analyze the Navy's cost/savings estimates and will 
be forwarding that.analysis to the Commission in the weeks ahead. 
In the meantime, in order to properly evaluate the Navy Yard as a 
receiving installation, we believe a personal fact finding tour 
from the Commission is required and respectfully request that the 
Commission add the Washington Navy Yard to its list of 
installations receiving official visits. 

Again, our thanks to you and the Commission staff for your 
time and interest in visiting White Oak on March 27. 

With best regards, 

w 

Barbara A. Mikulski 
United States Senator United States Senator 

-k'- U L ,  
Albert R. Wynn 
Member of Congress 

onstance A. Mo:r k -  
Member of Congress 
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April 17, 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 The Honorable Barbara Mikulski 

United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Mikulski: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with additional information regarding the 
military capabilities of the hypervelocity wind tunnel at the Naval Surface Warfare Center at 
White Oak, Maryland, as well as other related cost estimates associated urith the Department of 
Defense's recommendations regarding White Oak and the Navy Yard in Washington, D.C. I 
certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
additional 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. 

As you may know, a member of the Commission staff visited the Navy Yard in 
Washington, D.C. on April 12. Also, should my schedule permit, I will attempt to visit the Navy 
Yard at a later date. 

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

Sincerely, 

~ebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL COfi!NELLA 

April 17, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM EIENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE The Honorable Steny H. Hoyer 

United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Hoyer: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with additional information regarding the 
military capabilities of the hypervelocity wind tunnel at the Naval Surface Warfare Center at 
White Oak, Maryland, as well as other related cost estimates associated with the Department of 
Defense's recommendations regarding White Oak and the Navy Yard in Washington, D.C. I 
certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
additional 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. 

As you may know, a member of the Commission staff visited the Navy Yard in 
Washington, D.C. on April 12. Also, should my schedule permit, I will attempt to visit the Navy 
Yard at a later date. 

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

Sincerely, 

Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMl!iSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

April 17, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 13. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

The Honorable Constance Morella WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Morella: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with additional information regarding the 
military capabilities of the hypervelocity wind tunnel at the Naval Surface Warfare Center at 
White Oak, Maryland, as well as other related cost estimates associated with the Department of 
Defense's recommendations regarding White Oak and the Navy Yard in CVashington, D.C. I 
certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
additional 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. 

As you may know, a member of the Commission staff visited the Navy Yard in 
Washington, D.C. on April 12. Also, should my schedule permit, I will attempt to visit the Navy 
Yard at a later date. 

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

Sincerely, 
. . 

Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 
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ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMIBISIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

April 17, 1995 REBECC:A COX 
GEN J. 13. DAVIS. USAF (RET)  
S. L E E  KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

The Honorable Albert R. Wynn WENDI ILOUISE STEELE 

United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Wynn: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with additional information regarding the 
military capabilities of the hypervelocity wind tunnel at the Naval Surface Warfare Center at 
White Oak, Maryland, as well as other related cost estimates associated with the Department of 
Defense's recommendations regarding White Oak and the Navy Yard in Washington, D.C. I 
certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
additional 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. 

As you may know, a member of the Commission staff visited the Navy Yard in 
Washington, D.C. on April 12. Also, should my schedule permit, I will attempt to visit the Navy 
Yard at a later date. 

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, 
-- -7 

Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 

RGC: cw 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL COR!NELLA 

April 17, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM ESENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSAIE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE The Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes 

United States Senate 
Washington, D. C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Sarbanes: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with additional information regarding the 
military capabilities of the hypervelocity wind tunnel at the Naval Surface Warfare Center at 
White Oak, Maryland, as well as other related cost estimates associated with the Department of 
Defense's recommendations regarding White Oak and the Navy Yard in Washington, D.C. I 
certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
additional 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. 

As you may know, a member of the Commission staff visited the Navy Yard in 
Washington, D.C. on April 12. Also, should my schedule permit, I will attempt to visit the Navy 
Yard at a later date. 

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, - 

RGC :cw 

Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 
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Congress of tbe Wniteb $&ate$ 
B o u ~ e  of Sepres'entatibes' 

~ a ~ ~ i n g t o n ,  336 20515 

March 30, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
& Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street-Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As you know, we recently requested that the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission's legal counsel issue a ruling on whether the Real-time Digitally Controlled 
Analyzer Processing Facility (REDCAP) meets the criteria for inclusion on the closure list. 

While our initial request is being considered by your legal team, we would like to 
respectfully request that the Commission also make a brief visit to the REDCAP Facility at 
Calspan, Inc. in Buffalo. 

It is our firm belief that after seeing REDCAP firsthand, the Commission members 
will agree that it is being run in the most cost effective and efficient manner possible. 

We look forward to hearing from you. 

Sincerelv , 



,c*. 
i *.I.. DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 
ARLINGTON VA 22209 

703-696-0504 

April 1 1, 1995 

The Honorable Bill Paxon 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Congressman Paxon: 

Thank you for your recent letter to the Commission requesting that the Commission make 
an official visit to the Real-time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processing Facility (REDCAP) at 
Calspan, Inc. in Buffalo, New York. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

As you can appreciate, Commissioners have a large number of bases to visit in a short 
period of time. Your request for a Commission visit to REDCAP will be given every 
consideration, depending on the schedules and availabilit~ of Cornmissiont:rs. 

Of course, at any time during the process you and the REDCAP communih are welcome 
to meet with Commissioners or Cornrnission staff to present any new information on the proposed 
closure of REDCAP. AII information presented to the Commission receives the same carefbi 
review and analysis. In addition, the Commission will be holding hearings in Washington DC or, 
June 12-13 at which Members of Congress will be invited to present brief testimony to the 
Commission. 

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

Sincerely, 
n . 

M a n  



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 N O R T H  MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 
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April 11, 1995 

The Honorable John McHugh 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Congressman McHugh: 

Thank you for your recent letter to the Commission requesting that the Commission make 
an official visit to the Real-time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processing Facility (REDCAP) at 
Calspan, Inc. in Buffalo, New York. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

As you can appreciate, Commissioners have a large number of bases to visit in a short 
period of time. Your request for a Commission visit to REDCAP will be given every 
consideration, depending on the schedules and availability of Commissioners. 

Of course; at any time during the process you and the REDCAP community are welcome 
to meet with Commissioners or Comrnission staKto present any new information on the proposed 
ciosure of REDCAP. All information presented to the Commission receives the same careful 
review and anaiysis. In addition, the Comrnission will be holding hearings in Washington DC or! 
June 12- 13 at which Members of Congress will be invited to present brief testimony to the 
Commission. 

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

Sincerely, 
n 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

April 1 1, 1995 

The Honorable Daniel Patrick Moynihan 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Pat: 

Thank you for your recent letter to the Commission requesting that the Commission make 
an official visit to the Real-time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processing Facility (REDCAP) at 
Calspan, Inc. in Buffalo, New York. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

As you can appreciate, Commissioners have a large number of bases to visit in a short 
period of time. Your request for a Commission visit to REDCAP will be given every 
consideration, depending on the schedules and availability of Commissioners. 

Of course, at any time during the process you and the REDCAP community are welcome 
to meet with Commissioners or Commission staffto present any new information on the proposed 
closure of REDCAP. All information presented to the Commission receives the same careful 
review and analysis. In addition, the Commission will be holding hearings in Washington DC on 
June 12-13 at which Members of Congress will be invited to present brief testimony to the 
Commission. 

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, 

AJD: cw 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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April 1 1, 1995 

The Honorable Alfonse M. D' Amato 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Al: 

Thank you for your recent letter to the Commission requesting that the Commission make 
an official visit to the Real-time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processing Facility (REDCAP) at 
Calspan, Inc. in Buffalo, New York. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

As you can appreciate, Commissioners have a large number of bases to visit in a short 
period of time. Your request for a Commission visit to REDCAP will be gjven every 
consideration, depending on the schedules and availability of Commissioners. 

Of course, at any time during the process you and the REDCAP community are welcome 
to meet with Commissioners or Commission staffto present any new infonnation on the proposed 
closure of REDCAP. All information presented to the Commission receives the same careful 
review and anaiysis. In addition, the Commission will be holding hearings I I ~  Washington DC on 
June 12-13 at which Members of Congress will be invited to present brief testimony to the 
Commission. 

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

Sincerely, 

M a n  



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

April 1 1, 1995 

The Honorable Jack Quinn 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Congressman Quinn: 

Thank you for your recent letter to the Commission requesting that the Commission make 
an official visit to the Real-time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processing Facility (REDCAP) at 
Calspan, Inc. in Buffalo, New York. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

As you can appreciate, Commissioners have a large number of bases to visit in a short 
period of time. Your request for a Commission visit to REDCAP will be given every 
consideration, depending on the schedules and availability of Commissioner-s. 

Of course. at any time during the process you and the REDCAP co~nmunity are welcome 
to meet with Commissioners or Commission staff to present any new information on the proposed 
closure of REDCAP. All information presented to the Commission receives the same careful 
review and analysis. In addition, the Commission will be holding hearings in Washington DC on 
June 12-13 at which Members of Congress will be invited to present brief testimony to the 
Commission. 

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

Sincerely, 
C 
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Southern California 
Committee to 

SAVE OUR 
SHIPYARD 

City of Long Beach 

City of Lakewood 
City of Signal Hill 
City of Cerritos 

Port of Long Beach 
LA. County Supervisor Deane Dana 

LA. County Supervisor Mike Antonovich 
Southern CaliforniaAsm. of Governments 

League of California Cities 
L. B. Economic Development Commission 
Fed. Empl. Metal Trades Council AFLCIO 

LF2T.E. Local 174 
LBNSY Federal ManagersAssociation 

LBNSY Employees Association 
Long Beach Coastline Federal Credit Union 

Southern California Edison 
GTE California 

Southern California Gas Co. 
Golden Sails Inn 

Long Beach Armed Services Commission 
Downtown Long BeachAssociates 
Long Beach Unified School Board 

Long BeachArea Chamber of Commerce 
Long Beach City College 

Long Beach District Board of Realtors 

(Partial List) 

William R Guni 
Chairman 

Darrell Neft 
Vice-Chairman 

Mike Sanders 
Secretary 

Robert E. Sabol 
Treasurer 

MAILING ADDRFSS: 
200 Pine Avenue 

Suite 400 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

(310) 570-3851 
(800) 947-5222 

March 28,1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

re: Long Beach Naval Shipyard 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Although S.O.S. will be presenting supportable data relevant to Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard at the Base Closure Commission field hearing in San Francisco on April 28, we 
believe the following glaring discrepancies in the Navy's recommendation to the 
Commission should be brought to your attention at once. 

1. Attachment 1-2. "Recommendation for Closure:" The Navy states that "force 
structure reductions ... eliminate the requirement fol- the Dept. of the Navy to retain this 
facility, including its large-deck drydocking capability." However, in a memo from the 
Commander In Chief of The Pacific Fleet dated Nov. 28,1994 (copy enclosed) he states 
twice that retaining Drydock #1 at LBNSY is a "foremost consideration" and "primary 
issue of concern." Previously, in June, 1991, Colin E'owell, then Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of St&, wrote to the Secretary of Defense stating, "Closure (of LBNSY) would 
seriously degrade drydocking capability for all large ships in the Southern California 
area" (copy enclosed). 

2. Attachment I, "Description of Analysis of Naval Ship~ards:" On Page 1-4 the Navy 
calls the size and nature of the future fleet "indefinite." Yes, the fleet is downsizing in 
numbers, but the future of nuclear-powered surface vessels is most definite: 12 aircraft 
carriers. All other nuclear powered surface vessels will have been decommissioned by 
2001. Indeed, the vast majority of the fleet will be conventionally powered. LBNSY is 
the last of the Navy's shipyards dedicated to the maintenance, repair and upgrade of 
conventionally-powered vessels. 

3. Ibid: On that same page, the Navy asserts that only one yard (Portsmouth NSY) 
supports SSN 688 requirements, and that the private sector "does not perform all 
requirements (in particular, SSN refuelings or defulelings)." This is an egregious 
misstatement. Nuclear submarine refuelingldefueling/repair is routinely handled at 
another public shipyard, Puget Sound NSY, on the 'West Coast. On the East Coast, 
Norfolk NSY is currently involved in the inactivatio~n of one SSN 688 and has two others 
scheduled through FY99. Finally, private shipyards--Newport News Shipbuilding and 
Electric Boat--both participated in the construction of the SSN 688 class subs which 
included the initial fuelings. For the Navy to state to the Commission that the private 
sector, especially on the East Coast, does not possess these capabilities is a si-cant 
oversight. We must also remember that half of the 688 class is undergoing, or has 
already undergone, inactivation. 

I trust this information is helpful in your deliberatiolns over the fate and future of Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
COMMANDER IN CHIEF 

UNITED STATES PACIFIC FLEET 
250 MAKALAPA DRIVE 

PEARL HARBOR, HAWAII 96860-7000 
IN REPLY REF€ A YO: 

4690 
Ser ~4311/j$ j 

IOV 2 c 1333 

From: Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Fleet 
To : Commander, Naval Sea Systems Command (SE:A 09x1 

S u b j :  BRAC 95 SCENARIOS 2-14-00117-011, 2-14-0114-012, 
2-14-0117-013 

R e f :  ( a )  CINCPACFLT letter 4690 serial ~4311/9269 of 
17 November 1994. 

Encl: (1) PWC San D iego  Feasibility S t u d y  for .AFDB-8 R e l o c a t i o n  
t o  S a n  Diago  o f  22 Augus t  9 4  

1 .  T h i s  l e t t e r r e v i s e s  d a t a  and c l a r i f i e s  i n f o r m a t i o n p r o v i d e d  
i n  r e f e r e n c e  (a). Changes  and a d d i  t ions  are i t a l  i c i z e d .  
R e f e r e n c e  ( a )  i s  s u p e r s e d e d .  

2. Subject scenarios call for the closure of Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard (LBNSY) which eliminates the Navy's capability to 
drydock large amphibious ships and aircraft carriers in the 
Southern California AOR. 

care  t a k e r  s t a t u s ,  Government  Owned/Con tractor O p e r a t e d  (Go /CO)  
r e l a  t i o n s h i p  o r  s i m i l a r  a p p r o p r i a t e  a r r a n g e m e n t  should  be 
established t o  p r o v i d e  c o n t i n u e d  e m e r g e n c y  a c c e s s i b i l i t y .  

:i 

3. If LBNSY Drydock #1 becomes unavailable due t:o BRAC closure, 
maintaining a large capacity drydock for big-deck amphibious 
ships (LHA/LHD) in the Southern California AOR will require 
m o v i n g  a l a r g e  f l o a t i n g  d r y d o c k  i n t o  the San D i e g o  a r e a .  
E n c l o s u r e  (1) is a f e a s i b i l i t y  s t u d y  t o  o v e r h a u l  and p o s i t i o n  t h e  
f l o a t i n g  d r y d o c k  M a c h i n i s t  (AFBD-8) which is LHAb/LHD-capable, at. 
Naval Sta t i on  San Diego, replacing the  s m a l l e r  arydock, S t e a d f a s t  
(AFDM-14).  Costs associated w i t h  locating t h e  Machinist to San 
Diego a r e :  



Subj:  BRAC 95 SCENARIOS 2-14-00117-011, 2-14-0114-012, 
2 -14-0117-013 

-Mobilization and tow f r o m  Pearl Harbor t o  4; 
San D i e g o  v i a  Portland, OR for overhaul. $ 3 .  OM i,. I ,.,,- ' 

-Si t e  P r e p a r a t i o n :  $35.6M .. 
LY 

*Pier/Structural Works ($20.8M) I I 

''c " 

*Utility upgrades (SU.6M) , ,. 
, , d, ' 

*Dredging & Project Costs  ( s 1 4 . 2 M )  - \ 
/\ r. 

-Overhaul Machinist Estimate (Class F) 5 2 6 1 M  4 h ~ .  

4. Long Beach Naval Shipyard Drydock U1 is designated as the 
emergent CV/CVN Pacific drydock. Puget Sound Naval Shipyard's 
Drydock # 6  is the only other CV/CVN capable drydock on the West 
Coast. The closing of LBNSY would eliminate LBNSY Drydock #1 a s  
the backup drydock for emergency drydock work, and would limit 
PACFLT1s f l e x i b i l i t y  for emergency CV/CVN d r y d o c k  work on  t h e  
Wesr Coast . 

5 .  In summar 

07/09X include t h e s e  c o n c e r n s  with the financial information i n  
the Data Call resDonses. 

..... . . . .  i.:: 
. . I . .  .A,... 

,-..)i,.*w . - - -.: . .-,. .,',r,l . . 
, :. : .:;, . . .  . . , , 4 9 , . :  



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN -1. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

April 6, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
9. LEE KLlNG 

Mr. William Gurzi 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JO!BUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

Chairman, Save Ow Shipyard WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

200 Pine Avenue 
Suite 400 
Long Beach, California 90802 

Dear Mr. Gurzi: 

Thank you for your letter regarding Long Beach Naval Shipyard, California. 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 tlhe 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 ar~d analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

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, 
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DEF.T .  r . T '  F'E Kl.C;i . 's. ' .  :3 0 3 7 8 1 0 '3 5 0 

The Hrtired Erilisrcd . A S S ~ ~ - i a t i o n  ('TKISA) 

RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS: Fort Buchanan is the only remaining Army post in Puerto Rico and  the 
Caribbean. 

WHEREAS: There is a possibility, if it is closed and the Army per:ionnel move out. 
that all services, such as commissary, post exchange:, sctiools, medical, 
clubs and recreat~onal fac~lit~es will be closed. 

WHEREAS: The closing of Fort Buchanan in Puerto Rico will affect more than 
15.000 retirees and their families, retirees that served the country with 
pr~de, loyalty and professionalism in war and peace years. It will affect 
2.000 military and civilian personnel and rnore than 9~0,000 people who 
rnake use of thrs facility. 

WHEREAS: Fort Buchanan gives support to more than 15,000 rnt?nibers of the 
United States Army Reserve and Puerto Rico Natronal Guard. It is also 
of great tactical importance in the war on drugs as the Un~ted States 
Forces  of Rapici Action work out of t h ~ s  Arniy base. 

RESOLVED and urge T R W  Nat~onal Headquarters Board of Directors to designate a 
cor-nnllssion to support our retirees and all veterans rn Pcterto Rtco To coordinate 
the appearance of a TREA Natlonal headquarters representat~ve to lobby at a n y  
ft-~ture hear~ngs of the Defense Base Closure and  Realrgnment Co~mrn~ss~on at the 
tJ S (:origress, Washington, DC TREA representat~ve will also request from thrs 
sa~d  (;otnrn~ss~on not to act or take any actlon rn regard to the clos~ng of Foct 
Bc~ct i~r ian,  P c ~ e r t o  Rico until they get all the facts (mtlltary and economtc) from the 
retirees, veterans, and the rest of the community 111 Puerto R~co.  

RESOLVED FURTHER, that a copy of this Resolc~tion be sent to the Honorable Bill 
Clinton. President of the United States of Amerlca, to the k-ionorable Carlos Romero 
Barcelcj. Resident Cornmissioner for Puerto Rico in the U.S. Congr-ess. Washington. 
DC. and to the Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman, Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Con-irnission. U.S. Congress. Washington, DC. 

I. Ricardo Rivera Gonzalez. Secretary of the Board of Directors of The Retired 
Enlisted Associatior1 (TREA), Pc~erto R~co  Chapter- 64, hereby certify that the 
forecjc2rng 1s a true and correct c:opy of the Kesolut~on adopted at a regular rneeting 
held at the Community Club. Fort Buchanan, Pclerto Rico on the 16th of March. 1985. 
at wh~ct-I rneeting a full quorum was present a n d  vot~ng. 

The Retired Enlisted Associatiotl (TKEA) 
Puertc:, Rico Chapter 64 

P O .  Don 871.1-8016 
Ra) arnbri. P K 00'460 
Phonc (Rl l '4)  798-2503 



March  29, 7995 

Mr. J.B. Dixon,  C h a i r m a n  
Defense Base C l o s u r e  a n d  R e a l i g m e n t  C o r n n ~ i s s i o n  
1700 North M o o r e  S t r e e t  S u i t e  1425 
Arlington, CA 22209 
Attn: Cece Carman 

D e a r  Sir;  

E n c l o s e d  p l e a s e  find T h e  Ret i red  Enlisted Association, Puerto R i c o  Chapte r  
64, Resolcrtion #95-02 in re fe re r ice  to the  B a s e  R e a l i g n m e n t  anci Closure 
Cornt-nission's dec i s ion  t o  inc lude  Fort  B ~ r c h a n a n .  P u e r t o  Rico  is its list for  
Rea l i gnmen t .  

The 90.000 r e t ~ r e e s  r e s ~ d i n g  In P u e r t o  R ~ c o  feel this dec l s ion  IS no t  In the  best 
in te res t  t o  this  comr-nunity. We a r e  very  ~ n t e r e s t e d  in p r e s e n t i n g  you r  C o m m ~ t t e e  o u r  
concerns about this a c t ~ v n  o n  you r  v ~ s ~ t  to Fort Ruchanan o n  Aprrl 2 f I ,  1995 

Yoc~ rnay  c o n t a c t  t h e  ~ ~ n d e r s i y n e d  at ($09) 798-2503 at your  c o n v e n i e n c e .  

S ince re ly .  

P r e s i d e n t  

L Jn i t ed  we s tand 

- 
Pzdblished for SGT Keith E. Chisholnz and the Fort Bzdchdnan Commtrnity 

Vol. 22 No.  1 l Fort Buchanan. Puerto Rico March 24. 1995 

Buchanan BRAC hearings April 4 
Site visit by Conzmission represerztntives April 28 

The Defer.lse Base Closi~re and one or rnore conunissioners decide o n  a course nf actlor1 for 
Realignirlent Conin~ittee (BRAC) Typically, at least one each of  he ir~stallations on the list. 
w ~ l l  conduct regional public Commissioner and one staff It can ch~ar~ge the original listing, 
hearings April 4 at the Bothwell member will visit the base .  ' the ever1 dropping or adding bases, for 
Municipal Auditorium in Rir- Conuniss~oner "will basically be in its final recornniendation to the 
mingharn. AI,, to receive testi- 'receive triode' to look, listen and President i n  July.  
~rlony from coni~nunities affected learn as part of the irldeperrdent 
h,, tfIc  c ~ , . ~ ~ t ~ - . >  -6 n..c----.- 
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recommettdations to close or 
realign ir~slallations in that 
psrtici~lar region. Feedback will 
tre accepted from groups and 
irldividuals wishing to cotrmenf on 
the prtjposed actiorls for 23 
different ~nslallations in Alabama. 
Florrda, Georgia. I,ouisiana, 
Mississippi. South Carolitla and 
Tentlessee and Puettn Rico. The 
grc3ups or individuals wishing to 
express their views may contact 
his. Cece Carman at (703) 696- 

. 0504 to trlake arrangemetlts. 

Site visits 
With tlle regional hearings 

or~gving, the Cornmissinn will also 
start visiting the various ins- 
tallatiiins for on-site briefings and 
inspections The purpose o i  tho 
visit is primarily "to assess first- 
hand the base's military value," 
according to a BR.AC inforriiation 
paper. Fifty-fwr rnqior instal- 
latic:,ns proposed for closure. or 
realignment are currently 
scheduled to receive a base visit by 

- 

process to investrgate the issues 
critical to your base and ~ t s  
missiun." the RRAC infurmation 
b r~e f  explaitls. 

The Fort Ruchanan v~srt  lias 
been prugrarruned for Fr~day  , 
April 28. though the C'onimiss~on 
cautions (hat all date< are suh1ec.t 
to change. Tentatively flamed to 
visit Buchanan are General (IISAF. 
Ret. ) J A .  Dav~x and Maj.Gen 
( U S A ,  Rer.) JosuS Robles, the 
latter a X o  Piedras native. 

Community ir~put 
The agenda iricludes a tl~isslon 

/h~nction brief ng with the ins- 
tallation leadership and i f  fcasible 
with government officials and local 
leadership (clvic and municipal 
guvernment organizations, 'save- 
the-base' group spokespersons, 
etc.) and a tour of installation 
Facilities. Written marcrials may 
he presented to the Cotrunission 
for their consideration 

From the inforrvation gatl~ered 
at the hearings and through the 
visits, the Comnlission will then 

FORSCOM tern1 
As part of the process, a teain 

frorn Forces Cormand will also he 
visiting Fort Buchanan this week. 
Following guidance from the 
rJeparttnent of the Army, this 
tentn, a:; well as Euchatian's own 
Realignmetit hctiorl 'Team. will hc 
working from a contingency, "as- 
if'' apprloach. and will be 
r.uarnini!ng alternatives and 
planning: concrete actions for the 
transition to l ~ e  as srnooth as 
possible. should a realignment be 
finally approved. 

Now i t \  its initial stages. the 
plat1 cnntetnplates a gradual and 
orderly draw down of functinti and 
personael which would be set it110 
effect i f  the proposal becotnes 
~?ublic law. A recent WOSO 
report said that October 1 would 
signal a start for an exodus o f  
soldiers and Army fxnilies and 
civiliarls frmn the post. "One 
(:)ctoher is not the magic date to 
start moving people out, * Post 
Commander, Col. Dotiaid R .  

(Continued, p.  3) 



The Retired Enlisted Association (TREA) 
Puerto Rico Chapter 64 

P.O. BOX 8714-8036 
Bayambn, P.R 00960 
Phone: (809) 798-2503 

March 29, 1995 

Mr. J.B. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realigment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, CA 22209 
Attn: Cece Carman 

Dear Sir: 

Enclosed please find The Retired Enlisted Association, Puerto Rico Chapter 
64, Resolution #95-02 in reference to the Base Realignment and CUosure 
Commission's decision to include Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico is its list for 
Realignment. 

The 90,000 retirees residing in Puerto Rico feel this decision is not in the best 
interest to this community. We are very interested in presenting yolulr Committee our 
concerns about this action on your visit to Fort Buchanan on April 28, 1995. 

You may contact the undersigned at (809) 798-2503 at your convenience, 

Sincerely, 

qdW& Ma uel Sanchez 

President 

United we stand 



The Retired Enlisted Association (TREA) 
I'ucrto Rico Chaptcr 64 

P.0. Box 8714 
Bay;inibn, P.R. 00960/8036 

RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS: Fort Buchanan is the only remaining Army post in Puerto Rico and the 
Caribbean. 

WHEREAS: There is a possibility, if it is closed and the Army personnel move out, 
that all services, such as commissary, post exchange, schools, medical, 
clubs and recreational facilities will be closed. 

WHEREAS: The closing of Fort Buchanan in Puerto Rico will affect more than 
15,000 retirees and their families, retirees that serveti the country with 
pride, loyalty and professionalism in war and peace years. It will affect 
2,000 military and civilian personnel and more than 90,000 people who 
make use of this facility. 

WHEREAS: Fort Buchanan gives support to more than 15,000 members of the 
United States Army Reserve and Puerto Rico National Guard. It is also 
of great tactical importance in the war on drugs as the United States 
Forces of Rapid Action work out of this Army base. 

RESOLVED and urge TREA National Headquarters Board of Directors to designate a 
commission to support our retirees and all veterans in Puerto Rico. To coordinate 
the appearance of a TREA National headquarters representative to lobby at any 
future hearings of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Cornmission at the 
U .S. Congress, Washington, DC. TREA representative will also request from this 
said Commission not to act or take any action in regard to the closing of Fort 
Buchanan, Puerto Rico until they get all the facts (military and ecoinomic) from the 
retirees, veterans, and the rest of the community in Puerto Rico. 

RESOLVED FURTHER, that a copy of this Resolution be sent to the Honorable Bill 
Clinton, President of the United States of America, to the Honorable Carlos Romero 
Barcelo, Resident Commissioner for Puerto Rico in the U.S. Congress, Washington, 
DC, and to the Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman, Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission, U.S. Congress, Washington, DC. 

I, Ricardo Rivera Gonzalez, Secretary of the Board of Directors of The Retired 
Enlisted Association (TREA), Puerto Rico Chapter 64, hereby certify that the 
foregoing is a true and correct copy of the Resolution adopted at a regular meeting 
held at the Community Club, Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico on the 16th of March, 1995, 
at which meeting a full quorum was present and voting. 
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R Buchanan hearings April 4 
Site visit by Commission representatives April 28 

The Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Committee (BRAC) 
will conduct regional public 
hearings April 4 at the Bothwell 
Municipal Auditorium in Bir- 
mingham, AL, to receive testi- 
mony from communities affected 
by the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendations to close or 
realign installations in that 
particular region. Feedback will 
be accepted from groups and 
individuals wishing to comment on 
the proposed actions for 23 
different installations in Alabama, 
Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, 
Mississippi, South Carolina and 
Tennessee and Puerto Rico. The 
groups or individuals wishing to 
express their views may contact 
Ms. Cece Carman at (703) 696- 
0504 to make arrangements. 

Site visits 
With the regional hearings 

ongoing, the Commission will also 
start visiting the various ins- 
tallations for on-site briefings and 
inspections. The purpose of the 
visit is primarily "to assess first- 
hand the base's military value," 
according to a BRAC information 
paper. Fifty-four major instal- 
lations proposed for closure or 
realignment are currently 
scheduled to receive a base visit by 

one or more commissioners. 
Typically, at least one 
Commissioner and one staff 
member will visit the base. The 
Commissioner "will basically be in 
'receive mode' to look, listen and 
learn as part of the independent 
process to investigate the issues 
critical to your base and its 
mission," the BRAC information 
brief explains. 

The Fort Buchanan visit has 
been programmed for Friday, 
April 28, though the Commission 
cautions that all dates are subject 
to change. Tentatively named to 
visit Buchanan are General (USAF, 
Ret.) J.B. Davis and Maj.Gen. 
(USA, Ret.) Josut Robles, the 
latter a N o  Piedras native. 

Community input 
The agenda includes a mission 

/function briefing with the ins- 
tallation leadership and if feasible 
with government officials and local 
leadership (civic and municipal 
government organizations, 'save- 
the-base' group spokespersons, 
etc.) and a tour of installation 
facilities. Written materials may 
be presented to the Commission 
for their consideration. 

From the information gathered 
at the hearings and through the 
visits, the Commission will then 

decide on a course of action for 
each of the installations on the list. 
It can change the original listing, 
even dropping or adding bases, for 
its final recommendation to the 
President in July. 

FORSCOM team 
As part of the process, a team 

from Forces Command will also be 
visiting Fort Buchanan this week. 
Following guidance from the 
Department of the Army, this 
team, as well as Buchanan's own 
Realignment Action Team, will be 
working from a contingency, "as- 
if" approach, and will be 
examini,ng ake:.catives and 
planning concrete actions for the 
transition to be as smooth as 
possiblt:, should a realignment be 
finally approved. 

Now in its initial stages, the 
plan contemplates a gradual and 
orderly draw down of function and 
persom~el which would be set into 
effect if the proposal becomes 
public law. A recent WOSO 
report said that October 1 would 
signal a start for an exodus of 
soldiers and Army families and 
civilians from the post. "One 
October is not the magic date to 
start moving people out, " Post 
Commander, Col. Donald R. 

(Continued, p. 3) 



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 CORINELLA 

April 6, 1995 REBECC:A COX 
GEN J. E3. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

Mr. Manuel Sanchez 
President 
The Retired Enlisted Association 
Puerto Rico Chapter 64 
P.O. Box 8714-8036 
Bayamon, Puerto Rico 00960 

S. LEE h:LlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSIUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 I-OUISE STEELE 

Dear Mr. Sanchez: 

Thank you for your resolution regarding Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and vielcome 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 
S e c r w  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 DEFESSE BASE CLOStRE .OD REALIGXUEhT COlkDIISSION 

E ~ C L T I V E  CORRESWNDEYCE TIUCKNG SYSTEM (ECTS) x 4I;-Oq~3 -- 1 

STAFF DIRECTOR C O ~ I I S S I O N E R  COX 

EXECLTWEDIRECTOR C O b ~ O h ~  DAVIS 
I 
I 

DIRECTOROF-TION I 1 I 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 14251 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 13. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

March 3 1, 1995 

Major General Jay Blume (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of StafT for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 

Dear General Blume: 

On 29 March 1995, we received partial answers to a series of questions pertaining to the 
Air Force Air Logistics Centers. In accordance with telephone conversations between Glenn 
Knoepfle, Commission Staff and LTC Eckhardt and with regard to action items 78-04a and 78- 
04b, please provide copies of revised workload laydown sheets. Also, in action item 78-05f we 
were advised that facility square footage for mothballing and demolition were extracted fiom the 
AFMC Resources Management Plan. Please provide a complete copy of I he AFMC Management 
Plan, including approvals fiom local installation commanders. 

During a telephone conversation between Glenn Knoepfle, Commission stafF and CPT 
Coggins, a request was made for copies of BRAC 95 Baseline Analysis worksheets dated 1/12/95 
and 1/9/95. The requested worksheets document the manpower implication of the Air Forces's 
downsize and base closure alternatives. 

appreciate a copy of the above mentioned documentation 
you for your assistance in this matter. 

Air Force Team Leader 

130 later than 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

0 6 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT , , 
* 2 ; ' . r i ~  #&&& i,iij+:i.af 

( -  L 

SUBJECT: USAF BRAC '95 Depot Information + I 

Attached are the revised workload laydown sheets referenced in our previous 
response to questions 78-04a and 78-04b This information is also provided in response 
to your 3 1 March letter. 

Questions pertaining to this data should be addressed to Lt Col Barry Pitcher in 
AFILGM, DSN 225-5257 or Lt Col Louise Eckhardt, DSN 225-4578. 

. BLUME, JR., Maj Gen, USAF 
Assistant to the CSAF for 

Realignment and Transition 

Attachments: 
1. OC-ALC worksheet 
2. 00-ALC worksheet 
3. SA-ALC worksheet 
4. SM-ALC worksheet 
5. WR-ALC worksheet 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  STATES AIR FORCE 

f ~ ! s f  iir 1 % ~  n WbQtT 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 

SUBJECT: USAF BRAC '95 Depot Information 

Attached are the BRAC 95 Baseline Analysis worksheets in response to your 
3 1 March letter (and a telephone conversation between Glenn Knoepfle and Capt 
Coggins). There are three other taskings included in your request that will be sent under 
separate cover. 

Please refer any questions to my point of contact, Lt Col Louise Eckhardt, DSN 
225-4578. 

. BLUME, JR., Maj Gen, USAF 
Assistant to the CSAF for 

Realignment and Transition 

Attachments: 
9 Jan Kelly Worksheet 
9 Jan McClellan Worksheet 
12 Jan Ke;!y Worksheet 
12 Jan McClellan Worksheet 



CLOSE HOLD - BCEG ONLY 

BRAC95 MANPOWER IMPACT WORKSHEET 

BASE: Kelly 

ADJUSTED BASELINE POPULATION 
MISSION & BOS TO REALIGN 

MANPOWER IMPACTS 
AIA to cantonment area 
BOS tail 
Move AFRES & ANG units 
BOS tail 
Move depot functions 
BOS tail 
Depot overhead consolidation savings (6%) 
BOS tail 

AMN 
3,190 
2,886 

ACTIVE 
1 5,454 
14,362 

Other mission manpower and BOS to move -1 -789 -536 -1 326 

Support manpower retained -53 -1 45 -1 89 -387 

Estimated closure savings 
NET SAVINGS (INCL DEPOT) 

DRILL 
3,341 
3,341 

TOTAL 
18,795 
17,703 



CLOSE HOLD - BCEG ONLY 

BASE: McClellan 

ADJUSTED BASELINE POPULATION 
MISSION & BOS TO REALIGN 

MANPOWER IMPACTS 
Move depot functions 
BOS tail 
Depot consolidation savings (6%) 
BOS tail 
Other mission manpower and BOS to move 

Support manpower retained 

Estimated closure savings 
NET SAVINGS (INCL DEPOT) 

OFF 
431 
21 5 

AMN 
2,125 
1,209 

CIV ACTIVE - 
7,516 10,072 
6,770 8,194 

DRILL 
261 
261 

TOTAL 
10,333 
8,455 



CLOSE HOLD - BCEG ONLY 

BRAC95 MANPOWER IMPACT WORKSHEET 

BASE: Kelly ONLY DEPOT MX MOVES 

ADJUSTED BASELINE POPULATION 
a!f AMN -- CIV ACTIVE DRILL TOTAL 
749 3,190 11,515 15,454 3,341 18,795 

MANPOWER IMPACTS 
Move depot rnx functions -76 -54 -31 55 -3285 0 -3285 
BOS tail -3 -64 -1 99 -266 0 -266 
Depot overhead consolidation savings (6%) - 5 -4 -20 1 -21 0 0 -21 0 
BOS tail 0 -4 -1 3 -1 7 0 -1 7 

NET SAVINGS (INCL DEPOT) -5 -8 -21 4 -227 0 -227 

MANPOWER REMAINING ON BASE 665 3064 7947 11676 0 11676 



CLOSE HOLD - BCEG ONLY 

BRAC95 MANPOWER IMPACT WORKSHEET 

BASE: McClellan MOVE DEPOT MX ONLY 

OFF A!!!!N CIV ACTIVE DRILL TOTAL 
ADJUSTED BASELINE POPULATION 431 2,125 7,516 10,072 261 10,333 

MANPOWER IMPACTS 
Move depot mx functions 
BOS tail 
Depot consolidation savings (6%) 
BOS tail 

NET SAVINGS (INCL DEPOT) -4 -7 -200 -21 1 0 -21 1 

MANPOWER REMAINING ON BASE 357 2005 41 95 6557 0 6557 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  STATES AIR FORCE 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 

SUBJECT: USAF BRAC '95 Depot Information 

Attached are the revised workload laydown sheets referenced in our previous 
response to questions 78-04a and 78-04b. This information is also provided in response 
to your 3 1 March letter. 

Questions pertaining to this data should be addressed to Lt Col Barry Pitcher in 
AFfLGM, DSN 225-5257 or Lt Col Louise Eckhardt, DSN 225-4578. 

. BLUME, JR., Maj Gen, USAF 
Wcial Assistant to the CS.AF for 
Realignment and Transition 

Attachments: 
1. OC-ALC worksheet 
2. OO-ALC worksheet 
3. SA-ALC worksheet 
4. SM-ALC worksheet 
5. WR-ALC worksheet 
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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 
COMMI!SSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 13. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

Lt. Col. Bernie Kring (Attn: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Base Realignment and TransitiodAir National Guard Issues 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 &r Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

Dear Lt. Col. Kring: 

Please provide responses to the following questions regarding the proposed closure of 
Springfield-Beckley MAP AGS, OH: 

1. How will the navigational aid equipment at Springfield-Beckley MAP be affected the 
closure of the AGS? Will it remain with the airport? 

2. How will disposaVconversion of this AGS property differ from routine 
disposdconversion of federal property (i.e. AFBs) in light of the fact that the AGS is located on 
city-owned and not federally-owned property? Has the Air Force closed any locally-owned AGSs 
during previous base closure rounds? 

3. How were the state-paid operating expenses excluded from the COBRA analysis for this 
proposed closure? 

4. How was overhead (i.e. BOS, RPMA costs) at Wright-Patterson AFB applied to the ANG 
unit in completing the COBRA analysis? In other words, how was the ANG unit's "fair share" of 
Wright-Patterson's overhead calculated? 

5. What is the status of the following FY95 MILCON projects at Springfield-Beckley AGS: 

-- Medical Training Facilityhlining Hall $ 4.3 million 
-- Add/Alter fuel celVCorrosion Control Dock 
-- Replace Underground Fuel Storage Tanks 

$ 1.25 million 

$0.4 million 

a. Has construction of these projects been completed or have the finds been 
obligated? 

b. Are there any MTLCON projects scheduled for FY96 or beyond that should be 
reflected in MILCON savings portion of the COBRA analysis? 

6. Why are the MILCON requirements at Wright-Patterson AFB much less then MILCON 
requirements cited during BRAC 93? 



7. Will the state-paid share of the ANG unit's operating costs increase as a result of the 
proposed move to Wright-Patterson AFB? 

In order to assist the Commission in its review of this issue, I would appreciate your 
written responses no later than April 14, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Air Force Team Leader 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

11 4 APR 1995 
MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo, Jr) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 

SUBJECT: USAF BRAC '95 ANG Information, Springfield-Beckley MAP AGS, OH $ 

The following responses are answers to questions contained in your 30 March 1095 letter. 

1. How will the navigational aid equipment at Springfield-Beckley MAP be affected by the closure of the AGS? 
Will it remain at the airport? 

-- There can be no commitment made at this time on the disposition of the navigational aid equipment. 
Disposition of the navigational aid equipment will be determined by the DoD property regulation's 
process 

2. How will disposaVconversion of this AGS property differ from routine disposal/conversion of federal property 
(i.e. AFBs) in light of the fact that the AGS is located on city-owned and not federallyowned property? 

-- AFBCA stated they will treat the Air Guard Station at Springfield-Beckley like any other Air Force 
base disposal/conversion. 

Has the Air Force closed any locally-owned AGSs during previous base closure rounds? 

3. How were the state-paid operating expenses excluded fiom the COBRA analysis for this proposed closure? 

-- State-paid operating expenses are not DoD expenses and, therefore, cannot be taken as a savings. They 
were factored out and never included in the COBRA. The state will still contribute its percentage for 
operating the ANG units. 

4. How was overhead (i.e., BOS, RPMA costs) at Wright Patterson AFB applied to the ANG unit in completing the 
COBRA analysis? In other words, how was the ANG unit's "fair share" of Wright-Patterson's overhead 
calculated? 

-- In the COBRA analysis, the overhead services the ANG pays for at Wright Patterson AFB, were 
considered to be the same overhead services as those at Kelly AFB, TX, and ECirtland AFB, NM. All 
other services the Air Force provides are at no charge to the ANG. The ANG licenses its facilities on an 
active duty Air Force base fiom the Air Force and is responsible for maintenarnce of those facilities. 

5. What is the status of the following FY 95 MILCON projects at Springfield-Beckley ACiS: 

-- Medical Training FacilityIDining Hall $4.3 million 

--- On Hold 

-- AddlAlter he1 cell/Corrosion Control Dock $1.25 million 



--- On Hold 

-- Replace Underground Fuel Storage Tanks $0.4 million 

--- This project should continue because of environmental impacts. The funds are not on hold. 

a. Has construction of these projects been completed or have the funds been obligated? 

-- No construction has started nor have the funds been obligated. 

b. Are there any MILCON projects scheduled for FY96 or beyond that should be reflected in 
MILCON savings portion of the COBRA analysis? 

6. Why are the MILCON requirements at Wright Patterson AFB much less than MILCO'N requirements cited during 
BRAC 93? 

-- Since BRAC '93, AFRES has converted from F-16s to C-141s and has move~d to the other side of the 
runway into different facilities. The F-16 facilities AFRES occupied during BRAC '93 are now vacant 
and can be used by the ANG move. 

7. Will the state-paid share of the ANG unit's operating costs increase as a result of the proposed move to Wright 
Patterson AFB? 

-- Whether the state-paid share of the costs will stay the same or increase is uncertain at this time. We 
have tasked AFMC to completely review and validate all BOS costs that may be charged to the ANG at 
Wright Patterson AFB. When those costs are validated by the BCEG, we can make a more accurate 
determination if the state's fair share will stay the same or increase. 

I trust this information will be helpfbl in your deliberations. 

Q b L k  
. BLUME, JR., Maj Gen, USAF 

cia1 Assistant to the chief of Staff / g e a l i g n m e n t  and Trans ition 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT EOMMlSSION 
1 7 0 0  NORTH MOORE STRGW SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 222OQ 
703-696-0504 

A U N  J. OlXC)N, CHAIRMAN 

Match 30,1995 COMMlSSlQt~KRII: 
AL CORNIUA 
REBECCA COX 
CCN J. D. DKV& UOAI: (R6T) 
S. LUU ICUNbl 
RADM BENJAMIN C. MONTQYA, USN (Ran 

Lt. Col. Bernie k in8  (A#n: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) mo Joeur n o e w ,  JR, USA (REI) 

Base Wgnment and Tta9sitiodAir National Guard Issues 
WNDl LOUlliiE 

~agdqlulr ik  USAF 
1670 Air Form Pentagon 
Washington, DC 2033 0-1 670 

Dear Lt. Cd k ing:  

Please provide responses to the fdowing questions regarding the proposed closure of 
Springfield-Beckley MAP AGS, OH: 

1. How will the navigational aid cquipmcnt at Springfield-Fjeckley MAP be alRdBb the 
closure of the AGS? WLU it r d  with the airport? 

2. How will diapasst /oo~on of this AGS property d i f k  fiom routine 
di$pusaVconversion of f b d d  pper ty  (i.e. AFBs) in tight of the &d that tha AGS is located on 
city-owned and not feddy-ownod property'? Has the Air Force closed any I ~ y - o w n e d  AGSs 
during previous base closun rounds? 
3. How were the statepaid opwating expenses excluded &om the COBRA amlysis for thls 
proposed closure? 

4. How was overhad (i.e. BOS, ReMA costs) at Wight-Pattewn AFB applied to the ANG 
unit in completing the COBRA anaIysis? In other words, how was the ANG wit's ''fair sham" of 
Wtight-Pattereon's overhead calculated? 

5. What is the status of the following FY95 MILCON projects at SpringiicJdd-BecWey AGS: 

- Medical Trainin8 F~adtity/D'rnin8 Hall $4.3 million 
- Add/Alter %el cWCorrosion Control Dock $ 1 .:25 million 
- Replace Underground Fuel Storage Tanks $0.4 million 

a, Has construction of these projects been completed.or have the finds been 
obligated? 

b. Are there any MILCON projects schdu1ed for W96 or beyond that should be 
reflected in MILCON savings portion of the COBRA analysis? 

6. Why are the MILCON requirements at Wright-Patterson AFB much less then MILCON 
requirements cited during BRAC 93? 



L 
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7. Will the state-paid share of the ANO unit's operating costs increase as a rault of the 
proposed move to Wright-Patterson AFB? 

In order to assist the Commission in its review of this issue, I w d d  appreciate your 
written responses no later than April 14,1995. Thank you fbr your assistance .in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Francis A. Chi110 Jr., PE 
Air Fom Team Leader 

** TOTRL PRGE.003 ** 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 142'5 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 1, 1995 

COL Michael A. Lindquist 
Commander 
Tobyhanna Army Depot 
Tobyhanna, PA. 18466-5000 

Dear Colonel Lindquist: 

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

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during our recent st2tEvisit to Tobyhanna 
Army Depot. The briefings and discussions with you and your staff' provided us with a great deal 
of valuable information about the operations of Tobyhanna Army Depot. This information will be 
very helpll to the Commission as we carry out our review of the recornlendations of the 
Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. The 
briefings, tours and information provided by Mr. Frank Zardecki, Mr. Jacob Kodnovich and Mr. 
Robert D. Haas were very informative. We would also like to thank Mrs. Joan Ofalt, Protocol 
Officer, for her help in coordinating the staff visit. 

Glenn Knoepfle 
Staff' ]Member 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 14251 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504  
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon --- . . - ---- 
wasmgton, U.C. 203 1 u-uzuu 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

April 3, 1995 AL CORNELIA 
REBECCZA COX 
GEN J. EB. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSIJE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 I-OUISE STEELE 

The Army Team has completed the base visit and initial review of the data relating to the 
recommendation to disestablish the Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM). I would 
appreciate your repsonses to the following issues raised during the base vjisit and data review. 

1. The General Services Admstration (GSA) indicated the Army's recommendation may save 
the Army money, but would cost the taxpayers % 132 million over 10 years. (See attachment 
1). 

2. The hllssoun Congressronal delegation believes the Army (1) t811ed to comply with the base 
closure law's requirement that all recommendations be based on the final selction criteria; (2) 
failed to comply with the objectives of its own Stationing Strategy; (3) overestimated the cost 
savings to the government; and (4) failed to consider more cost effective alternatives. (See 
attachment 11). 

Any req\llrect ClWCatlOn concemng these questions can be grven by Mr. Mike Kennedy, 
the Anny Team analyst. 

Thank you for your assistance. I appreciate your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

/~dward  A. ~ r o h  IlI 
Army Team Leader 



TESTL%lOBy of GLES VV. OVERTOX 
Regjonal Administrator, General Services Adminisbration 

TESTIIClOhT of THOMAS H. WALh3ER 
Assistant Regional Administrator, PnbGc Baildings Service 

General Services Administration 

Position Support Paper 
Rejection of Army's Recommendation to Move! 

ATCOM from 1300 Goodfellow 

BEFORE THE BRAC COMMISSION 
APRIL 1,1995 

4300 Goodfellow, St. Louis, ~Wssouri 



TESTIMONY of GLEN W. OVERTOX 
Re@onaf Administrator, General Services Administration 

BEFORE THE BRAC COI\/DIISSION 
APRIL 1,1995 

4300 Goodfellow, St. Louis, Missoui 

Approximate Deiivery Time as Written: 5 Minutes 



Regional Admin Speech B e f a  the BRAC April 1,1995 

4300 Goodfellow, St. Louis, Mtssouri 
GSA PRESENTATION to the BRAC 

Glen W. Overton's Introductory Remarks 
April 1, 1995 

Good Memoon. We appreciate the opportunity to appear before the Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission. 

I am Woody Overton the Regional Administrator for the General Services 
Administration or the GSA. Our agency serves as the LandIord for the 
Federal Government. My sstaf and 1 have responsibility for over 14 million 
square feet, in 92 Government owned facilities and 300 lease locations 
throughout Iowa, Nebraska, Kansas and Missouri. 

The plan to relocate ATCOM would have a major impact on this city, the 
State, the Federal Government and more importantly, the taxpayer. 

It is our duty to provide information re30arding the economic impact which 
was overlooked by the Anny's study. 

As you probably know, I am not a career Federal employee, I am a political 
appointee. I support President Clinton's vision that we can create a 
Government that costs less, maintains quality and eiiminates waste. That is 
why we believe it is so important to avoid the needless expense of moving 
ATCOM. Such a transfer would locate this group to a more expensive 
hility, built at a taxpayer expense of $58,000,000. 

Commissioner Kling and Senator Diuon, GSA will document that the 10 year 
Gcility costs of the proposed move vcdl be over $130,000,00~0.00. 



Regional Admin. Speech Before the BRAC April 1, 1995 

As midwestemen, I'm sure you are aware that nine dollars and sixty 
cents per square foot, which GSA is charging here, is a low rate 
compared to other leases in St. Louis and certainly other Defense 
leases around the nation. And compared to the h y 7 s  own numbers 
an even better barSoain. 

The Army's own numbers indicare facilities in HunstTiille will cost the 
taxpayers an addition 3.5 million dollars a year. 

In addition, the ATCOM transfer wodd require relocation of all 
remaining tenants and the ultimate disposal of 4300 G.oodfellow. The 
cost to move and prepare space for the remaining tenants would be 
over 5 10,000,000. Those displaced would aIso have to pay an 
additional $30,000,000 in rent over 10 years. 

Before we begin our formal presentation, please note that 4300 Goodfellow is 
a fist class facility. It has been recowpized by the public and private sector 
alike. It represents the finest value in commercid accommo~htions. As a 
testament to this praise I want to show you two awards bestowed on the 
Federal Center. 

In 1994 this facility won "Suburban OfEce Park of the Year" fiom the 
midwest region of the prestigious Building Owners and Managers 
Association. In that class it had to compete aaghst the best of the private 
sector. 

The second award is the International Facilities Manqemexlr .&sociation 
Golden Circle Award It is only the 4th time since 1985 that it has been 
given, and we are the first Govenunent organization ever to receive it. 

The Vice President's National Perfomance Review has challenged us to 
compete head to head with the private sector. In light of tha-t, it would be a 

Page 2 



Regional Admin Speech Befo~t the BRAC' Aprii 1,1995 

shame to take action which could easily spell the demise of .this award 
winning asset and cost the taxpayers over a hundred million do11ars. 

In addition the President, the Vice President, and the Congr:ss are requiring 
all Government entities to consider alternatives to obtain the best d u e  for 
the taxpayer. It appears to us the Anny believes they must own their own 
facilities rather than obtain them in a more cost efficient mariner from another 
Federal agency. 

Its now my pleasure to introduce Mr. Thomas H. Walker. 

Mr. Walker is a professional engheer and possesses a Mastf:rs in Business 
Administration. His extensive military hcifities expertise was honed as 
Deputy Director of Facilities Management Branch, U.S. M a k e  Corps, 
Washington DC, and Head of the Facilities Maintknance Department, Waky 
Public Works Centers in Pensacola, Florida and Subic Bay, the Philippines. 
Additionally, Tom graduated from the Industrial College of the Anned 
Forces, at the Xational Defense University. 

He has distinJpished himself over a twenty year career. He .is a national 
expert in both the military and civilian fBcility management. 'IGs background 
uniquely qudifies him to offer ValuabIe insigfit before this commission. I now 
present Mr. Tom Walker. 

Page 3 



TESTMO3T of THOMAS H. WALKER 
Assistant Regional Administrator, Public Buildings Semce 

General Services Administration 

BEFORE THE BR4C CORlMBSIC~% 
APRIL 1,1995 

4300 GoodfeIIow, St. Louis, -Missouri 

Approximate Delivery Time as w&ten: 10 Minutes 



Thomas K Walker Speech Before BRAC 
GSA, Public Buildings Senice 

April 1, 1995 
Heartland w o n  

There are many issues involved with the proposed move of ATCOM fiom 
4300 GoodfeUow. We have come here today to talk about what we know 
and know well. The Department of Defense has a unique mission. The 
mission of GSA and the Public Buildings Service is also unique in that we 
specialize in office buildings. I have spent my career developing an 
understanding of the costs and concerns related to Govemmt:nt real estate 
assets. The Army's BRAC Commission Report and published 
communications have b e d  real estate costs as the issue prompting the 
transfer of ATCOM from 4300 Goodfenow. 

Here is the message we want to convey this afternoon. 

The Army's own numbers and additional cost elements they did not 
consider simply don't support this move &om a facilities perspective. 
In fact it will cost the Govenunent over 100 d i o n  dollars in increased 
facilities expenses over the next 10 years. 

As I said, the information we have seen fiom the BRAC Conmission h e d  
real estate costs as the c e d  issue here. The Secretary of the Army stated 
the need to avoid "Oppressive Lease Costs" at 4300 GoodfeUow. I want to 
visit that issue first. 

The rent my agency charges ATCOM for space at this instalation is Nine- 
Dollars-And-Sixty-Cents a square foot. 

Rents in other private and public sector sites in St. Louis range fiom 
$9.00 to $27.00 per square foot. 

Obviously the ATCOM rate is at the low end of the range. It's a bargain. 
But $Defense is paying Iower rates at other locations in eitbtzr GSA-owned 
or leased buildings or Amy owned sites, then our $9.60 rate wouldn't be the 
best option. So I had my staffvenfy various Defense rent rates at GSA 
facihties around the country. Here are the results. 

Page 1 



Thomas K Walker Speech Before BEMC 
GSA, Public Buildings Service 

April 1,1995 
Heartland Region 

Air Force Civilian Records in San Antonio pays $14.00 ptx square foot 

Defense Finance Accounting Service in Kansas City pays $15.00 per square foot 

The Defense Auditors in Los hgeles pays $2 1.00 ptr square foot 

We even have the number for a half million square feet that Defense is renting 
&om GSA in private sector buildings just outside the base at Redstone. They 
are paying $1 5 -00 per square foot at the very place they are taking about 
moving. If the Army has to rent space in private sector builslings in Natick, 
Massachusetts, the cost would be over 520.00 per square foot per the Senior 
GSA Regional Building Officer in that area. 

The numbers are easy to understand. If the real estate costs are the real issue 
with the Army's proposed move, then everything we have seen indicates that 
remaining here is in the Best Financial Interest of the Govenunent. There is 
no logic to support the view that the cment rate is "oppressive" in any way. 

Even though the Amy's data did not go fir enough, on pase 1 15 of the Army 
Report, their own numbers state the facilities costs are hi$er at Huntsville 
than they are in St. Louis: 

Army lists hcilities costs in Huntsville at Sll,000,00C~ a year. 

They are paying S7,600,000 a year at 4300 Goodfellow. 

That's an increase of $3.4 million annually. The ten year total is an 
increase of $34 miIlion dollars. And these are the Arn~y 's  own 
numbers. 

On top of that they state they will spend another S58,C)00,000 
on MILCON at Redstone. 

This would be bad enough, but those costs are even higher than they appear. 
You have to take into account that the St. Louis annual facility cost is housing 
1066 more people than Huntsville and doing it at only 70% of Huntsville cost. 
Adjusting for the change in personnel and his&er cost, the annual ficility cost 
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per person is $1,850.00 at Goodfellow and $3,594.00 per person at 
Huntsville. 

As the largest landlord in the United States, GSA is able to secure the lowest 
costs available. That is the reason Congress created my agency in 1949. So 
we u s e  those who pay our salaries not to be misled by this fine point of the 
military's accounting procedures. When you read the Cobra report, pay as 
much attention to what is not calculated as you do to what is. 

The Clinton Administration and the Congress have directed that all Federal 
agencies strive to find ways to secure the lowest costs on behalf of the 
taxpayers. That challenge requires us to investigate both the private sector 
and other Federal agencies. GSA has provided quality product at the lowest 
cost available. Yet the . . b y  acts as thou& they must own their facilities 
even if it is at a higher rate. 

The reference to "Lease Cost" at 4300 Goodfellow is misleading and 
inaccurate. This is a Government-owned complex. In tenns of taxpayer 
interest there are NO differences between a GSA asset and a. DOD asset, 
The 1993 BR4C previously addressed this issue in the Defense Logistics 
Agency case in Battle Creek, Michi,oan. They concIuded that the costs to 
GSA and all Govemment assets must be included for the true impact to be 
accurately assessed. In the case of Battle Creek this M e r  analysis 
supported reteation of that hcility. We believe 4300 Goodfellow is exactly 
the same situation. 

The Department of Defense is a part of the United States Government. The 
BRAC Commission is charsed with considering economic impact to the 
involved communities. We would like to see their view expanded to include 
consideration of the Federal community in the same way as the 1993 BRAC 
Commission. CmentIy, the numbers don't reflect this c o q  rehensive 
assessment. We need to hold on to lessons learned. 

To redy  understand the physical implications of an ATCOM relocation, I 
wodd like you to see our exhibit of Goodfellow Center. This is a 
Govemment complex comprised of six major buildings providing 1.4 million 
square feet of rentable space. ATCOM, represented in red., is the anchor 
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tenant. They encompass nearly 80 percent ofthe available space. Their 
departure would devastate the financial viability of the entire complex. The 
facility wouid cost more to operate than it brings in. While we can mitigate 
some of the operating expense, we cannot completely offset the deficit. 

Our second alternative is to back fill the vacant space with other tenants. As 
you can see massive vacancy presents a tall order. At this time we don't see 
a viable large scale tenant. There is no one in the wings capable of reversing 
the revenue vs. expense equation. Our asset managers would be left with the 
common sense decision to move the remaining tenants and clispose of the 
complex. This impact was ignored by the Army report. 

We CONSERVATIVELY estimate it would cost the taxpayers a one time 
expense of $1 0 million to relocate and prepare space for the five remaining 
Goodfellow tenants. We would like to remind the BRAC Commission that 
two of those five tenants are Defense entities with very expensive and 
specialized space requirements. 

The balance sheet gets even worse. The rent value provided to the five 
remaining tenants is made possible by the economies of scalle at this complex. 
The $9.00 per square foot barboain could not be duplicated again by the 
smaller requirements. Our analysis indicates the rent for the Goodfellow 
orphans would increase by $3 million per year. That is the third taxpayer hit 
when "decreasing Eacilities  cost^" was the original reason for the ATCOM 
move. 

Before we add up the numbers, I would like to make a few points about this 
complex. Over the last 10 years the Government has invested nearly Sf SO 
million to modemize and mechanize this fa&@. The buildings and the site 
were custom fitted to ATCOM's evolving missions. As Woody Overton 
indicated, the bar+& rent does not indicate a cut rate facdi~ .  
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The awards Woody showed you speak to the national status of this property. 
GSA has provided excellent value and unparalleled @ty. Additionally, 
this area allows unique flexibility to an anchor tenant. The six buildings, and 
an additional 300,000 square feet of Defense property at 4800 Goodfellow, 
can be configured for any changes to ATCOM requirements. This property 
could be retrofitted and rented to the militaxy at the same S9.00 rate they are 
paying here. 4300 Goodfellow offers 't-alue, quality, and flexibility. These all 
indicate it is in the best interest of the Government to keep ATCOM here. 

If the saving are not found changlns locations, then isn't it a better idea to 
Generate these others savings in St. Louis? This would allow the taxpayers to 3 

attain the benefits without the needless expense. We see thi:~ course as the 
only d w i n  alternative. 

Before we close I want to outline the facilities costs over a ten year window. 

The Army admits to a $3 -4 miUion increase in annual Ezcility costs for 
ATCOM at Huntsville. That's 34 million over ten years. GSA 
conservatively estimates the one time move and alteration colsts for the 
r e e g  tenants at $10 million. GSA estimates the remaining tenants wil l  
face aggregate rent increases of $3 &on per year. That is $30 million over 
ten years. And the kicker is, the action proposed by the Army's report would 
abandon an award winning Federal Complex, only to build a brand new one 
with a price tag of $58 million and force additional rental at true private 
sector leased facilities while forcing abandonment of a Government owned 
faciliv in St. Louis. 

If you add those numbers you are left with the true 10 year irnpact of the 
ATCOM move. The Secretary of the Anny said this was about real estate. 
As the Government's landlord we have isolated the real estate numbers. 

T. would like my Regiond Administrator to help me illustrate the two choices 
*&is presents for the taxpayer. 

EATCOM leaves, the taxpayers get the burden of wridng b . s  check payable 
to the Federal Bureaucracy in the amount of S132,000,000. 
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If you do as we hope, and as the m b e r s  indicate, then your commission will 
ensure that instead of a check . . . the taxpayers pill receive a deposit for 
S132,000,000 in Treasury savings account. Those are the choices. I just 
hope we all play a part in making the right one. 

In closing, my professional. facilities, government, and Department of Defense 
experience leaves me with only two possible conclusions for- the Army's 
recommendation to relocate: 

Either &om their publicly stated reason of "oppressi~: leased costs", 
the &my simply does not know- how to evaluate its oqm numbers, or 

There is another agenda that is not being discussed. 

Luckily you and your staff have the opportunity to find out. Thank you for 
your time. We request your support and will yield to the co~nmunity. Thank 
you a-gin. 
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Position: 

The Public Buildings Service (PBS) of the General S e ~ c e s  Aclrnhistr.ation (GSA) hereby 
rejects the Amy's contention that a move of the Aviation and Troop Command 
(ATCOW %om 4300 Goodfellow, St. Louis, Missouri to the Reciszone Arsenal, 
Huntsville, -4labama wiIl provide any facilities reiated savings to the taxpayers of the 
United Sta~es. 

Fuirtler, PBS wiZI prove, within this document, that ifsuch action is taken it will result in 
an increase in faciIties costs of over $130,000,000.00 in a ten year period. The Army has 
not 51Uy assessed the &uncial implications which would impact GSA md the remaining 
tenaqts agencies if ATCOM were relocated. 

Planks: 

We Hold: 4300 Goodfellow represents an outstanding real property value in comparison 
to other r e d  rates in St. Louis and around the nation. 

We HoId: 4300 GoodfelIow is an award winning Suburban OiKce Complex. 

We Hold: 3300 Goodfellow ofiers outstanding fhcilities flexibility to the ATCOM 
mission. 

We Hold: A move of ATCOM from 4300 Goodfellow wifI generate a sigdicant and 
costly c&i reaction to other Defense and Civilian agencies aithi? this community. 

We Hold: That the taxpayers of the United Stares are best served by preseming the 
ATCO-34 mancy at the Federal Center, 4300 Goodfellow, St. Louis, ?&ssouri. 

Thesis: 

The Secretary of the Amy was incorrect when making statements that the facility lease 
costs ai 4300 Goodfellow are "oppressive." -4ddiitionally, we reject the Se~etary's notion 
that zhe rend costs could be more benefid at another Iocation. 
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Evidence: 

"4300 Go@eIiuw tepresennIs an outsfanding real pro pert-,. vciue in 
csm_~mison .to other renraI rmes in St. Louis m- mmmT ?he ~ursion. )7 

-rTy . . , ,,.4.p,s;., ,---..- .-a ~erir - ;-ate GS.4 is cilx@~.g -4TCOM 2: 330C Gcod5ei'o.c;~- is 9 . 5 5  ~ e r  
sq,zre foct. =is oca r s  d h i i i  :he St. Louis markez where ?c'ciic ar.<i privzte seeor 

. . 
corii.erc:a Yezt rates s p a  S9 30 :o S27.X per s q z - e  %or. Socrce $9 52ta: GSX space 
asimnenr - ~eccrds, Sr. Socis cornerdai re2  estare :irerzrrrre, xi! C-lS.4 Comiercial - . .  Brcker's zrx 2 2 ~ 2  eqeserce 

The composire raze a; 4300 GoodfefIow compares very favorably wi tk .  iezs DOD is 
32><r,g ar grivze secot ieae facilities around the nz~on. 

A.-my ~kjation z1& Troop Cormma St. Louis 
Depa.i.ex of Defense Lease at Xedstone k ' ~ ~ ~ t r v t G ~  
Air Force Cikiiim Records Censer San -4monio 
Defense Famce ,4ccouming Senice I(=sas City 
Deferse -1Ludif crs Los -&lgeies 

S 9.50 per sq. ft. 
S:;.OO ?er sq. ft. 
S14.00 ?er sq. fi. 
S i 5 .OO per sq. ft. 
srr : .co ?er ~ q .  fi. 
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Further, even though the h y ' s  datt did not go far aou& on Page 1 15 of the h n y  
Report, their own numbers state rhat the facilities costs are higher at Eiuntsville than they 
are in St. Louis: 

The Army !iss hcilities costs in Huntsville at f 1 !,000,000 a yt:ar. 

They are paying $7,600,000 a year at 4300 Goodfellow. 

Tnat is an increase of 33.4 Million Annually. The ten year total is an kcrease of 
334 million dollars. h d  these are the Army's own numbers. 

This would be bad enough, but these costs are even hi&er than they appear. You have to 
take into account that the S t  Louis annual hcility cost is housbs 1066 more peaple than 
Huntsville and doing it at ody 70 % of H u n t d e  cost. Adjusting for the change in 
personnel and higher cost, the annual fkcility cost per person is S1,85G.00 at Goodfellow 
and $3,594.00 per person at Huntsde. Source of data: CaZmZutions based onfiOwes 
provided on Pages 113 and 115 of the A m y  Cobra Report 

Ail data indicates that from a strictly fidities perspective it would be in the Best F i ic ia I  
Interest of the Government to have ATCOM remain at 4300 Goodfellow. And further, if 
the savings the Anny seeks are not a d a b l e  thou& facilities, then the other cost saving 
measures could be implemented right here in St. Louis. 

Plank 2 

"4300 GoodfeIIow is an award winning Subwban OBce Coqplex" 

The Federal Center, is a fkst class facility. It has been recognized by the public and 
private sector alike. It represents the finest value in comercid acconlrnodations. The 
complex has recently won two major national awards. 

Just last year, the prestigious Building Owners and -"Managers Association named 4300 
Goodfellow "Suburban OEce Park of the Year" in regond competition. While there is a 
"public sectoi' category, BOMA chose to enter the Center as a "Subu.rban Park" In that 
class it had to compete against the best ofthe private sector. This trophy shows it not 
ody competed, but was the best of the best. 

The second award is the extremeIy rare. It is the IntmtionaI Facilities -Management 
&sociation Golden Circle Award. It is only the 4th 5me since 1955 that it has been given 
and we are the first Govenunent organization to receive the award. 

General Senices Administration 
Public Buildings Service 
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This complex has received awards tiom the Department of Energy, GSA Central Office, 
and was featured in B'CI?LDmGS magazine, a national publication &U was honoring 
major modernkition projects throughout the United States. Source ojf Data: GSA 
buii'ding and award records, 

Tne Vice President's National Performance Review has chalfenged G~vemment to 
conpete head to head and surpass tie best of the private sector. The facility we are in 
represents the pinnacie of that goal. In Iight of that, it would be a uncanscionable to take 
action which could easily spell the demise of this asset and cost the tzqayers over a 
hundred million doflus. 

Plank 3 

"4300 GooCyeiIow o#ms outs tdng  faciiipflexibility for h e  ATCOM mimeon. " 

-4s the anchor tenant, the -4TCOM has unique fI exibifity. The six builrfigs in this complex 
and an additional 300,000 square feet of Defense property at 4800 Gclodfellow, can be 
configured for any changes to ATCOM requirements. This property could be retroi3 and 
rented to the military at the $9.00 rase that they are paying at 4300 Gc~odfellow. The 
outstanding d u e  and flexiiifity are just another exampIe of the opportun;ty St. Louis can 
offer. 

"A mate of A T C O w o m  4300 GooLyeIiow willgenerute a si;~~pcant and costly 
&an reaction to other De-e and Civilian agencies within rhe commErnZmEmZp. " 

To have an understanding of the physical implications of an ATCOM relocation, the 
reader is urged to review the color graphic at the end of this documer~:. It dramaticzdy 
illustrates the predominant scope of ATCOM's occupancy at this com?lex. It 
eacompasses zearly 80 percent of the available space. This is a Government complex 
comprised of six major buildings providing 1.4 MEon square feet of .space. To remove 
-4TCOLV fiom *Jlis facility would devastate the financial viability of the entire complex. 
4300 Goodfellow wodd cost more to operate than it generates in revenue. W e  GSA 
cul mitigate some of the operating expense we can not completely of&& the deficit. 

Our second alternative is to back fiil the vacant space with other terms. -As the p p h i c  
indicates, ATCOM's departure would leave a massive vacancy. At this time we do not 
see a viable large scale tenant. There is no Federal tenant readily availlible which is 
capabIe of reversins the revenue vs. expense equation. GSA asset aartagers would be left 
with the common sense decision to move the remaining tenants and dispose of the 
complex. This L-npact was ignored 5y the Army repon. 

C-eneral Senices Administration 
Public Buildings Senice 
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With such a move indicated, GSA has calculated moving and space alterations costs. The 
agency conservatively estimates it would cost the taxpayers S10 million to relocate and 
prepare space for the five Goodfeilow orphans. This is significant in that two of the five 
remaining tenants are Defense entities. 

The residual expenses do nor end there. The rent d u e  provided to the five oqhaned 
ta in ts  is made possible only by the economies or"scale at this complex. The $9.00 ?er 
square foot raze could not be duplicated elsewhere for the smaller requirements. Our 
analysis indicates the asgregate rent for tlhe Goodfellow orphans wouid increase by $3 
d i o n  per year. 

The Anny's reporr mistakenly restricted itseff to the cost impact to Department of 
Defense judgers. Curiously, the 1993 B M C  Commission exmined .Ais issue with :he 
Bade Creek case. Their conclusion was that all Government assets knpacts should be 
taken into account. The resuit was that, upon further analysis, the residual Government 
wide impact was so costly that the Commission voted to retain %e base. GSA contended 
the 4300 Goodfellow scenario is the same hat ion.  

The tctal costs for increased rent plus moving and alteration eqense !br the five orphan 
tenants would pass $40 f i o n  over a ten year period. 

Plank 5 :  

The fcrwpcryers ofthe United States me 6est served by presem-ng the ATCOM 
tenancy at the Federal Center, 4300 Goa$eZZow, St. Louis, Missmri. 

If' ATCOAM is ultimately relocated to the Redstone Arsenal in Huntsville, Alabama, the 
total 10 year residual costs to the Govenunent wiII be as follows: 

S 34,000,000.00 Additional %ciiities costs for ATCO-M a t  Redstone 
(S3.4 M per Year X 1 0 Years) 

$ 10,000,000.00 To move and prepare space for the dispi.aced orphans 

$ 30,000,000.00 R a t  increases for the 5 remainins Goodifellow tenants 
($3.0 M per Year X 10 Years) 

S 58,000,000.00 New Construction at Redstone 

S 132,000,000.00 Prehinary Total 

There wouId very likely be additional costs incurred. GSA would not be able to relocate 
the remaining tenants immediarely, so the GoodfeIIow complex would be operating at a 
substantial deficit for some time. 

General Services Adminimation 
Public Buildings &mice 
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The Government has invested over $150,000,000.00 to modernize and mec- this 
Gcility over the last decade. The originally cal&ed amortization period for those 
capital improvements would be drastically cut, in essence wasting wen more taxpayer 
resources. 

The consequences of the h q ' s  proposal is disastrous for GSA and fbr the Govemmenr 
as a whole. The Secretary of the Army had originally hmed real estate costs as the key 
impetus for moving ATCOM from the complex. A careful look at all the relevant costs 
prove 4300 Goodfellow to be a superb value. 

For L I S  reason the hbl ic  Buildings Senrice of GSA refutes the ,by's proposal and 
urges the BRAC Commission to remove 4300 GoodfeIlow from the closure list. This 
compIex h served as an important anchor for its community and the Government's 
interest would be weII served to preserve it. 

General Senices Administmion 
Arblic Buildings Service 



OFFICE COMPOSITE ESTIMATED ESTIMATED 
ASSIGNED RENTAL RENTAL RATE/SF RENTAL RATE/ RELOCATION 

ACTIVITY C U I W N T  S .  F'. RATE / s F JOFC & SPECIAL) NEW LOCATXON COSTS 

(Robert A. Young Federal Office Building) 

SIMA 3.47,843 S15.69 $19.95 

(Federal Conter, 4300 Goodfel1.0~ Blvd. ) 

ATCOM 1.,271,814 $ 9.61(avg.) $10.46 

- - - - - -- -- -- -. * .  , .  . .  ' .  . .  ..", ... -- .- - --  - -- - -. -- -- -- - - - - -* --* -4 .... -. ...- .,.- - --. - ..... - 

Relocations required . - to close - - ~ Fedeqal  . -  Center - .  - .  

Defense 
Megacentor l20,000(ost. ) $ 9.65 $14.07 $27 (composite) 81 ,OM* 

* Relocation to leased space. Technical costs to teardown, reassemble, and test contputer 

equipment; physical relacation of computer equipment, office and related space. 

- - - - - -.-a -- -- -.-. *- --. -- .- .,. . -  -- - -. -- --. - - - - - - - - - - - -. -,.- -- . ~ -  -. - -. - -- - - - -" 
DFAS 120,000(ost. ) $ 9.44 $ 9.44 $16.00 $1,5M** 

** Relocation to R.A.Y. Dldg.; Initial space alterations and physical move. 

- - - - - - -- - -.. -- - -- - - -- -- - . - -. .- -. -- . . - -- -- -- -- .-. . - -". -- - - - - -. -- + .  -- -.- -- - -. .-- .-" .... -- 
USDA/FSIS 
(Lab & OFC j 4 i , ii00 $ 9.25 $14.02 $24 (can~posit;e) $1,4M*** 

*** ~elocation to leased space; above standard initial space alterations. 

-- - - - - - - - -- -- - -- -- -. -- - -. - -- -- ..- -- - - - ""  - .  - .  .-" *.. - .- - - - -4 .- - - - -- - -- - -.- 
VA ( records ) 143,000 $ 6.71 $ 5.69 $13.00 $7M**** 

**** Relocation to leased space. Temporary storage of files; Tsardown and reassembly of file 
storage system, 





Bbu$c of scpredtntatibcs' 
QQlas'binglon, a& 20515 

March 39, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing to urge that the Defense Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) 
Commission remove the Army's Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM) fiom the list of military 
installations to be closed. We look foward to meeting with you to dis:cuss this matter hlly, and 
would like to take this opportunity to outline the reasons why ATC0h.I should remain open 

Established in 1991, ATCOM has sole responsibility for the research, development, 
engineering and logistical suppon for the Army's airborne systems and for field and troop suppon 
equipment. -4s the Amy Public Affairs office 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 General Services Administratic.!. 

As you know, the Army has recommended rhat ATCOM be disestabiislled and that its 
aviation finctions be transferred to Redstone Arsenal; its soldier systems hnctions be transferred 
to Nntick Research, Development and Engineering Center (RDEC), its communications and 
electronics hnctions be transferred to Fort Monrnouth; and its automotive functions be 
transferred to Detroit Arsenal. We believe that this proposal should be reje.r!ed by the BRAC 
Commission based on our initial findings that in recornmendins ATCOPJ for :losure, the Amiy. 

(1) failed to comply with the base closure law's requirement rhal. all closure 
recommendations be based on the find selection criteria; 

(2) failed to comply with the objectives of its own Stationing Strateg; 

(3) overestimated the cost savings to the government, which are much lower than 
represented; and, 

(4) failed to consider more cost-effective alternatAes. 

These findings have led us to conclude that the Army deviated su5jtantially from final 
criteria I ,  2, 3, 4 and 5 in recommending that ATCOM be closed. We wc;\d like to present these 
finangs in order to provide you with critical information in advance of the BRAC regional hearicg 
on April 12. We atso plan to provide additional information thar will hr ther  substantiate our 
conclusion that ATCOM must be remosed from the Defense Department's BiWC lis:. 



FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH 'I'H E BASE CLOSURE LAVV 

As you know, the base closure law requires th3t the Defense Depanment make 
recommendations to close or realign military installations, including leased 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 insrructed each Service to give priority 
consideration to the first four, which measure military value. 

We have found that the A m y  failed to consider any of the rr~ilitary value criteria when 
selecting leased facilities for closure, despite the law's requirement that these facilities be 
evaluated in the same manner as all other installations. The Ammy's Management Control Plan for 
the 1995 base closure process indicates that the Army evaluated installations on the basis of the 
military value criteria during its "Installation Assessment" phase. It states that during 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 recommenda~ions. 

The Army's Management Control Plan c!early shows that leased facilities were excluded 
from this phase of the process. These facilities were reviewed by the: :,nny on,';, zfter a!l other 
facilities had been evaluated on the basis of the first four criteria and had recei.red military value 
ranlungs (see Attachment A). As indicated in the materials presented to the A;my !eadership for 
base closure decisions, ATCOM and other leased facilities were not assigned militdry value 
ratings by which to evaluate whether closure was appropriate. The Army leadership bssed 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 costJsavings analysis (which itself - - s  flawed -- see below). 

In light of the above, it is evident that the h i y  did not simpl!* deliate substantially From 
the four military value criteria in recommending ATCOV and other leased faci;it.es for closure 11 
deviated entirely from these criteria by excluding leased facilities from its n~iirtsry value analysis of 
instatlations. 

The Anny's analysis of leased facilities for the 1995 base clos~lrc process differed from the 
manner in which these facilities were considered in 1993 Dur in~  thal: base closure round, the 
Army considered leased facilities within categories associated with thele individual ~issions,  
which enabled each to be evaluated on the basis of the military value criteria IL appears that the 
Army considered leased facilities differem!? in 1995 in order to address :he : '393 BR4C 
Commission's suggestion that the Services include a separate category for leased racilities during 
the 1995 prdcess. While the Army succeeded in addressing this sugges!ion. it  clearly violated the 
requrrements of the base closure law by failing to cvzluate leased facilities on he basis of the 
military value criteria. It should be noted that the Army was the only Service to make this error; 
both the Navy and the Air Force performed military value analyses of their leased facilities 



FAILURE TO COMPLY WIT11 THE ARM\"S STATIONING STRATEGY 

In recommending ATCOM for closure, the Army failed to cornply 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 Installations category, along 
with other facilities responsible for research, development, engineerin!;, fielding and sustainment 
of weapons systems The Army has now recommended that ATCOM's hnctions be transferred to 
four installations in this same category. The Army's Stationing Strate!g states that "eficienc Y... 
should be the key consideration in stationing commodity-oriented ~rg~anizations," and that such 
efficiency can be "achieved through collocation and integration of research, engineering, 
acquisition and logistics hnctions, as well as reduced overhead." 

Contrary to this guiding strategy, the Army's own data demonstrates that the transfer of 
ATCOMs fbnctions to the bases scheduled to receive them will reductc efticiency and Increase 
overhead. As Attachment B shows, ATCOM's annual overhead costs of $7 6 million annually or 
$1,831 per person are mucll lower than any of the bases recomrnendecl to receive its hnctions -- 
t 3  percent lower than Redstone Arsenal, 86 percent lower than Fon Monmouth and Detroit 
Arsenal, and 94 percent lower than Natick RDEC. In addition, the transfer of ATCOM's 
hnctions to the proposed receiving bases would increase the Army's  a.r.nual overhead costs by 
46 percent -- from S7.6 million to $1 1 . 1  million (see Attachment C). 

This data is similar to the Army's findings durins the 1993 base closure process. At that 
time, the Arrny evaluated the operational efftciencv of ATCOM acd other Comm~dity 
Installations and found that ATCOM (a lon~ with associated activities In the St. Louis area) was 
more efficient than three of the four installation now being recommended to receive its hnctions. 
Despite these facts, the 12r11ly's 1995 analysis precluded any cons~deration of moving hnctions to 
ATCOM in order to take advantage of its significanr efficiencies. 

As you know, St. Louis is a world center for the military and civiliaz wiation industry 
Numerous businesses have located in the St. Louis metropolitan area to provide the . b y  with 
the most efficient snd cost-effective method of conducting product developm~~nt and 
procurement. Uniquely skilled personnel associated with ATCOM's aviation operati~ns, local 
contractors and academic institutions provide the . h y  with unmatched aviation expertise. 
Moving ATCOM's aviation support hnctions to Redstone hsenal would tern::nate the 
efficiencies that have developed as a result of [his s:rearnIined and unified command 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 Arrny 
at each of the proposed receivin~ bases. 

In light of the above, it is clear that closing ATCOM and moving its functions to the bases 
proposed by the Army would cor.;radict its own Siationing Strategy to increase efficiency and 
reduce overhead. 



OVERESTlMATION OF COST SAVINGS A N D  FAILURE TO CONSIDER BETTER 
ALTERNATJbTS 

We have found that in recommending that ATCOM be closed, the Army contradicted i t s  
own cost analyses from prior base closure rounds, overestimated the savings associated with its 
closure, and failed to consider more cost-effective alternatives. 

During the 199 1 base closure process, the Army created ATC'OM througl, the merger of 
the Aviation Systems Command and the Troop Suppon Command. I!n justifying this n,erger, the 
&my stated that "military value in the form of management and costs eficiency was the driving 
factor for this recommendation." 

In 1993, the Army acted on a recommendation by the 1991 B RAC Commission and 
evaluated the possibility of moving ATCOM's hnctions to Army-owned facilities. In its report to 
the 1993 BRAC Cornnlission, the ,4rmy stared that "the high relocation costs make realignment or 
closure impractical and prohibitively expensive." 

Despite these earlier determinations, the Army now assens that the clos,lre of ATCOM 
would g ~ e r a t e  considerable savings. Specifically, the m y  claims tha: the lotal one-time cost to 
close ATCOM would be $146 million, and that annual recurring savings afte: its implementation 
would be $46 million with a return on investment expected three years after closure. I t  also 
claims that the net present value of the costs and savings over 20 ye:lrs would be a saviqgs of 
$453 million. We believe that the Army overestimated !hese savings and failed to consider 
alternatives that sdould 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 ATCOhl itself The qrmy's 
COBRA analysis indicates that nearly all of the costs associated with the cic ;urz of ALiCCM 
would consist of moving, military construction, and annual overhead costs a: ;he bases receiving 
ATCOM functions ($144 miIlion in one-time costs, $12 million in an; :al re:urrink costs!. At the  
same time, nearly all of the savings wauld come from the elimination ctf 1,005 mil: ary and civilian 
positions at ATCOM ($50.5 million in anntld savings). Given the source o.'these costs and 
savings - dong with ATCOM's much lower overhead costs -- the .%my s/.c!u!d have considered 
retaining ATCOM in St. Louis and examirled ATCOM's own plans to r:.dul::* pe:s>nnel 

We have found rhat the number of military and civilian employtrc.r a! .: *.-COM has been 
reduced by approximately 178 since the Army collected personnel iars, r'w r h t  495 base closure 
process. Consequently, the .Army has &ready gained $8.2 million ~f the %5O, 3 rn;111an in salaq- 
based savings it claims to achieve through ATCOh-f's closure. As a -e:sulr. ;hr m y ' s  esi1:nate of 
annual personnel savings generated by closing ATCOM should be rea~~ced to 542.3 million. 

The personnel reductions noted above are part of a downsizin~ effort .4TCOM has 
undertaken in order to meet the Army's ocsq projectior,~ of hture perscrlnel levels. This 
downsizing, if allowed to continue, will result in a reducion of at least 1,05 1 posi!ii>ns 



(83 military, 968 civilian) at ATCOM by 1999. This in turn will protluce ar least $34 5 ~nilliori in 
savings annually - without incurring any of the cost?: associated w ~ t t ~  moving ATCOM's fi~nctions 
to other bases. The Army's own estimates indicate that the vast majority of these personnel 
reductions could be accomplished throlryh retirements, attrition and placement of personnel at 
other government facilities. 

Second, the Army failed to acknowledge that vacating the leased facility that houses 
ATCOM would not generate any savings for the U.S. Government. In  prior base closure rounds, 
the General Accounting Ofice (GAO) recommended that the Defense Department consider the 
go\mnrnentwide costs and savings associated with base closure recommendations. The GAO 
stated in its report on the 1993 base closure process that 

DOD counts the reductions in rent as savings even when the buildings are federally 
owned facilities. In some cases, the niovcs require construction of new DOD 
facilities and the rental savings are used to offset and justify the construction costs. 
In actuality, this may not represent an overall savin~s ro the goverrlment 

This statement describes precisely the actions taken by the Army in calculating the cosrs 
and savings associated with the closul-e of ATCOIM. A T O M  operates from leased space at the 
St. Louis Federal Center, which is owned by the General Services Administration (GSA) 
Consequently, the .;mly3; d e p ~ u r e  from this leased space will not result in savings to the 
government because the GSA will continue to own the facility. There:fore, the Army's esrimare 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 leased facilities currently held 
by the four bases recommended to receive ATCOM hnctions. The Army has reported that leases 
currently held by Redstone &send, Detroit Arsenal. Fort Monmouth and Natick RpF.C cost a 
total of $16.1 million annually (see Attachment D). Terminating these: leases and moving their 
activities to the nearby bbses cculd generate conr'clerable savings for the . m y  and incur much 
lower cons than the estimated $60.6 million that would be required r o  move functions From St. 
Louis. 

Based on the above, :he savings that could be expected from the closure of ATCOM are 
much lower than estimated by the Army. By adjusting the Arnmy's COBIW analysis for the 
personnel reductions a!ready implemented at ATCOM and t he fact t har vacating I he GS i? !ease 
will not result in s.\*ings to the government, we have found that the actual one-tin1.: rost ro close 
ATCOM would remAn about $146 millis; and the annual recurrin~ savings after its 
imp1emcn:~tion would be $29 million - $17 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, th: net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years vvould be approximately 
S213 millior. less than claimed by the Army. 

Alternatively, by allowing ATCOM to remain in St. Louis and continue downsizing in 
accordance with Amy projections, the Amy ~auiLi incur a total one-tim:: cost of ctnly about $1.6 
million (early retirement, etc.) and achievc annual recurring savings of at least $44.5 million. In 



this scenario, the Army would obtain an immediate return on invcstnient. and tht: net present 
value over 20 years would be about $621 million in savings -- $168 rn~illion more than the Army 
itself expects to redize by closing ATCOM. 

In light of the above, retaining ATCOM would allow the government to save %I44 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 544.5 million in savings annually through 
ATCOWS 1995-99 downsizing efforts. 

We hope you will give the above inforn~ation full consideration as you review all relevant 
materials regarding the Army's recommendation to close ATCOhl. Based on our initial analysis, 
it appears that by failing to consider ATCOM and other leased facilitie:~ on the basis of the four 
military value criteria and by overestimating the savings associated with ATCOM's closure, the 
Army deviated substantialIy 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 el%ciency. We believe that 
these facts merit the removal of ATCOM ftom 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. 

Sincerely, 

Christopher S. Bond Richard A. Gephhrdt 
United states Senator Member of: Congress 

John Ashcroft William Clay 
UmNStates Senator - Member of Congr.ess 

Harold L. Volkmer 
Member of Congress 

Attachments 
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REPLY 1P 
ATTENTION OF 

DEPARTMEKT OF T H E  ARIJY 
OTrICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARNY PENTAGON 
IVASHINGTON DC: 20310-0200 

April 2 3 ,  1995 

The I-lonorable Alan 3 .  Dison 
Chairman, The Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North hloore Street, Ste. 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: I 

We appreciate tile opponunity to review and comnlent on the briefing provided to the 
Commission by the General Services Administration concerning ATCOM. We wish to point out 
a number of inaccuracies and faulty conclusions. There are several points made in the briefing 
that deserve comment: 

1 .  Quality of facility at 4300 Goodfellow. 

The Army is divesting of numerous first class installations because it no longer 
needs them and can no longer aKord them, including those that have won national awards 
The purpose of the BR4C process is to reduce Defense infrastructure and its zssociated 
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sated by G3.-A I ilis nlisiai:~ caused GSA ro conciuae incorrecti~r thai there is an increase 
o",C3,< niiiji;; i; f~,i j i ; ; ,  23s:: 2nfi~;1?;7. U L I  r . 

G S X ' s  estima:e ofmi i i~aq consrmc:ion a; Redstone iirsenal is overstated by $S 
miliion (SSOh4, not S jSM) .  

GSA argued that the remaining tenants face aggesate rent increases of $3 miliion 
per year. If that is the case, a cheaper alternative may exist for these tenants. 

For ~ h e s e  resons. :he A 4 m ~ ; t .  does noi agree with the contenrio;: thzt 
t n ~ . n n  L .  IOCS . ,  j x . i ~ ~  L L ~ , a -  : - - .  zn zddi;ional cost of S132 million. Funhermore, t ~ e  cost to 
cznno: be re\,iei\ed in iso1a:ion 1; n u :  be compared with the overall savings io 
derernline :he fi:;:nciz: zttrac:ivzness ofthe proposi  In .ATCOhl's czse. for 2 cost ol' 



$146 nliliion, there is a very favorable return on investmer~t of thrcc years and an annual 
steady state sairings of $46 niillion. 

-3, Financial viability of fcderxl complex. 

The Ammy is sympathetic to GSA's concern about what to do with the vacant 
space. GSA may be able to divest itself of excess infrastructure if the complex is no 
longer needed by the Federal government. It is in neither the Army's nor U.S. 
government's best interests to retain a facility that is not required. Just as DoD is 
reducing its infrastructure, GSA may find it necessary to do the same. 

Closing the leased facility obviously poses some concerns regarding GS.4's h ture  use of the 
facility. However, DoD must give priority to military value and cannot be expected to remain in 
the leased facility solely for the convenience and profit of GSA, as suggested. There are 
tremendous advantages that accrue to DoD when ATCOM's functions relocate and are integrated 
into R&D centers at existing installations. These improved efficiencies and synergies are above 
and beyond the estimated recurring annual savings of almost $50 nlillion per year. Leaving 
ATCOM in place will have a detrimental impact on the Army's operational capabilities and force 
the Army to pour funds into management and facility overhead unnecessarily. 

DoD's recornmendatioi; to aiscstabiisn ATCOhl is risht for the Arm\.. DoD and the !<atioc 
. -  . .  . -.- 
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Rcg~onal Adnun. Spccch Bcforc Lhc BRAC 

- . - - - -. 

April 1 .  1995 

4300 Goodfellow, St. Louis, hliissouri 
GSA PRESENTATION to the BRAC 

Glen W. Overton's Introductory Remarks 
April 1 ,  1995 

Good Afternoon. We appreciate the opportunity to appear before the Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission. 

I am Woody Overton the Regonal Administrator for the General Services 
Adrmnistration or the GSA. Our agency serves as the Landlord for the 
Federal Government. My staff and I have responsibility for over 14 million 
square feet, in 92 Government owned facilities and 300 lease locations 
throughout Iowa, Nebraska, Kansas and h!bssouri. 

The plan to relocate ATCOM would have a major impact on thls city, the 
State, the Federal Government and more importantly, the taxpayer. 

It is our duty to provide dormation r e p d i n g  the economic impact ~vbich 
ulzs overlooked by the Amy's study. 

. . ,  . - 7  7 . .  . --I;s T,.o*~ 5~~7~23!-,; i::j?\i;. z*; 113: ~ x a ~ ~  W W L  A -+no--. -uu*&. C7i?l@?'e?. ZY L rb<Ji:IjZ:'- - . -  . . 
na2gktes. I sugpor, -zeslaenr Clkio~'~ \:slon Vlzt LLI~:: ca: C;CC;Z L - . . . .. . - .\-- - r .  ~z; :zx~mznr  ihzr cosis is: .  mamtaks cueirc7 znc ttu-rxerp.- i;.zstr. A -.-. .. 
\i-5>~ we belisve i: is s; irnpoxar,t ro avoid tine ncediess expcnse of no l ing  
t -- .--l;Oh4. Sucn a rrmsfer would locate this group ta a mor:: espei ls i~~e 

9 .  . 
-" iab~l~t\' ,  r. built at z tzr;ua\ler expense of S58,000,009. . - 

Commissioner Wing and Senator Dixon, GSA will docurncrir that the ! Ci 
faciiinl costs of the . uro~oseci . move ijril! be over Sl30,003.030.00. 
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As midwesterners, I'm sure you are aware that nine dollars and sixty 
cents per square foot, which GSA is charging here, is a low rate 
compared to other leases in St. Louis and certainly other Defe~lse 
leases around the nation. And compared to the Army's own numbers 
an even better bargain. 

The Army's own numbers indicate facilities in Hunstville will cost the 
taxpayers an addition 3.5 million dollars a year. 

Ln addition, the ATCOM transfer would require relocation of all 
remaining tenants and the ultimate disposal of 4300 Goodfellow. The 
cost to move and prepare space for the remaining tenants would be 
over $10,000,000. Those displaced would also have to pay an 
additional $30,000,000 in rent over 10 years. 

7 ,. ., Before we bec'& our formal presenia~iori, please noie t;nz: 41;00 Goocreilo\i r: 
" . . .  . . .  1 ' a;;-s; z!zss fEciIic,.. hzz 5=--:: r z = ~ ~ ~ : ~ c ,  E. sit :23;;2 ;L?_ n-7 .?;-. '-.-- ,.- A !  b C.- L)". , . 

.- -,,-,-+. - . -. . - - . , .-.. .,--?. r 
--.q7*: :: -A,.. rzstarn~,ni ro this praise i ,.\, . -, - . ,. -,., ,-: : ~ : ~ ; , : ~ ~ ~ , j ~ ~  e2:A - 

r edzra! Center 

In 1994 this facility \iron "Suburban Office f ark or" ti?:: I -ez- '  k o x  ;;I: 
midwest region of the presrigiocs Buildins Owners and Manzgers 
Association. In that class it had to compere against the best of the piivatr 
sector. 

The second award is the International Facilities Manacemeni: Association 
Golden Circle Award. It is only the 4th time since 1985 that it has been 
given, and we are the first Government organization ever to receive it. 

The Vice President's National Performance Review hzs challenged us to 
compete head to head with the private sector. In light of that, it would be a 
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shame to take action ~vhich could easily spell the demise of'this award 
winning asset and cost the taxpayers over a hundred rnillior~ dollars. 

In addition the President, the Vice President, and the Congress are requiring 
all Government entities to consider alternatives to obtain the best valuc for 
the taxpayer. It appears to us the Army believes they must own their ow11 
facilities rather than obtain them in a more cost efficient manner from another 
Federal agency. 

Its now my pleasure to introduce Mr. Thomas H. Walker. 

Mr. Walker is a professional engineer and possesses a Masters in Business 
Administration. His extensive military facilities expertise was honed as 
Deputy Director of Facilities Management Branch, U.S. Mzuine Corps, 
Washmgton DC, and Head of the Facilities Maintenance Department, Navy 
Public Works Centers in Pensacola, Florida and Subic Bay, the Philippines. 
Additionally, Tom graduated from the Industrial College of the Armed 
Forces, at the National Defense University. 

He has distinguished h i s e l f  over 2 wen?' yea- carezr. EE ! C  2 ~121!~3~2! 
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GSA. Public Build:ngs Scnlcc 

April 1. 1 9 9  
Hartland Rcgion 

There are many issues involved with the proposed move of ATCOM fro111 
4300 Goodfellow. We have come here today to talk about what we know 
and know w~ell. The Department of Defense has a unique mission. The 
mission of GSA and the Public Buildings Service is also unique in that we 
specialize in office buildings. I have spent my career developing an 
understanding of the costs and concerns related to Governlent real estate 
assets. The Army's BRAC Commission Report and published 
cornrnunications have framed real estate costs as the issue prompting the 
transfer of ATCOM fiom 4300 Goodfellow. 

Here is the message we want to convey thls afternoon. 

The Army's own numbers and additional cost elements they did not 
consider simply don't support this move fiom a facilities perspective. 
In fact it will cost the Government over 100 million clollars in increased 
facilities expenses over the next 10 years. 

cm . - -  
-LIZ rec: mlr - arency L chzges kATCOI\'i for space a; *is L Y S ~ ~ I I X ~ ~ ~  :S !\lac- 
S~!ix~-.Laci-Sixn.-Cents a square foot. 

- rcenrs in o i i ~  pfi\:ai~ znd public sector sites ii1 St. Louis range &om 
S9.00 to $2'7.00 per square foot. 

Ob\lousiy the ATCOh4 rate is at the low end of the range. It's a bargain. 
But if Defense is paying lomler rates at other locations in eithcr GSA-owned 
or leased buildings or Army owned sites, then our S9.60 rate wouldn't be the 
best option. So I had my stafTveri@ vaious Defense rent rates 2t GSA 
facilities around the c o u n e .  Here are the results. 
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GSA. Public Buildings Scnice 

April I .  I Vc)5 
ticanland Rcglori 

Air Force Civilian Records in San Antonio pays S 14 .OO per square foot 

Defense Finance Accounting Service in Kansas City pays S 15.00 pcr squarc foot 

The Defense Auditors in Los Angeles pays $2  1 .OO per square foot 

We even have the number for a half million square feet that :Defense is renting 
from GSA in private sector buildings just outside the base at Redstone. They 
are paying S 15.00 per square foot at the very place they are talking about 
moving. If the Army has to rent space in private sector buildings in Natick, 
Massachusetts, the cost would be over $20.00 per square foot per the Senior 
GSA Regional Building Officer in that area. 

The numbers are easy to understand. If the real estate costs are the real issue 
with the Army's proposed move, then everythmg we have seen indicates that 
remaining here is in the Best Financial Interest of the Govenlrnent. There is 
no logic to support the view that the current rate is "oppress~ve" in any way. 

Even though the Amy's data ciid not go far enough. cn page I 15 of tile .LLrr!?\ 
. .  . 7 . - Report, their OMTI numbers s:21c the fxilitiss cos:s zr? t:!rntr - :: :---c-,rT;:,.r 

tian they are in ST. Louis: 

r p r  -. . . 
t nat's increzse of $2  .< rniiiion muai i \ . .  : 112 1~1: ~ y z y  ::);>; 15 z. 
increasc of C34 million aolizs.  . h d  these z e  1i12 .LTT:?-,..S O\J,T. 

numbers. 

On top of that the). state they wi l l  spend another S5S,000,000 
on MILCOI\' zt Recistone. 

T h ~ s  would be bad enough, but those costs are even hlgher tlian they appear. 
You have to take into account that the St. Louis annual facility cost is housing 
1066 more people than Huntsville and doing it at only 70% c~fHunts\ ilie c o s ~ .  
Adjusting for the change in personnel and hifier cost, the a n n ~ a l  facilin, ccsi 
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GS.4. Public Build~ngs Scn.~cc 

per person is $1,850.00 at Goodfello\iv and $3,594.00 per person at 
Hunts\ille. 

As the largest landlord in the United States, GSA is able to secure the lowest 
costs available. That is the reason Congess created my agency in 1919. So 
we urge those who pay o w  salaries not to be misled by this fine point of tile 
military's accounting procedures. When you read the Cobra report, pay as 
much attention to what is not calculated as you do to what is. 

The Clinton Administration and the Congess have directed that all Federal 
agencies strive to find ways to secure the lowest costs on behalf of the 
taxpayers. That challenge requires us to investigate both the private sector 
and other Federal agencies. GSA has provided quality product at the lowest 
cost available. Yet the Army acts as though they must oun  their facilities 
even if it is at a higher rate. 

The reference to "Lezse Cost" at  4303 Goodfii!n~i is m!sI~zging a . 5  -- . . maccurate. i k s  1s 2 G ~ ~ ~ c m - ~ e ~ t - c ~ ~ ~ e c i  cn~13ie::. I x  LET.: ~f;2);3z:.e:- - - 
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F. - . . .  . .  . . . 3R4i ~ornm.ssion is ci;.-fez \irit!! co-slcemi- econoz:ic irnpa:; to :ill. - 
involved communities. We wouid like to see their view expanded to hciud- 
consideration of the Fedrr-i c o m m ~ ~ i n ~  in the saiie wa?. as the 1993 BR4C 
Commission. Currently, the nuibers don't refleci this comprehensive 
assessment. We need to hold on to lessons learned. 

To really understznd the physical impiications of z? .4TCOl\d reioc2:ie::. 1 
-7 . . 

would like you to see ow exhibit of SooSfe!Io\i. Center. i 2:s IS 2 

Goveinment compiex cornpis-d of six maior buildinrs pro~iciine 1.4 miliion - L 

square feet of rentable space. ITCOhC. represented in red. ir  tie ulcho: 



Thomas H \i'rllkcr Spccch Before BKAC 
GS.4, Publ~c  Buildings S c n ~ c c  

April I ,  I P Y 5  
Hcanland Region 

tenant. They encompass nearly SO percent of the available space. Their 
departure \voold de\~astate t11c financial ~iability of tile entire complex. The 
facility would cost more to operate than i t  brings in .  While we can mitigate 
some of the operating expense, we cannot completely offset the deficit. 

Our second alternative is to back fill the vacant space with other tenants. As 
you can see massive vacancy presents a tall order. At this time \ve don't see 
a viable large scale tenant. There is no one in the wings capable of reversing 
the revenue vs. expense equation. Our asset managers \vould be left with the 
common sense decision to move the remaining tenants and dispose of the 
complex. This impact was ipored  by the Army report. 

We CONSERVATIVELY estunate it would cost the taxpayers a one time 
expense of $1 0 million to relocate and prepare space for the five remaining 
Goodfellow tenants. We would llke to remind the BRAC Commission that 
two of those five tenants are Defense entities with veqr expensive and 
specialized space requirements. 

- ,. 
-,a+,?yP - -  .- . . . . ... 

'.i . . 1 1 1  1 ,- \,.= 2 2 ~  7 7 7  tilo 3:~-ha-:  . . - L&d A A - * ~ l ? - -  -. 1 - 7  L, L*L t.2 X ~ C C  2 ~ C M .  P ~ ~ E I S  ~ b ~ g r  x?: 
c \ . \ r n n j n \ -  - P r y  T n -  - . . - - -, 
v,,LL,;,  ".,. L,, Lne ;ZS: j, -;=--C - VL &. -.lS : - -,7-1cLl -. TTI.~TI; k2s iz\~esteC nez i j r  S 1:s: 

. ,. -- . . .. million t3  mod~miz:. ZT.? nrshz111ze ~h!s ia~i! ip . .  : :in D E ~ I ~ I E F S  z~d ~e si:? - , -- . . \liere cus:on rrneC ;o .i i ,LOi\!I-c n\'o:l\inr m~ss~~:; : .  .LAs Vr7o:)?\. Q\r~x~:-; - 
indicated, tile bwgair, rcn; does no: indicate a cut rate facilins. 



Thomas E. R'alkcr 
GSA. Public Buildings S c n i x  

The a\vards Wood)! showed you speak to the national status of dlis property 
GSA has provided excellent value and unparalleled qualit?-. Additionallv, 
this area allo\+,s unique flexibility to an anchor t e ~ ~ a n t .  The S I X  buildings, and 
an addit~onal 300,000 square feet of Defense property at 4800 Goodfello\x~, 
can be configured for any changes to ATCOM requirements. This property 
could be retrofitted and rented to the military at the sane  $9.00 ratc they arc 
paying here. 4300 Goodfeliow offers value, quality, and flexibility. These all 
indicate it is in the best interest of the Government to keep ATCOh4 here. 

If the savings are not found changing locations, then isn't i t  a better idea to 
generate these others savings in St. Louis? This would allow the taxpayers to 
attain the benefits without the needless expense. We see this course as the 
only widwin alternative. 

Before we close I want to outline the facilities costs over a ten year window. 

The L/irmy admrts to 2 $3.4 million increase in zxua!  faciiin: cos:s f ~ r  
, -7- _ i l  

... 7 - - , / '  . - - '  - ,~ ~. - A u(,)jl{ 2: xla:~\~~~e. : :;2:. y 2- pJlllg2 :Ez \,g=s. $<: -- 
. . - .  

? . ~ ~ , - o - . . - . 7 . y . ' > P - .  , --.-,.-c- ** -. ,..- .. -.-,c - -* . -  -- - - t -----. -- -  -, -. - . . . ' ,  .,.- ,- . .  , , . . -  . , . ' c ' - ' . : ' . - - ,.- ,,,,. ,,, ,. , , . . .. . .. 

-. - , .  - ' - + '  
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, ,- ,- . ,  . 
1; ~ o u  ad6 ~ L ? S Z  nui~bzrs \'ou -+  2-" in -  - - L  \i7i;!l 21e ~ ~ l e  I C ) - e x  i7:?2C', 0:. I:.. 

ATCOhll move. Tne Secretaqr of the Arm!1 said t l i s  w2s about rez! esme 
As the Go\rernr,:t?ni's lmaiorc w e  have isoiared the real T-  b~ ~ ~ t e  n u l m ~ e ~ s .  

1 would Iii~e my RePiona! - Administrator to help me illustrate the choices 
ibis presents for the tzxpa>~er. 
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H ~ ~ n l a n d  Kcg1o11 

If you do as we hope, and as the numbers indicate, the11 your. commission \vi l l  
ensure that instead of a check . . . the taxpayers nil1 receive a deposit for 
S 132,000,000 in Treasury savings account. Those are the cl:~oices. I just 
hope we all play a part in making the right one. 

In closing, my professional facilities, government, and Department of Defense 
experience leaves me with only two possible conclusions for the Army's 
recommendation to relocate: 

Either from their publicly stated reason of "oppressive leased costs", 
the Army simply does not know how to evaluate its own numbers, or 

There is another agenda that is not being discussed. 

Luckily you and your staff have the opportunity to find out. Thank you for 
your time. We request your support and will yield to the connmunity. Thank 
you again. 
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Pos~tlon Support Paper 
BRAC Heanng  

Rcjcnion of Recommrnd31.ion to Transicr ATCOh1: 
April 1,  1995 

Position: 

The Public Buildings Service (PBS) of the General Services Administiration (GSA) hereby 
rejects the Army's contention that a move of the Aviation and Troop Command 

I (ATCOM) from 4300 Goodfellow, St. Louis, Missouri to the Redstone Arsenal, 
Huntsville, Alabama will provide any facilities related savings to the taxpayers of the 
United States. 

Further, PBS will prove, within this document, that if such action is ta.ken it will result in 
an increase in facilities costs of over $130,000,000.00 in a ten year period. The Army has 
not h l l y  assessed the financial implications which would impact GSA and the remaining 
tenants agencies if ATCOM were relocated. 

Planks: 

We Hold: 4300 Goodfellow represents an outstanding real property value in comparison 
to other rental rates in St. Louis and around the nation. 

\4:e 40i.2: 4300 C-~odfe!!c\v is 22  lard winnine - Suburban Ofiice Complex 

. . -  . .. - ~ 

-- ?.. - - .. .,. . . -  " ' '-.I-. - . t t - ' .  --L:' 'I-:- %;!A ~VCP,TT~ ;, s;g>:~~can; En: % - . i -  , ,.. -1 r i J ; ! d ~ - - & l i  \ \  . .  . . . . . , . . .  . . : . .  .. .. .. - - 

- . . . . . . . .  . - .  - - .  . . a :  nc: :2<3i i7 : :~  . . O: riie ~ ' ~ i t e ~  Stares are best served b ~ ,  presening tn.- 
.<?COh'l :n_ngn~\~ 2: 1Rf: Fecierz! Cenrer. 4300 GooafeIiou~, S:. Louis. lcfissouri. 

Thesis: 

- 
; iie Secre:anl of ihe u9as incorrect wnen making statements tha.: the faciiity lease 
costs at 4300 Goodfellow are "oppressive." .4dditionally, we reject the Secretary's notion 
that the renral costs could bc more beneficial at another location. 



Posl~lon Supp,?r, P a y :  
B U C  t i a n n g  

Rcjcctlon of Rccon~mcn&ltron to Tnnsfcr ATCOk1 
April 1. 1995 

Plank 1 

"4300 GoodfcIlolcl represents art otltsta~~dir~g real property r!alue in 
compariso~l lo otlrcr rerrtal rates in Sf. Louis and around the nation. " 

'The composite rent rate GSA is charging ATCOM at 4300 Goodfellow is $9.65 per 
square foot. This occurs within the St. Louis market where public and private sector 
commercial rent rates span $9.00 to $27.00 per square foot. Source of data: GSA space 
assignment records, St. Louis commercial real estate literature, and GSA Commercial 
Broker's first hand experience. 

The composite rate at 4300 Goodfellow compares very favorably with rents DOD is 
paying at private sector lease facilities around the nation. 

Army Aviation and Troop Command St. Louis S 9.60 per sq. A. 
Department of Defense Lease at Redstone Huntsville $13 00 per sq A 
Air Force Ci~liian Records Center San Antonio $14 00per sn 5 
Gefense Finznce S c z o m ~ i n g  Szn.~ce I<znszs Clr! 3 c l -  1 00 pe: s;; x 
2Pfe2se .LL2<i:.3Tr 2:: ..?,?~niet 2" 9'31 7:: Y: f 

Source of Data: GSA national real escitc billing records. 
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Rcjec;~on of Rccomn~cndatlon to Transfcr ATCOhI 
April 1,  1995 

Further, even though the h y ' s  data did not go far enough, on Page 1 15 of the Army 
Report, their own numbers state that the facilities costs are higher at Huntsville than they 
are in St. Louis: 

The Army lists facilities costs in Huntsville at $1 1,000,000 a year. 

They are paying $7,600,000 a year at 4300 Goodfellow. 

That is an increase of $3.4 Million Annually. The ten year total is an increase of 
$34 million doilars. And these are the Army's own numbers. 

This would be bad enough, but these costs are even higher than they a,ppear. You have to 
take into account that the St. Louis annual facility cost is housing 1066 more people than 
Huntsville and doing it at only 70 % of Huntsville cost. Adjusting for the change in 
personnel and higher cost, the annual facility cost per person is Sl,S50.00 at Goodfellow 
and $3,594.00 per person at Huntsville. Source of data: Caln~lations based on ~7plres 
provided on Pages 113 and 115 o f  the A n y o  Cobra Reporl. 

. . " .,. . . . . . .  . . - -. .AJ! datz indiszres thzt k o r  2 S:X:I!!, :cl~!!:rles 3e:sZe:::-,,.s:: \ i . ? ; l j ~  gf: 1:. :::i. 22:: .. ::z:.:j:. 
. .. . 

interest of tne Governmo,nr 10 hzve .4TC015 rexzir. E: 433:: .21,3ife1::.; .:--: ::--:c- 
. . 

rhE sz;ings ine .LLT;. ~ ~ ~ i - ~  275 5:: 2;.~;;23.f ' - - - . . < - -  - - - .-. , - . - - . - - - - .  - - ..:. . I . - - . .  .-.-.....-. .. . . . . . . , . . - 

Tne Fecieral Cenrer, is a first ciass faciilry i r  nas Deen recogmzeci D? rne puo~ic znc - private sector alike Ii represents the fines: vaiue ir, ~ ~ m m e r c i ~ i  2CCODl.?10Cl2i102S 1 I.: 

complex has recentlv won two mzjor nztlon21 a\+.~rc: 

Just last year, the prestigious Building Owners and Managers PLssociation named 4300 
Goodfellow "Suburban OEce Park of the Yezr" in regionai competition. \iFnile tnere is s 
"public sector" category, BOMA chose to enter the Center as a "Suburban Park." In thzt 
class it had to compete against the best of the private sector. This trophy shows it not 
only competed, but u7zs the best of the best. 

The second award is the extremely rare. It is the Internationcll Faciliiies hknagemen: 
Association Golden Circle Award. It is only the 4th time since 1985 ttiai it hzs been gil~er. 
and we are the first Government organization to receive the a\vard 
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This complex has received awards from the Department of Energy, GS.4 Central Office, 
and was featured in BUILDINGS magazine, a national publrcation that \vas honoring 
major modernization prqiects throughout the United States. Sor~rcc c!f Dntn: GS.4 
h~rildit~g and mrlard rccord~. 

The Vice President's National Performance Review has challenged G;overnnient to 
compete head to head and surpass the best of the private sector. Thc facility \\re are in 
represents the pinnacle of that goal. In light of that, i t  would be a unconscionable to take 
action which could easily spell the demise of this asset and cost the taxpayers over a 
hundred million dollars. 

"4300 Goodfcllou~ ojjers outstar~dir~g facilit~~I,exibiIi~~~for the A TCOM missiotr. '' 

As the anchor tenant, the ATCOM has unique flexibility. The six buildings in this complex 
and an additional 300,000 square feet of Defense property at 4800 Goodfellow, can be 
configured for any changes to ATCOM requirements This property could be retrofit and 
rented to the rnilitar?. at the $9 00 rate th2: the!, are payins at 4300 Goodfellow The 
outs:znding vziue zrid fiexibiiiirr zre 1 ~ s :  ano:ner e szmie  ~ f : h f -  c ~ r o r u n l ; \  5: Louis c27 - 
^ -', - 
LJL.r. 

- - .- --.- --..-- . . .  ----,: / 

A ,,L\.C L L .  U ~ I ~ ? T S T Z Z ~ ~ T ~ C  , ; < z i i ~  2:-!;\-S:CL. iri?iIC2L:2:15 G: 2:. .-A A T~:D;Z:~V~:;, - . . . . . ? . .  Tezsey 1s q e c  1: r.\.l~;;. ;nt ,o;-~: f;a~i-,ic 2: :nc en: c: i: -2mf1:,~ie. - .  
. . iiiustrates the preaomin~n: s:o?e o:'XTCO!rf's occuczncv 2: 3:: cornpie::. ir 

,. . .. , . ~=c~~~~sso~ 2rzrjl- EC ncrc=n: c :  ~ . . ? Y I ~ ~ I . L  r n q - c  - ' m : ~  i p  - .... .-. -Y.. . ,..- .. c c~,? \~ern=tn:  c3m3ic:: 
. . ? .  . . . . . .  . . .  . ' 1 -'..- - 7 L3Z?nSeS 3, 3;;; m2i3r  D 2 i i C i 2 g S  g i3 \ ' iCiZG 1 - :\'ii:iior. squ2;e Ice; :;p;;;:-. 1 @ renip\.: 

ATCOM from tiis faciiit! u.,ould dcizs:2:e the financia! \.iebiii:~. ofthe entire cornpiex. 
4300 Goodfellow. would cos: more to operzte t h ~ n  ir generzres in revenue. \lThile GS.4 

. - .  can mirizete some ofthe operating expezse we ce:; not compietei~~ oFset the aencli. 

Our second zlternativa is to back fil! the vacant space with other tenants 4 s  the ~ r a p h i c  
indicates, .4TCOhTs depsnure would ieave a massive vacznc!, .4t this time we do nor 
see a \'iabie i 2 i g ~  s c ~ i e  tenznt There is no Feee:ei renant reaaiiy a\.aiiable which is 
capabie ofre\.ersins ;he :eLrenue i t s  expense eqxzrior. GSA zsse; nanzgers u-ouid be ;i.? 
~xitn the common sense oeclsion to move the remaining tenanis end alspose of the 
complex This :z22:: ~ v z s  ~_cna:n,C 31. :he .LL~!-, reaar. 
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\Yith such a move indicated, GSA has calculated moving and space alterations costs. The 
agency consenratively estimates i t  would cost the taxpayers $10 million to relocate and 
prepare space for the five Goodfellow orphans. This is significant in that two of the five 
remaining tenants are Defense entities. 

The residual expenses do not end there. The rent value provided to the five orphaned 
tenants is made possible only by the economies of scale at this comp1e:x. The $9.00 per 
square foot rate could not be duplicated elsewhere for  the smaller requirements. Our 
analysis indicates the aggregate rent for the Goodfellow orphans would increase by $3 
million per year. 

The Army's report mistakenly restricted itself to the cost impact to D,-partment of 
Defense budgets. Curiously, the 1993 BRAC Commission examined this issue with the 
Battle Creek case. Their conclusion was that all Government assets impacts should be 
taken into account. The result was that, upon fbrther analysis, the residual Government 
wide impact was so costly that the Commission voted to retain the base. GSA contended 
the 4300 Goodfellow scenario is the same situation. 

The total costs for increased rent plus moving and alteration expense .for the five orphan 
tenants wouid pass $40 million over a ten year period. 

(- :; ; , p l ~ , . l ; ) - , ; , [ ) ~  -. ,. . . .  . C . C .  , c ;n:~\~e .znc xepz re  ~ 3 2 ~  19; :r.t c!s?i;;cec 07,';am- 

5 ~~ .C)JG.O~ .J~ : '  ct:, Rent increzses for tne 5 remzining Good;P,llou~ renants 
($3.0 hli pcr !-ex >: 10 Yezrs) 

S 5S.000,000.00 New Construction at Recistone 
------------------- 
Si22.000,030.03 Preiiminary Totai 

There would i t e ~ ~ '  lii:ei>p be ~ddi~ions i  costs incurred GS.4 wouid not be abie tc reiocrte 
1n.- remaining tenants immeaiateiy, so tne Goodfeliov,. compiex ~vouid be operating 2: 2 

scSs:zn:ial aefici: f ~ r  some time 
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The Government has invested over S 150,000,000.00 to modernize and n~echanize this 
facility over the last decade. The originally calculated amortization period for those 
capital improvements would be drastically cut, in essence ~vasting even more taxpayer 
resources. 

The consequences of the Army's proposal is disastrous for GSA and for the Government 
as a whole. The Secretary of the Army had originally framed real estate costs as the key 
impetus for moving ATCOM from the complex. A careful look at all the relevant costs 
prove 4300 Goodfellow to be a superb value. 

For this reason the Public Buildings Service of GSA refutes the Army's proposal and 
urges the BRAC Commission to remove 4300 Goodfellow from the closure list. This 
complex has served as an important anchor for its con~munity and the Government's 
interest would be well served to preserve it. 



O F F I C E  
ASSIGNED RENTAL 

A C T I V I T Y  CURRENT S .  F. RATE / s F 

( R o b e r t  A .  Young F e d e r a l  O f f i c e  B u i l d i n g )  

11 l l , l  I ;  i 1 ' !  k.L:i'l'i i.lj-.ai'KL> BSTltfA'VED 

I t L 1 i a l ' ~ l ,  i:!:'~ k.: : 11: IiEtI1'AT, l i h l 'E /  RELOCATIOll 
( ( ; k c :  L . , I  I.:(, I r . 1 . )  

. - -- - . . . . - . . . .. - 1 i l : ~ I ~  I.OCArl'IO~l - - -- COSTS 
-.-A 

( F e d e r a l  C e n t e r ,  4300 Goodfel low B l v d . )  

Relocations - - -  required to close Federal Center 

Dcf e n s e  
Megacenter  1 2 0 , 0 0 O ( e s t . )  $ 9 . 6 5  $ 1  . I .  o. 

* R e l o c a t i o n  t o  leased s p a c e .  T e c h n i c a l  costs t , , I , I ,.., 1 1 1 ,  and test colnputer 
equipment ;  p h y s i c a l  r e l o c a t i o n  o f  computer  equipinel l \  , t I I I ,- ,,II,I 1-elated s p a c e .  

-- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- 

DFAS 1 2 0 , 0 0 3 ( e s t .  ) $ 9 . 4 4  $ 9 . .1 .1 

* *  l i e l o c a t i o n  t o  R . A . Y .  Bldg.  ; I n i t i a l  s p a c e  a l 1 el . I I  I ,  , I  . l , l ~ \ ~ s i [  a 1  I I I O V ~ .  

( Lab C OFC) 

* * * R e l o c a t i o n  t o  leased s p a c e ;  above s t a n d a r d  i 1 1  i t 1 , t  I 1,  ., - .  L: I I - c L - L ~  t i 0 1 1 s .  

- - - - - -  
V A  ( r e c o r d s  ) 1 4 3 , 0 0 0  $ 6 .71  $ 5 .  t j 0  $13.00 $7Mk**k 

* * * *  R e l o c a t i o n  t o  leased s p a c e .  Temporary s toragt :  O I  I I 1 ,  , ~ . , : ~ ~ ~ - c l o r ~ n  atid r e a s s e m b l y  o f  f i l e  
s t o r a g e  s y s t e m .  





DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

DACS-TABS 20 Ap~r 95 ' ' 

MEMORANDUM FOR BRAC 95 - COMMISSION STAFF - MR. EDWARD BROWN 
, %3@,22.+ 

SUBJECT: Data from The Army Basing Study (TABS) regarding ATCOlM 

1. Forwarded to your office, is a Memorandum from the Ofice of the Assistant Secretary for 
Research, Development and Acquisition, dated 6 Apr 95, Subject: Aviation -Troop Command 
(ATCOM). This memorandum is in response to the Congressional correspondence from Senator 
Bond, Senator Ashcroft, Mr. Gephardt, Mr. Clay, Mr. Talent and Mr. Vol'kmer, 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 

prlnt-d on Q Recycled Paper 



ATTENTION OF 

SARD-ZT 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

RESEARCH DEVELOPMENT AND ACQUISITION 
103 ARMY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON DC 20310-0103 

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 organi~ations,~ and that 
such efficiency can be nachieved through collocation 
and integration of research, engineering, acquisition 
and logistics functions, as well as reduced overheadew 

Significant functional efficiencies will be 
achieved by separating aviation and troop support 
commodities and relocating the materiel management 
functions. 

Aviation & Missile technologies rely on the same 
fundamental engineering disciplines, aerospace and 
mechanical engineering. Relocating the Aviation 
a eke arch, 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. 



The close proximity to the Army Aviation Center at Fort 
Rucker, Alabama will also enhance interaction with the 
warfighting customer. 

~unctional 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.,i .. 
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-E1ect:ronics 
Command. Automotive functions will be relocated to the 
Detroit Arsenal, ~ichigan to align with ~ank--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 required in order 
to disestablish and close ATCOM will result i.n the 
collocation and consolidation of similar life-cycle 
functions and commodities, and will achieve i.mproved 
functional efficiencies and effectiveness. 

Chief, Labo P- atory Coordination Stanek Office 



REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, The Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Ste. 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

April 24, 1995 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the briefing provided to the 
Commission by the General Services Administration concerning ATCOM. We wish to point out 
a number of inaccuracies and faulty conclusions. There are several points made in the briefing 
that deserve comment: 

1.  Quality of facility at 4300 Goodfellow. 

The Army is divesting of numerous first class installations because it no longer 
needs them and can no longer afford them, including those that have won national awards. 
The purpose of the BRAC process is to reduce Defense infi-astructul-e and its associated 
costs. It is difficult, but necessary, to shut down quality installations and leased facilities 
alike to ensure hnds are available for readiness and modernization of America's Army. 

2. Facility costs. 

GSA did not cite the Army's figures accurately. The g&l base operating costs for 
all of the four gaining locations is estimated at $1 1 million per year, not just for 
Huntsville. The total lease costs to the Army are $1 1.2 million per year ($7.6 million for 
ATCOM, $0.9 million for PEO-Aviation and $2.7 million for SIMA), not $7.6 million, as 
stated by GSA. This mistake caused GSA to conclude incorrectly that there is an increase 
of $3.4 million in facility costs annually. 

GSA's estimate of military construction at Redstone Arsenal is overstated by $8 
million ($50M, not $58M). 

GSA argued that the remaining tenants face aggregate rent increases of $3 million 
per year. If that is the case, a cheaper alternative may exist for these tenants. 

For these reasons, the Army does not agree with the contention that 
taxpayers will incur an additional cost of $132 million. Furthermore, the cost to close 
cannot be reviewed in isolation. It must be compared with the overall savings to 
determine the financial attractiveness of the proposal. In ATCOM's case, for a cost of 
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$146 million, there is a very favorable return on investment of three: years and an annual 
steady state savings of $46 million. 

3. Financial viability of federal complex. 

The Army is sympathetic to GSA's concern about what to do with the vacant 
space. GSA may be able to divest itself of excess infrastructure if tlhe complex is no 
longer needed by the Federal government. It is in neither the Armys nor U.S. 
government's best interests to retain a facility that is not required. Just as DoD is 
reducing its infrastructure, GSA may find it necessary to do the same. 

Closing the leased facility obviously poses some concerns regarding GS.4's future use of the 
facility. However, DoD must give priority to military value and cannot be expected to remain in 
the leased facility solely for the convenience and profit of GSA, as suggesterd. There are 
tremendous advantages that accrue to DoD when ATCOMs fhnctions relocate and are integrated 
into R&D centers at existing installations. These improved efficiencies and synergies are above 
and beyond the estimated recurring annual savings of almost $50 million per year. Leaving 
ATCOM in place will have a detrimental impact on the Army's operational capabilities and force 
the Army to pour fhnds into management and facility overhead unnecessarily. 

DoD's recommendation to disestablish ATCOM is right for the Army, DloD and the Nation. 
Nothing in GSA's briefing would cause us to reconsider our proposal. This information is 
accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief 

Director of Management 

Attachment 
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Regional Admin. Speech Before the BRAC April 1, 1995 

4300 Goodfellow, St. Louis, Missouri 
GSA PRESENTATION to the BRAC 

Glen W. Overton's Introductory Remarks 
April 1, 1995 

Good Afternoon. We appreciate the opportunity to appear before the Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission. 

I am Woody Overton the Regional Adrmnistrator for the General Services 
Administration or the GSA. Our agency serves as the Landlord for the 
Federal Government. My staff and I have responsibility for over 14 million 
square feet, in 92 Government owned facilities and 300 lease locations 
throughout Iowa, Nebraska, Kansas and Missouri. 

The plan to relocate ATCOM would have a major impact on this city, the 
State, the Federal Government and more importantly, the taxpayer. 

It is our duty to provide information regarding the economic impact whlch 
was overlooked by the Army's study. 

As you probably know, I am not a career Federal employee, I am a political 
appointee. I support President Clinton's vision that we can create a 
Government that costs less, maintains quality and eliminates waste. That is 
why we believe it is so important to avoid the needless expense of moving 
ATCOM. Such a transfer would locate this group to a more expensive 
facility, built at a taxpayer expense of $58,000,000. 

Commissioner Kling and Senator Dixon, GSA will documenit that the 10 year 
facility costs of the proposed move will be over $130,000,000.00. 
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As niidwesterners, I'm sure you are aware that nine dollars and sixty 
cents per square foot, which GSA is charging here, is is low rate 
compared to other leases in St. Louis and certainly oth.er Defense 
leases around the nation. And compared to the Army's own numbers 
an even better bargain. 

The Army's own numbers indicate facilities in Hunstville will cost the 
taxpayers an addition 3.5 million dollars a year. 

In addition, the ATCOM transfer would require relocation of all 
remaining tenants and the ultimate disposal of 4300 Goodfellow. The 
cost to move and prepare space for the remaining tenants would be 
over $10,000,000. Those displaced would also have to pay an 
additional $30,000,000 in rent over 10 years. 

Before we begin our formal presentation, please note that 43100 Goodfellow is 
a first class facility. It has been recognized by the public ancl private sector 
alike. It represents the finest value in commercial accommodations. As a 
testament to this praise I want to show you two awards bestowed on the 
Federal Center. 

In 1994 this facility won "Suburban Office Park of the Year'" from the 
midwest region of the prestigious Building Owners and Managers 
Association. In that class it had to compete against the best of the private 
sector. 

The second award is the International Facilities Management Association 
Golden Circle Award. It is only the 4th time since 1985 that it has been 
given, and we are the first Government organization ever to receive it. 

The Vice President's National Performance Review has challenged us to 
compete head to head with the private sector. In light of that, it would be a 
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shame to take action which could easily spell the demise of this award 
winning asset and cost the taxpayers over a hundred million dollars. 

In addition the President, the Vice President, and the Congre:ss are requiring 
all Government entities to consider alternatives to obtain the 'best value for 
the taxpayer. It appears to us the Army believes they must own their own 
facilities rather than obtain them in a more cost efficient manner from another 
Federal agency. 

Its now my pleasure to introduce Mr. Thomas H. Walker 

Mr. Walker is a professional engineer and possesses a Masters in Business 
Administration. His extensive military facilities expertise was honed as 
Deputy Director of Facilities Management Branch, U.S. Marine Corps, 
Washington DC, and Head of the Facilities Maintenance Department, Navy 
Public Works Centers in Pensacola, Florida and Subic Bay, the Philippines. 
Additionally, Tom graduated fiom the Industrial College of the Armed 
Forces, at the National Defense University. 

He has distinguished himself over a twenty year career. He is a national 
expert in both the military and civilian facility management. His background 
uniquely qualifies him to offer valuable insight before this cormmission. I now 
present Mr. Tom Walker. 
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Thomas H. Walker Speech Before BRAC 
GSA, Public Buildings Service 

April 1, 1995 
Heartland Region 

There are niany issues involved with the proposed move of PiTCOM from 
4300 Goodfellow. We have come here today to talk about what we know 
and know well. The Department of Defense has a unique mission. The 
mission of GSA and the Public Buildings Service is also unique in that we 
specialize in office buildings. I have spent my career develolping an 
understanding of the costs and concerns related to Government real estate 
assets. The Army's BRAC Commission Report and published 
communications have framed real estate costs as the issue prompting the 
transfer of ATCOM from 4300 Goodfellow. 

Here is the message we want to convey this afternoon. 

The Army's own numbers and additional cost elements they did not 
consider simply don't support this move from a facilities perspective. 
In fact it will cost the Government over 100 million dollars in increased 
facilities expenses over the next 10 years. 

As I said, the information we have seen from the BRAC Conlmission framed 
real estate costs as the central issue here. The Secretary of the Army stated 
the need to avoid "Oppressive Lease Costs" at 4300 Goodfe:llow. I want to 
visit that issue first. 

The rent my agency charges ATCOM for space at this installation is Nine- 
Dollars-And-Sixty-Cents a square foot. 

Rents in other private and public sector sites in St. Louis range fiom 
$9.00 to $27.00 per square foot. 

Obviously the ATCOM rate is at the low end of the range. It's a bargain. 
But if Defense is paying lower rates at other locations in either GSA-owned 
or leased buildings or Army owned sites, then our $9.60 rate wouldn't be the 
best option. So I had my staff verifL various Defense rent rates at GSA 
facilities around the country. Here are the results. 
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Air Force Civilian Records in San Antonio pays $14.00 pel- square foot 

Defense Finance Accounting Service in Kansas City pays $15.00 pel- square foot 

The Defense Auditors in Los Angeles pays $2 1 .OO pel: square foot 

We even have the number for a half million square feet that Defense is renting 
from GSA in private sector buildings just outside the base at Redstone. They 
are paying $15.00 per square foot at the very place they are talking about 
moving. If the Army has to rent space in private sector buildings in Natick, 
Massachusetts, the cost would be over $20.00 per square foot per the Senior 
GSA Regional Building Officer in that area. 

The numbers are easy to understand. If the real estate costs iue the real issue 
with the Amy's proposed move, then everyhng we have selen indicates that 
remaining here is in the Best Financial Interest of the Government. There is 
no logic to support the view that the current rate is "oppressi.ve" in any way. 

Even though the Army's data did not go far enough, on page 1 15 of the Army 
Report, their own numbers state the facilities costs are higher- at Huntsville 
than they are in St. Louis: 

Army lists facilities costs in Huntsville at $1 1,000,000 a year. 

They are paying $7,600,000 a year at 4300 Goodfello\w. 

That's an increase of $3.4 million annually. The ten year total is an 
increase of $34 million dollars. And these are the Anny's own 
numbers. 

On top of that they state they will spend another $58,000,000 
on MILCON at Redstone. 

This would be bad enough, but those costs are even higher than they appear. 
You have to take into account that the St. Louis annual facility cost is housing 
1066 more people than Huntsville and doing it at only 70% of Huntsville cost. 
Adjusting for the change in personnel and higher cost, the annual facility cost 
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per person is $1,850.00 at Goodfellow and $3,594.00 per person at 
Huntsville. 

As the largest landlord in the United States, GSA is able to secure the lowest 
costs available. That is the reason Congress created my agency in 1949. So 
we urge those who pay our salaries not to be misled by this fine point of the 
military's accounting procedures. When you read the Cobra report, pay as 
much attention to what is not calculated as you do to what is. 

The Clinton Administration and the Congress have directed that all Federal 
agencies strive to find ways to secure the lowest costs on behalf of the 
taxpayers. That challenge requires us to investigate both the private sector 
and other Federal agencies. GSA has provided quality produ.ct at the lowest 
cost available. Yet the Army acts as though they must own their facilities 
even if it is at a higher rate. 

The reference to "Lease Cost'' at 4300 Goodfellow is rnisleacijng and 
inaccurate. This is a Government-owned complex. In terms of taxpayer 
interest there are NO differences between a GSA asset and a DOD asset. 
The 1993 BRAC previously addressed thls issue in the Defense Logistics 
Agency case in Battle Creek, Michigan. They concluded that the costs to 
GSA and all Government assets must be included for the true: impact to be 
accurately assessed. In the case of Battle Creek this further analysis 
supported retention of that facility. We believe 4300 Goodfellow is exactly 
the same situation. 

The Department of Defense is a part of the United States Government. The 
BRAC Commission is charged with considering economic impact to the 
involved communities. We would like to see their view expanded to include 
consideration of the Federal community in the same way as the 1993 BRAC 
Commission. Currently, the numbers don't reflect t h ~ s  comprehensive 
assessment. We need to hold on to lessons learned. 

To really understand the physical implications of an ATCON[ relocation, I 
would like you to see our exhibit of Goodfellow Center. This is a 
Government complex comprised of six major buildings providing 1.4 million 
square feet of rentable space. ATCOM, represented in red, is the anchor 
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tenant. They encompass nearly 80 percent of the available space. Their 
departure would devastate the financial viability of the entire complex. The 
facility would cost more to operate than it brings in. While vve can mitigate 
some of the operating expense, we cannot completely offset the deficit. 

Our second alternative is to back fill the vacant space with other tenants. As 
you can see massive vacancy presents a tall order. At this t h e  we don't see 
a viable large scale tenant. There is no one in the wings capable of reversing 
the revenue vs. expense equation. Our asset managers woultl be left with the 
common sense decision to move the remaining tenants and dispose of the 
complex. This impact was ignored by the Army report. 

We CONSERVATIVELY estimate it would cost the taxpayers a one time 
expense of $10 million to relocate and prepare space for the five remaining 
Goodfellow tenants. We would like to remind the BRAC Commission that 
two of those five tenants are Defense entities with very expeinsive and 
specialized space requirements. 

The balance sheet gets even worse. The rent value provided to the five 
remaining tenants is made possible by the economies of scale at this complex. 
The $9.00 per square foot bargain could not be duplicated again by the 
smaller requirements. Our analysis indicates the rent for the Goodfellow 
orphans would increase by $3 million per year. That is the third taxpayer hit 
when "decreasing facilities costs" was the original reason for the ATCOM 
move. 

Before we add up the numbers, I would like to make a few points about this 
complex. Over the last 10 years the Government has invested nearly $150 
million to modernize and mechanize thls facility. The buildings and the site 
were custom fitted to ATCOM's evolving missions. As Woody Overton 
indicated, the bargain rent does not indicate a cut rate facility. 
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The awards Woody showed you speak to the national status (of this property. 
GSA has provided excellent value and unparalleled quality. Additionally, 
this area allows unique flexibility to an anchor tenant. The six buildings, and 
an additional 300,000 square feet of Defense property at 4800 Goodfellow, 
can be configured for any changes to ATCOM requirements. Thls property 
could be retrofitted and rented to the military at the same $9.100 rate they are 
paying here. 4300 Goodfellow offers value, quality, and flexibility. These all 
indicate it is in the best interest of the Government to keep ATCOM here. 

If the savings are not found changing locations, then isn't it a. better idea to 
generate these others savings in St. Louis? This would allow the taxpayers to 
attain the benefits without the needless expense. We see this course as the 
only winlwin alternative. 

Before we close I want to outline the facilities costs over a ten year window. 

The Anny admits to a $3.4 million increase in annual facility costs for 
ATCOM at Huntsville. That's 34 million over ten years. GSA 
conservatively estimates the one time move and alteration costs for the 
remaining tenants at $10 million. GSA estimates the remaining tenants will 
face aggregate rent increases of $3 million per year. That is $30 million over 
ten years. And the hcker is, the action proposed by the Any ' s  report would 
abandon an award winning Federal Complex, only to build a brand new one 
with a price tag of $58 million and force additional rental at true private 
sector leased facilities while forcing abandonment of a Government owned 
facility in St. Louis. 

If you add those numbers you are left with the true 10 year impact of the 
ATCOM move. The Secretary of the Amy said this was about real estate. 
As the Government's landlord we have isolated the real estate numbers. 

I would like my Regional Administrator to help me illustrate the two choices 
this presents for the taxpayer. 

If ATCOM leaves, the taxpayers get the burden of writing this check payable 
to the Federal Bureaucracy in the amount of $132,000,000. 
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If you do as we hope, and as the numbers indicate, then your commission will 
ensure that instead of a check . . . the taxpayers will receive a1 deposit for 
$132,000,000 in Treasury savings account. Those are the choices. I just 
hope we all play a part in making the right one. 

In closing, my professional facilities, government, and Depantment of Defense 
experience leaves me with only two possible conclusions for the Army's 
recommendation to relocate: 

Either fiom their publicly stated reason of "oppressive leased costs", 
the Army simply does not know how to evaluate its own numbers, or 

There is another agenda that is not being discussed. 

Luckily you and your staff have the opportunity to find out. 'Thank you for 
your time. We request your support and will yield to the conmunity. Thank 
you again. 
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Position Support Paper 
BRAC Hearing 

Rejection of Recommenclati~on to Transfer ATCOM 
April 1, 1995 

Position: 

The Public Buildings Service (PBS) of the General Services Adrninistriition (GSA) hereby 
rejects the Army's contention that a move of the Aviation and Troop Command 
(ATCOM) from 4300 Goodfellow, St. Louis, Missouri to the Redstone Arsenal, 
Huntsville, Alabama will provide any facilities related savings to the taxpayers of the 
United States. 

Further, PBS will prove, within this document, that if such action is taken it will result in 
an increase in facilities costs of over $130,000,000.00 in a ten year period. The Army has 
not filly assessed the financial implications which would impact GSA 2nd the remaining 
tenants agencies if ATCOM were relocated. 

Planks: 

We Hold: 4300 Goodfellow represents an outstanding real property value in comparison 
to other rental rates in St. Louis and around the nation. 

We Hold: 4300 Goodfellow is an award winning Suburban Office Complex. 

We Hold: 4300 Goodfellow offers outstanding facilities flexibility to tlhe ATCOM 
mission. 

We Hold: A move of ATCOM from 4300 Goodfellow will generate a significant and 
costly chain reaction to other Defense and Civilian agencies within this community. 

We Hold: That the taxpayers of the United States are best served by preserving the 
ATCOM tenancy at the Federal Center, 4300 Goodfellow, St. Louis, Efissouri. 

Thesis: 

The Secretary of the Army was incorrect when making statements that the facility lease 
costs at 4300 Goodfellow are "oppressive." Additionally, we reject the Secretary's notion 
that the rental costs could be more beneficial at another location. 

General Services Administration 
Public Buildings Service 
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Evidence: 

Plank 1 

"4300 Goodfellow represents an outstanding real property value in 
comparison to other rental rates in St. Louis and around the nation. " 

The composite rent rate GSA is charging ATCOM at 4300 Goodfello\v is $9.65 per 
square foot. This occurs within the St. Louis market where public and private sector 
commercial rent rates span $9.00 to $27.00 per square foot. Source of data: GSA space 
assignment records, St. Louis commercial real estate literature, and GSA Commercial 
Broker's first hand experience. 

The composite rate at 4300 Goodfellow compares very favorably with rents DOD is 
paying at private sector lease facilities around the nation. 

Army Aviation and Troop Command St. Louis $ 9.60 per sq. ft. 
Department of Defense Lease at Redstone Huntsville $13.00 per sq. fi. 
Air Force Civilian Records Center San Antonio $14.00 per sq. ft. 
Defense Finance Accounting Service Kansas City $15.00 per sq. fi. 
Defense Auditors Los Angeles $21.00 per sq. ft. 

General Services Administration 
Public Buildings Service 
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Further, even though the Army's data did not go far enough, on Page 1 15 of the Army 
Report, their own numbers state that the facilities costs are higher at H:untsville than they 
are in St. Louis: 

The Army lists facilities costs in Huntsville at $1 1,000,000 a ye:ar. 

They are paying $7,600,000 a year at 4300 Goodfellow 

That is an increase of $3.4 Million Annually. The ten year total is an increase of 
$34 million dollars. And these are the Army's own numbers. 

This would be bad enough, but these costs are even higher than they alppear. You have to 
take into account that the St. Louis annual facility cost is housing 1066 more people than 
Huntsville and doing it at only 70 % of Huntsville cost. Adjusting for the change in 
personnel and higher cost, the annual facility cost per person is $1,850.00 at Goodfellow 
and $3,594.00 per person at Huntsville. Source of data: Calculations based onfigures 
provided on Pages 113 and 115 of the Army Cobra Report. 

All data indicates that fiom a strictly facilities perspective it would be in the Best Financial 
Interest of the Government to have ATCOM remain at 4300 Goodfellow. And further, if 
the savings the Army seeks are not available through facilities, then thr: other cost saving 
measures could be implemented right here in St. Louis. 

Plank 2 

"4300 Goodfellow is an award winning Suburban Office Com,vlex" 

The Federal Center, is a first class facility. It has been recognized by t:he public and 
private sector alike. It represents the finest value in commercial acconunodations. The 
complex has recently won two major national awards. 

Just last year, the prestigious Building Owners and Managers Association named 4300 
Goodfellow "Suburban Office Park of the Year" in regional competition. While there is a 
"public sector" category, BOMA chose to enter the Center as a "Suburban Park." In that 
class it had to compete against the best of the private sector. This trophy shows it not 
only competed, but was the best of the best. 

The second award is the extremely rare. It is the International Facilities Management 
Association Golden Circle Award. It is only the 4th time since 1985 that it has been given 
and we are the first Government organization to receive the award. 

General Services Administration 
Public Buildings Service 
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This complex has received awards fiom the Department of Energy, GSA Central Office, 
and was featured in BUILDINGS magazine, a national publication that was honoring 
major modernization projects throughout the United States. Source of Data: GSA 
building and award records. 

The Vice President's National Performance Review has challenged Gc~vernrnent to 
compete head to head and surpass the best of the private sector. The jhcility we are in 
represents the pinnacle of that goal. In light of that, it would be a unconscionable to take 
action which could easily spell the demise of this asset and cost the taxpayers over a 
hundred million dollars. 

Plank 3 

"4300 Goodfellow offers outstanding facility flexibility for the ATCOM mission. " 

As the anchor tenant, the ATCOM has unique flexibility. The six builtlings in this complex 
and an additional 300,000 square feet of Defense property at 4800 Goodfellow, can be 
configured for any changes to ATCOM requirements. This property could be retrofit and 
rented to the military at the $9.00 rate that they are paying at 4300 Go~odfellow. The 
outstanding value and flexibility are just another example of the opportunity St. Louis can 
offer. 

Plank 4 

"A move of ATCOMfi.om 4300 Goodfellow will generate a significant and costly 
chain reaction to other Defense and Civilian agencies within the community. " 

To have an understanding of the physical implications of an ATCOM relocation, the 
reader is urged to review the color graphic at the end of this document. It dramatically 
illustrates the predominant scope of ATCOM's occupancy at this complex. It 
encompasses nearly 80 percent of the available space. This is a Government complex 
comprised of six major buildings providing 1.4 Million square feet of space. To remove 
ATCOM from this facility would devastate the financial viability of the entire complex. 
4300 Goodfellow would cost more to operate than it generates in revenue. While GSA 
can mitigate some of the operating expense we can not completely ofi,et the deficit. 

Our second alternative is to back fill the vacant space with other tenants. As the graphic 
indicates, ATCOM's departure would leave a massive vacancy. At this time we do not 
see a viable large scale tenant. There is no Federal tenant readily available which is 
capable of reversing the revenue vs. expense equation. GSA asset managers would be left 
with the common sense decision to move the remaining tenants and dispose of the 
complex. This impact was ignored by the Army report. 

General Services Administration 
Public Buildings Service 
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With such a move indicated, GSA has calculated moving and space alterations costs. The 
agency conservatively estimates it would cost the taxpayers $10 million to relocate and 
prepare space for the five Goodfellow orphans. This is significant in tlnat two of the five 
remaining tenants are Defense entities. 

The residual expenses do not end there. The rent value provided to the five orphaned 
tenants is made possible only by the economies of scale at this comple:~. The $9.00 per 
square foot rate could not be duplicated elsewhere for the smaller requirements. Our 
analysis indicates the aggregate rent for the Goodfellow orphans woulld increase by $3 
million per year. 

The Army's report mistakenly restricted itself to the cost impact to De:partment of 
Defense budgets. Curiously, the 1993 BRAC Commission examined this issue with the 
Battle Creek case. Their conclusion was that all Government assets impacts should be 
taken into account. The result was that, upon hrther analysis, the residual Government 
wide impact was so costly that the Commission voted to retain the basme. GSA contended 
the 4300 Goodfellow scenario is the same situation. 

The total costs for increased rent plus moving and alteration expense for the five orphan 
tenants would pass $40 million over a ten year period. 

Plank 5 :  

m e  taxpayers of the United States are best served by preserving the A TCOM 
tenancy at the Federal Center, 4300 Goodfellow, St. Louis, M,issouri. 

If ATCOM is ultimately relocated to the Redstone Arsenal in Huntsville, Alabama, the 
total 10 year residual costs to the Government will be as follows: 

$34,000,000.00 Additional facilities costs for ATCOM at Redstone 
($3.4 M per Year X 10 Years) 

$ 10,000,000.00 To move and prepare space for the displaced orphans 

$30,000,000.00 Rent increases for the 5 remaining Goodfellow tenants 
($3.0 M per Year X 10 Years) 

$ 58,000,000.00 New Construction at Redstone 
------------------- 
$132,000,000.00 Preliminary Total 

There would very likely be additional costs incurred. GSA would not be able to relocate 
the remaining tenants immediately, so the Goodfellow complex would be operating at a 
substantial deficit for some time. 

General Services Administration 
Public Buildings Setvice 

Page 5 



Position Support Paper 
BRAC Hearing 

Rejection of Recommendation to Transfer ATCOM 
April 1, 1995 

The Government has invested over $150,000,000.00 to modernize anti mechanize this 
facility over the last decade. The originally calculated amortization pe:riod for those 
capital improvements would be drastically cut, in essence wasting evein more taxpayer 
resources. 

The consequences of the Army's proposal is disastrous for GSA and for the Government 
as a whole. The Secretary of the Army had originally framed real estate costs as the key 
impetus for moving ATCOM fiom the complex. A carehl look at all the relevant costs 
prove 4300 Goodfellow to be a superb value. 

For this reason the Public Buildings Service of GSA rehtes the h y " s  proposal and 
urges the BRAC Commission to remove 4300 Goodfellow fiom the cl.osure list. This 
complex has served as an important anchor for its community and the Government's 
interest would be well served to preserve it. 

General Services Administration 
Public Buildings Service 

Page 6 



OFFICE COMPOS I TE ESTIMATED ESTIMATED 
ASSIGNED RENTAL RENTAL RATE/SF RENTAL RATE/ RELOCATION 

ACTIVITY CURRENT S. F. RATE/SF (OFC 6 SPECIAL) NEW LOCATION COSTS - 
(Robert A. Young Federal Office Building) 

SIMA 147,843 $15.69 $19.95 

(Federal Center, 4300 Goodfellow Blvd.) 

ATCOM 1,271,814 $ 9.61(avg.) $10.46 

Relocations required to close Federal Center 

Defense 
Megacenter 120,00O(est.) $ 9.65 $14.07 $27 (composite) $1 .OM* 

* Relocation to leased space. Technical costs to teardown, reassemble, and test computer 

equipment; physical relocation of computer equipment, office and related space. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
DFAS 120,00O(est. ) -  $ 9.44 $ 9.44 $16.00 $1.5M** 

** Relocation to R.A.Y. Bldg.; Initial space alterations and physical move. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
USDA/FSIS 
( Lab & O F 2  j 4i, 000 $ 9.25 Si4.02 $24 (cornpositej $i.4M*** 

*** ~elocation to leased space; above standard initial space alterations. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
VA ( records ) 143,000 $ 6.71 $ 5.69 $13.00 $7M**** 

**** Relocation to leased space. Temporary storage of files; Teardown and reassembly of file 
storage system. 
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~1~8-29-1995 1@:13 FROM CQL LQB SHOP 67 

M r .  J e f f  Campbell 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
Department o f  Defense 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

'317@36960550 F'. 02 

29 MARCH 1995 

Dear M r .  Campbell 

RE: BASE CLOSURES AND FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 

Th i s  i s  an open l e t t e r  t o  t h e  Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission. 
I am w r i t i n g  t o  you on b e h a l f  o f  mysel f ,  employees o f  Mare I s l a n d  Naval 
Shipyard, Federal  Employees Assoc ia t ions  and Unions and a l l  f u t u r e  base 
c losures .  I reques t  t h a t  you pass t h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  on t o  o f f i c i a l s  o f  
bases be ing  c losed  as a  more c o s t  e f f e c t i v e  method than r e t r a i n i n g ,  placement 
se r v i ces  and separa t ion  incen t i ves .  

I ' m  a  v i c t i m  o f  t he  Base Realignment and Closure (B.R.A.C) Ac t  o f  1993, 
which w i l l  c l o s e  Mare I s l a n d  here a t  V a l l e j o ,  CA. A t  t h e  a!3e o f  18, d u r i n g  
t h e  Vietnam War, I jo ined  t h e  U.S. Navy and served as a  member o f  t h e  Submarine 
Serv ice on board two submarines. A f t e r  my a c t i v e  du t y  i n  t h e  m i l i t a r y  
I went t o  work a t  Mare I s l a n d  Naval Shipyard do ing what I knew best ,  Submarine 
Repair .  I had hoped t o  end my career  here b u t  a f t e r  25 years  o f  c i v i l  
se r v i ce  and a t  t h e  age o f  45 years  o l d  my dream i s  over.  

As you know, Mare I s l a n d  Naval Sh ipyard w i l l  c l ose  as a  Department o f  Navy 
a c t i v i t y  i n  A p r i l  o f  1996. Cur ren t  r e g u l a t i o n s  regard ing  r e t i r e m e n t  p r i o r  
t o  age 55 invokes a  2 percen t  pena l t y  f o r  each year  under age 55. Many 
o f  the  employees c u r r e n t l y  a t  Mare I s l and ,  as w e l l  as o the r  Department 
o f  Defense a c t i v i t i e s  scheduled f o r  c l osu re  s ince  1989 and a l s o  t h i s  year  
1995, cannot q u a l i f y  f o r  a  s u i t a b l e  r e t i r e m e n t  w i t h o u t  be ing  penal ized.  
A s i g n i f i c a n t  number o f  those i n d i v i d u a l s  wi  11 s u f f e r  s u b s t a n t i a l  r educ t i ons  
i n  t h e i r  a n n u i t i e s  as a  r e s u l t  o f  fo rced  e a r l y  r e t i r e m e n t  due t o  base c l osu re .  

A b i l l  i n t r oduced  l a s t  year :  H.R. 2962, which never made i t  o u t  o f  committee, 
would have amended chapter  83 of t i t l e  5, Un i ted  States Code, and e l i m i n a t e d  
t he  2 percen t  r e d u c t i o n  i n  annu i t y  f o r  each year  a  Federal  employee under 
age 55 years  o f  age a t  t he  t ime  o f  r e t i r i n g ,  if sepera t ion  i s  due t o  base 
c l osu re !  T h i s  proposal  would have pe rm i t t ed  any employees t c l  r e t i r e  w i t h o u t  
be ing  penal ized.  Th is  b i l l ,  t h e  Federal  Employee Base Closure Ret i rement  
Act, i s  be ing  re i n t r oduced  aga in  t h i s  year  i n  congress by congressmen Vic  
Faz io  and Tom Lantos D-CA. 

1 am ask ing  f o r  your  suppor t  t o  g e t  t h i s  i n f o rma t i on  o u t  t o  a l l  Federal  
Employees t o  w r i t e  t h e i r  congress ional  r ep resen ta t i ves  i n  responsor ing 
and e x p e d i t i n g  t h i s  proposal  through t o  passage. It i s  impor tan t  n o t  o n l y  
as a  c o s t  savings measure b u t  a l s o  as a  way t o  sof ten t he  blow f o r  i n d i v i d u a l s  
who have devoted so many o f  t h e i r  work ing years  i n  s e r v i c e  t o  t he  Federal  
Government. 

Respec t f u l l y ,  

Thomas L. Watslon 
101 An i t a  C t .  
Vacav i l l e ,  CA 95688 
(707 448-4862 
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29 MARCH 1995 

M r .  J e f f  Campbell 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
Department o f  Defense 
Washington, D . C .  20301 

Dear M r .  Campbell 

RE: BASE CLOSURES AND FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 

Th is  i s  an open l e t t e r  t o  t h e  Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission. 
I am w r i t i n g  t o  you on behal f  of  mysel f ,  employees o f  Mare I s l a n d  Naval 
Shipyard, Federal  Employees Assoc ia t ions  and Unions and a l l  f u t u r e  base 
c losures .  I reques t  t h a t  you pass t h i s  i n f o rma t i on  on t o  o f f i c i a l s  o f  
bases be ing  c losed  as a  more c o s t  e f f e c t i v e  method than r e t r a i n i n g ,  placement 
serv ices  and sepa ra t i on  incen t i ves ,  

I ' m  a  v i c t i m  of t he  Base Realignment and Closure (B.R.A.C) Act  o f  1993, 
which w i l l  c l o s e  Mare I s l a n d  here a t  V a l l e j o ,  CA.  A t  t he  age o f  18, du r i ng  
the  Vietnam War, I j o i n e d  t h e  U.S. Navy and served as a  member o f  t he  Submarine 
Serv ice on board two submarines. A f t e r  my a c t i v e  du ty  i n  t he  m i l i t a r y  
I went t o  work a t  Mare I s l a n d  Naval Shipyard do ing what I knew bes t ,  Submarine 
Repair. I had hoped t o  end my career  here b u t  a f t e r  25 years o f  c i v i l  
se r v i ce  and a t  the  age o f  45 years o l d  my dream i s  over.  

As you know, Mare I s l a n d  Naval Shipyard w i l l  c l o s e  as a  Department of  Navy 
a c t i v i t y  i n  A p r i l  o f  1996. Cur ren t  r e g u l a t i o n s  regard ing  r e t i r e m e n t  p r i o r  
t o  age 55 invokes a  2  percen t  pena l t y  f o r  each year  under age 55. Many 
o f  the  employees c u r r e n t l y  a t  Mare I s l and ,  as we11 as o the r  Department 
of Defense a c t i v i t i e s  scheduled f o r  c l o s u r e  s i nce  1989 and a l s o  t h i s  year  
1995, cannot qua1 i f y  f o r  a  s u i t a b l e  r e t i r e m e n t  w i t h o u t  beinlg penal ized.  
A s i g n i f i c a n t  number o f  those i n d i v i d u a l s  w i l l  s u f f e r  s u b s t a n t i a l  r educ t i ons  
i n  t h e i r  a n n u i t i e s  as a  r e s u l t  o f  f o r ced  e a r l y  r e t i r e m e n t  due t o  base c l o s u r e  

A b i l l  i n t roduced l a s t  year :  H.R. 2962, which never made i t  ou t  o f  committee, 
would have amended chap te r  83 of t i t l e  5, Un i t ed  States Code, and e l i m i n a t e d  
t he  2 percen t  r e d u c t i o n  i n  annu i t y  f o r  each year  a  Federal  employee under 
age 55 years  o f  age a t  t h e  t ime  of r e t i r i n g ,  i f  sepera t ion  i s  due t o  base 
c l osu re !  Th i s  proposal  would have pe rm i t t ed  any employees t o  r e t i r e  w i t h o u t  
be ing penal ized.  Th is  b i l l ,  t h e  Federal  Employee Base Closure Ret i rement  
Act, i s  be ing  re i n t r oduced  aga in  t h i s  year  i n  congress by congressmen V i c  
Faz io  and Tom Lantos D-CA. 

I am ask ing  f o r  your suppor t  t o  g e t  t h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  o u t  t o  a l l  Federal  
Employees t o  w r i t e  t h e i r  congress ional  r ep resen ta t i ves  i n  responsor ing 
and e x p e d i t i n g  t h i s  proposal  through t o  passage. It i s  impor tan t  n o t  o n l y  
as a c o s t  savings measure b u t  a l s o  as a  way t o  so f t en  t he  blow f o r  i n d i v i d u a l s  
who have devoted so many o f  t h e i r  work ing years i n  se rv i ce  t o  t h e  Federa l  
Government. 

Respec t f u l l y ,  

Thomas t .  Watson 
101 An i t a  C t .  
Vacav i l l e ,  CA 95688 
( 707 448-4862 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. 131XON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMIS'SIONERS: 
AL CORlrlELLA 
REBECC4 COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

March 29, 1995 S. LEE K~LING 
RADM BELNJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSLIE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Thomas L. Watson 
101 Anita Ct. 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

Dear Mr. Watson: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
your recent letter concerning employees of Mare Island Naval Shipyard, fi:deral employee 
associations and unions and fbture base closures. 

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 also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process in addition 
to being placed in our library for public review. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

J 
David S. Lyles 
StaRDirector 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 14251 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

March 29, 1995 

Mr. Thomas L. Watson 
101 Anita Ct. 
Vacaville, CA 95688 

COMMICISIONERS: 
AL CORNLLLA 
REBECCZA COX 
GEN J. IS. DAVIS, USAF ( R R )  
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOS'UE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEN01 I-OUISE STEELE 

Dear Mr. Watson: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
your recent letter concerning employees of Mare Island Naval Shipyard, federal employee 
associations and unions and fiiture base closures. 

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 also be used in the Commission's review and and~rsis process in addition 
to being placed in our library for public review. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure! and Realignment 
Commission. 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT MEMPHIS 

21 63 AIRWAYS BOULEVARD 
MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 381 14-521 0 

IN REPLY 
REFER To DDMT-D 

-6 
SUBJECT: Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) Questions 

TO : BRAC 
ATTN: Ms. Marilyn Wasleski 

1. Reference: DDMT BRAC Briefing held in Memphis on 24 March 94 .  

2 .  Answers to subject questions posed at the referenced briefing are 
enclosed. Please contact Mr. George Dunn, Public Affairs Officer at 
(DSN) 683-6753 if further information is required. 

1 Encl ERIC W. HOLLADAY % 
Acting Commander 



ENCLOSURE 

Question 1: Averaqe monthly shipments and percentaqe of total lines 
shipped by Federal Express in FY 93, 94, and 95. 

Answer : 
FEDERAL EXPRESS SHIPMENTS 

Avg Monthly Total Lines 269,312 220,242 138,354 
Avg Monthly Federal Express Lines 29,713 24,447 18,632 
% Federal Express to Total Lines 11.0% 11.1% 13.5% 

Question 2: Number of shipments and volume shipped by TNANG in FY 93, 94, 
and 95. 

Answer: Forthcoming as soon as possible. 

Question 3: Top twenty customers by tons, lines, and percentaqe of 
workload. 

Answer: See attachments 1 and 2. 

Question 4: Inventory decline, monthly dollar value, compared to other 
depots. 

Answer: See attachment 3. 

Question 5 :  Inventory dollar value by commodity compared to other depots. 

Answer: See attachment 4. 

Question 6: Specialized trainins due to hazardous miss.ion. 

Answer: See attachment 5. 

Question 7: Performance for FY 95 shipments-routine compared to other 
depots. 

Answer: See attachment 6. 

Question 8: Movins cost understated. 

Answer: Forthcoming as soon as possible. 

Page 1 of 3 



ENCLOSURE (Continued) 

Question 9: Maximum surse capability (Throuqhput). 

Answer: Forthcoming as soon as possible. 

Question 10: What do you do better than your cornpetitow 

Answer: Forthcoming as soon as possible. 

Question 11: Mechanization systems compared to other depots. 

Answer: Forthcoming as soon as possible. 

Question 12: Was the infrastructure investment ($56M) taken into 
consideration. 

Answer: Forthcoming as soon as possible. 

Question 13: What does it mean that the Depot is on the National Priority 
List? How siqnificant is this? 

Answer : 

DDMT was placed on the National Priority List (NPL) in October 1992. 
There are 154 Federal Facilities on the list. A Health Advisory 
issued by the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) 
or a Hazardous Ranking Score (HRS) of 28.5 is required to be placed on 
the list. The Depot was placed on the NPL because our HRS is 58.06 
primarily due to the potential threat of contamination to the Memphis 
public drinking water supply. 

There are two aquifers in the Memphis groundwater system, an upper and 
lower aquifer that are separated by a clay layer. The scientific 
community believes that a window may exist between the aquifers where 
the clay layer is absent. This window would allow the contaminated 
upper aquifer to drain into the lower aquifer (public drinking water 
supply 

A Remedial Investigation beginning the summer of 1995 will delineate 
hazardous waste burial sites and define the groundwater aquifer system 
under the Depot (particularly Dunn Field) and surrounding area. 
Removal of burial sites will take 3 to 5 years and cleanup of the 
groundwater is expected to be completed in ten years. Required 
monitoring will occur for another 10 to 20 years depending on the 
amount of contamination left in the ground below original burial 
sites. 

Page 2 of 3 



ENCLOSURE (Continued) 

Question 14: Explain more info on the qround water contamination and the 
potential threat to the Memphis public drinkinq water 
supply. 

Answer: See answer to Question 13. 

Page 3 of 3 



DDMT 
TOP 20 CUSTOMERS BY WEIGHT 

1994 

DESTINATION 

JACKSONVILLE, FL (NSC) 
LATHROP, CA (DDSJ) 
FT. HOOD, TX 
NORFOLK, VA (lMJ, FISC) 
CHARLESTON, SC ( DEF. DEPOT ) 
GREAT LAKES, IL 
NEW CUMBERLAND, PA (DDSP) 
FT. KNOX, KY. 
TWENTYNINE PALMS, CA 
FT. SILL , OK 
FT. BLISS, TX 
EGLIN AFB, FL 
FT. RILEY, KS 
FT. BRAGG, NC 
ANNISTON, AL (DDAA) 
FT. LEONARDWOOD, NO 
ALBANY, GA (DDAG) 
FT. STEWART, GA 
SAN ANTONIO, TX (LACKLAND AFB) 
CAMP LEJEUNE, NC 

TOTAL 
TOTAL WEIGHT CALENDAR YEAR 1994 

TOTAL % OF TOTAL 

ATCH 1 



DDKT 
TOP 2@ CUSTOMERS BY LINES 

1994 

DESTINATION 

NEW CUMBERLAND, PA (DDSP) 
FT. HOOD, TX 
FT. KNOX, KY 
OAKLAND,CA - 3DK 
FT. SILL, OK 
FT. POLK, LA 
FT. BENNING, GA 
FT. BRAGG, NC 
FT. RILEY, K S  
TINKER AFB, OK 
LATHROP, CA ( D D S J )  
ROBINS AFB, GA 
CHERRY POINT, NC 
FT. STEWART, GA 
FT. CARSON, CO 
NORFOLK, VA (FISC) 
FT. BLISS, TX 
SAN ANTONIO, TX (KELLY AFB) 
KINGS BAY,GA 
TEXARKANA, TX (DDRT) 

TOTAL 
TOTAL LINES CALENDAR YEAR 1994 

LINES 

ATCH 2 



DDSl MECHANICSBURG I I I DDS2NEW CUMBERLAND I I DDOU4GDEN I I 

NSNs IN STORE 
- - - --. 

DATA AS OF FEB. 95 1----- 

CONST 
- ---- 1 34,278 

- - $ 97,512,507 CONST 1 34,985 1 $140,425,236 -- CONST 95,864 $ 148,279,533 
ELECT 93,909 $163,249,580 ELECT 28,034 $54,074,257- ELECT 313,466 $420,909,782 

GENERAL - -- $81,412.1 03 GENERAL 21,419 $81,412,103 GENERAL 34.1 52 574,958,700 
INDUSTRIAL 62,615 $90,301,037 INDUSTRIA 112,828 $185490,616 INDUSTRIA 201,856 $ 133,909,917 

COMPARISON OF INVENTORY OF DLA DEPOTS 
I I I I I 

--- 5,286 $ 251,935,398 C8T 1 94 $145,163 C8T 1,750 $233,535,689 
MEDICAL 

.. - -- -589- MEDICAL - 78 $1,005,397 MEDICAL 5,472 $1 W,951,805 
SUBSIST $26,702,753 SUBSIST 0 $0 SUBSIST 0 $0 
TOTAL DLA - -  229,998 $854,829,467 TOTAL DLA 197,538 $462,652,772 TOTAL DLA 652,569 $1,162,545,426 

-~ 

- 

CONST 84,336 $237,558,014 
ELECT 53,292 $70,541,297 
GENERAL 

INDUSTRIAL -- 

C8T 
i8i ,226,2i6 

-- - - - 7,082 i 
SUBSIST 645 $59,141,010 - 
TOTAL DLA SQRARQ63A7 

I 

96,598 

-- - - - -- 100,996 
3,697 

$214,227,965 

$1 08,667,470 

$21 7,535,415 



DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT MEMPHIS, TN - FY 93,94 &95 
AS OF JULY 1993 

NSNs IN STORE BY OWNER DOLLAR VALUE OF NSNs IN STORAGE 

DESC I 5,765 8,597,995.38 
DGSC 54,824 142,304,125.78 I 

1 DISC 195,245 199,958,084.39 1 

f DPSC-C & T 9,985 533,076,990.57 1 
DPSC-MED 

NON-DLA 2,894 NOT AVAILABLE 
NO MGR 318 NOT AVAILABLE 

I AS OF JULY 1994 ( I / 

5,573 

1 I NSNs IN STORE BY OWNER I DOLLAR VALUE OF NSNs IN STORAGE 1 

43,413,572.84 
DPSC-SUB I 351 

NOT AVAILABLE 

24,569,090.39 

I NO MGR 327 NOT AVAILABLE I 

ATCH 4 

407,112,860.46 
NOT AVAILABLE 

DPSC-C & T I 8,137 
NON-DLA 2,801 



-- 
COURSE TOTAL TOTAL IN t + - 

NAME OF COURSE HOURS HOURS CLASS , S 

HAZARDOUS MATERIAL TRAINING DLA-WIDE 80 160 2, 1.716.00_) _ - _ - . _ _ _ I _ _ _ *  ._ -__-- _______ ..-____ 

- L--- J I 94 EPA REGULATIONS OVERVIEW 8 1,960 --- - - - - - -- - - - - - -- - -- ----. - - - -- -- 
1 -- -., L ----. 

94 . M M A T  TRAINING DIA-WlDE 80 i 1601 2 i 1 . 7 1 d  

- 

ORIENTED PACKING CLASS 1 
I 

L < 

EPA REGULATIONS OVERVIEW 8 )  1.880 245: 18.750.00 
1 

I 
- --- -- + -- k- 2 4 ! R  DOT M M A T  TRANSPORTATION 24 1 5.1121 
REGULATION ~ 

~. ~ I I - - 

MATERIAL HANDLERS -- - 8 ,  -----I 
REGULATION ---- . .. - - --- - - - -- -- - - -- - - - -- - -d - 

94 RCRA HAZARDOUS WASTE REGULATION 8 1,960 245: 18,750.001 - . - -- -- - - - - -- 
7- - - - -- t OVERVIEW 

EPA REGULATIONS OVERVIEW 8 '  1,000 1 25 
-- 

-- -- -- --- -- - -- -- -. -- - - .- - - -. - 
8.r 1 95 RCRA REGULATIONS OVERVIEW 1 .OOO 1251 9.375 00 

DOT REGULATIONS OVERVIM 24 600 25 1 6,000 00 ---I 
. .... . .- - .. . .. . -.. .. . . . . .. . . . . . .. .-.. .. . . - r..- . . ... .. .- . ... . 

95 FIRST RESPONDER AWARENESS TRAINING 8 '  8,000 1.000 UNKNOWN 
-. -..+ ..... . . --. 1 

+ r-- HANDLING FOR DISTRIBUTION 1 
- - - . A  - -.- L-. - - - - - .-. - 

TOTALS 432 23.864 

- --- -* -- - - ---- - - . -. - 
CURRENT TO DATE (30 MAR 95) WILL FURNISH ADDITIONAL COURSE DATA ASWE DEVELOFIT 

ATCH 5 
Page 1 



COURSE TOTAL TOTAL IN TOTAL t ,' 

-- 

NAME Of  COURSE HOURS HOURS CLASS S 

L O 1  - HUARD COMMUNICATION 4 
R502 - EMERGENCY RESPONSE AWARENESS 8 
R503 - EMERGENCY RESPONSE (OPERATION) 8- 
f - - -- - - -.- -- ------ 

'R507 - SAFFlY AND HEALTH FOR HANDLERS , 40 - 
+-- 

OF HMRMI(INCLUDES RSOI AND ~ 5 0 3 )  
...... *-- ..... ..-L .............. 

R508 - RCRA FOR GENERATORS OF I-fW 24 i .......... ......... ..........-..-.-..... - ~ 

R510 - TRANSPORTATION OF HM/HW 40 - -4.. L -* - ----- -L--- k- R511 - STORAGE AND HANDLING OF 40 : 
I HAZARDOUS MATERIAL - . (INCLUDES RSO2) I 9 ....- ---- ......... 
R513 - DEFENSE PACKAGING OF HM FOR -- ----- 76' 

, -- t---7---- 

, I .- 
TRANSPORTATION -. -. 

R520 - COMPRESSSED GAS CYLINDERS I 24' 
- _- - -  _ __L t R524 - EPA LEAD EXPOSURE CERTlFlCTlON 24 1 

R529 - INTRODUCTION TO WVARDOUS 
I 

24 
---A j 

MATERIAL (INCLUDES RSO2) ---- - - --- - - - .- . - t-------- - -- -- --- 

I R530 - PERFORMANCE ORIENTED I ----- - 24 - . - . - - -- - - - - --- -- -- - - - -- - - 
PACKAGING (POP) 

R602 - ANNUAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE 8 '  . I 
REFRESHER (AWARENESS) I 1 -- - 4 -  1 --- ! 

R607 - ANNUAL OSHAIRCRA REFRESHER 12' 
RBI0 - BIENNIAL TRANSPORTATION OF HMIHW 24 --- t REFRESHER I 

R61 1 - BIENNIAL STORAGE AND HANDLING ---  - -. - . . - - - - - - - 
OF HAZARDOUS MATERIAL REFRESHER 
(INCLUDES R602) - - -- .-- -- -- -- i 1 R61 3 - BIENNIAL DEFENSE (REFRESHER) 36 
PACKAGING 

R620 - ANNUAL COMPRESSED GAS 4 '  
..... 1 .............. CYLINDERS .................. REFRESHER ~ ~ ........ ~ .. ........... ~~ ......... 

REFRESHER _ _  -_- _.-. __ -.----.p _i _ ---__-- _ _-_- -- -. - _ __-  _- - .* -_ - - - 1 Re29 - BIENNIAL INTRODUCTION TO HAZARDOUS 24 --- .- -.--..- .- A- 

MATERIAL REFRESHER (INCLUDES R602) - . .- --- . - - - - - - - - - - - - .- - - - - - -- --- I R630 - BIENNIAL POP REFRESHER 
- 

----- --PA - - -. - 
24 -- 

TOTALS 500 - - --.-- -- - - - 
0 --- - - .. - - .  

0 - - O.O( 
- - 

1 THESE CLASSES ARE BEINGDNELOPEDFOR OUT-YEARS, WILL FURNISH DATA AS IT BECOMES AVAILABLE 

ATCH 5 
Page 2 
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March 30,1995 

Merrill Beyer 
Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Merrill, 

I enjoyed talking to you on the phone recently and hope that my remarks will 
be helpful as you wrestle with the problems of base closure. As I explained to 
you, I spent virtually my entire Air Force career in the pilot t:raining business 
to include serving as the wing commander at Laughlin AFB and twice as the 
Air Training Command Inspector General. 

I have enclosed a hard copy of the briefing which I prepared for the Del Rio 
Military Affairs Association which highlights why Laughlin APB is the most 
cost effective and productive of the Air Force pilot training bases. I would 
further add that in my opinion Laughlin is the best training base within DOD 
when there is no requirement to be near open water -- primary training for 
example.The Navy may need to train near the sea at some tirne, but definitely 
not during primary training. Being near the sea is expensive. The weather is 
not nearly as good, there is the threat of hurricanes, and proximity to salt 
water is very corrosive to aircraft. 

Since I talked to you last, I have obtained a copy of the UPT Joint Cross- 
Service Group's analysis. They considered a lot of things anti my main 
objections deal with how various factors were weighted. Obviously people have 
different opinions but I would think that most who know the pilot training 
business as evidenced by the testimonial letters that I have enclosed would 
agree on the importance of weather and airspace. Nothing drives the pilot 
training business more than weather. It more than anything! will drive your 
costs to produce pilots more than any other factor. Airspace likewise is 
critical. You want it close to the home field and you don't want to share it 
with others. You also don't want other air traffic near your areas so that if an 
inexperienced student strays the potential for accidents is increased. I would 
also be concerned about encroachment around my airfields. We don't need 
hundreds of missions a day flying over schools, residences, businesses or the 
obstructions to flight. A large portion of my reasoning in choosing these as 
primary factors is simply because these are areas over which the services have 
no control. Give up the base with the best weather and you've lost. If other 
factors like runway length, number of housing units, condition of taxi ways 
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and the like are a problem -- they can be fmed. You can't fuc weather and you 
can't generally fix airspace. You better hold on to the best you got and fix the 
other things if they are a problem. Perhaps the biggest concern in this area is 
flight safety. The analysis never mentions it. Good weather' is safe, 
especially in pilot training where students must learn to walk before they run. 
Wide open spaces mean few aircraft, fewer people, and fewer population 
centers. If an aircraft goes down, we'd like to make sure that it is in an 
unpopulated area. I'd also hate to explain to the American public why an 
errant student pilot hit an airliner when we can better place that student and 
airline passengers out of harm's way. All of these things point to Laughlin. 
Obviously, Laughlin has some drawbacks. Being isolated wh.ich enhances 
safety creates some problems in quality of life for people and accessibility to 
other airfields but again we can improve these areas. I conducted a little 
analysis of my own using the four UPT bases and Randolph looking at weather, 
airspace and encroachment. 

RELATIVE RANKING 
USAF FLIGHT TRAINING BASES 

DATA FROM JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP ANALYSIS 

WEATHER 

TRACK LAUGHLIN COLUMBUS VANCE MNDOLPH REESE 

PRIMARY 1 
BOMBERIFIGHTER 1 
AIRLIFT / TANKER 1 

AIRS PACE 

TRACK LAUGHLIN COLUMBUS VANCE RANIIOLPH REESE 

PRIMARY 2 3 4 1 5 
BOMBERIFIGHTER 2 3 4 1 5 
AIRLIFTITANKER 3 2 4 1 5 

ENCROACHMENT 

TRACK LAUGHLIN COLUMBUS VANCE RANIIOLPH REESE 

PRIMARY 1 213 4 5 213 
BOMBER/ FIGHTER 1 2 / 3  4 5 213 
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Overall it is easy to see that Laughlin ranks number 1 more than anyone else. 
In fact the only time they get beat is by Randolph in airspace. That is because 
the cross-service working group gave a heavy weight to the amount of airspace 
a base has presently. Laughlin doesn't need it and never has because what 
they have is close in, efficient, and not shared with anyone else. Using DOD 
numbers it is 65.2 miles to the average Randolph area and 31.5 miles to the 
average Laughlin area. Since you have to fly out and back that is 67.4 miles 
more in transit at Randolph versus Laughlin. At 300 knots that is 13 112 
minutes per sortie of non-productive training time and gas. An entire T-38 
mission is only about 78 minutes so 17% of the mission is more unproductive 
at Randolph vs. Laughlin. Thanks, I'll take Laughlin. No otlier UPT base is 
closer to their airspace. 

The majority of the factors that the group considered has some merit but it is 
minor next to what I have outlined. Bachelor enlisted quarters - who 
cares.Our UPT bases have contract or civil service maintenance. The 
requirement is nil and all the bases have more than they need. No auxiliary 
field without an instrument approach - who cares. You want one then buy a 
small MLS, you can due it for thousands. Peanuts next to what you save on 
weather cancellations and fuel wasted traveling to and from ,areas. 

Here are some questions about the analysis that I think require further 
scrutiny: 

1. Why did the Air Force take the calculated values from the analysis and 
average them to arrive at an overall ratinp This says that panel navigation 
training is as important as primary pilot training etc. More students attend 
primary than anything else and the dollars spent are by far the highest. Values 
should be weighted. If it costs the most to run primary pilot training then we 
should rate the base where it is best done even higher. 

2. Randolph is the best USAF base for fighter bomber traininp The T- 
38 is the aircraft and the aircraft is restricted from multiple night patterns at 
Randolph due to bats. Will we eliminate the night flying requirements from 
the syllabus? How about the high school under the traffic pattern on runway 
14R and San Antonio International within a few miles. Safe for heavy student 
training? 

3. Primary training scores well at Laughlin due to the recognition that 
Laughlin has the best weather and weather is weighted heavier for primary. It 
is a matter of record that the T-37 loses fewer sorties to weather than the T-38 
within AETC. Since that's true shouldn't more weight be added to the 
Bomber/ Fighter track? 

1915 AVENUE F DEL RIO, TEXAS 78840 



4. Scores within the quality of life area are suspect. Bases like 
Randolph, Pensacola, and Sheppard score high based on the number of BOQ, 
BEQ , and family housing units on the base. The implication is that these are 
available to the flying mission - not true. Randolph for example has lots of 
other missions which they must house as  well. Weight the facilities on what is 
available to the flying mission. A second lieutenant and his wife will find it a 
lot easier to get a house at Laughlin than Randolph. Guaranteed!!! 

5. Has anyone noticed that Columbus AFB is between. two of the largest 
airline hubs in the country - Memphis and Atlanta? Check the Columbus 
airspace in about 10 - 15 years. 

Again the bottom line is predominantly weather and efficient airspace. 
Virtually all else is fixable and controllable. To quote Major General Pat 
Smothermon, a former Vance Wing Commander and ATC Vice Commander, "As 
a former commander of a pilot training wing and vice-commander of the Air 
Training Command, I can attest that the two most important factors in 
producing quality military pilots in a safe and productive environment are good 
flying weather and a large area of unencumbered airspace. When considering 
these two most important factors among the current Undergraduate Pilot 
Training (UPT) bases, Laughlin AFB is my choice as the most productive 
location at the best price to the American taxpayer. It is a matter of record 
that the Laughlin operation accounts for fewer additional review rides (reduced 
cost) because of weather aborts and limits on available airspace." I rest my 
case! 

Sincerely, P 

Brig. Gen., BAF,  Ret. 
142 18 Bold Ruler 
San Antonio, TX 78248 
2 1 0-492 - 1932 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. OIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 7, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL COR!NELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. USAF IRET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

Brigadier General Albert A. Gagliardi, Jr., USAF (Ret.) 
RADM EIENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOStUE ROBLES, JR., USA t RET) 

142 18 Bold Ruler WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

San Antonio, TX 78248 
"'. :". ,.;.$v> $& r & m r  . . . ..~ . - - - 

Dear General Gagliardi: - - .-.?.,-,"*'; 

. .. . . . . , ..',!.Li,:n 7 YSQ* ( ?- 

Thank you for your letter and attached "BRAC Testimonials" regarding Laughlin Air 
3-7 

Force Base provided by the Del Rio Military mairs Association. I certaiidy 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 on undergraduate pilot training bases. 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 challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Memll Beyer, Lt. Col. USA]: 
Commission StaEMember 
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IKE SKELTON 
4TH DISTRICT, MISSOURI 

514-8 N.W. SEVEN HIGHWAY 
BLUE SPRINGS, MO 64014 

(816) 228.4242 

April 3, 1995 

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: 

It has come to my attention that General J.B. Davis, a 
member of the Commission, recently visited Fort McClellan, 
Alabama, in connection with Department of Defense recommendations 
to move certain Army missions and functions from Ft. McClellan to 
Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. I am writing to request that 
General Davis also visit Fort Leonard Wood in order to allow him 
to see not only the installation slated to lose facilities, but 
also the installation which will receive the relocated missions. 

Thank you for your time and attention. If you have any 
questions, please don't hesitate to give me a call. 

Best regards, 

& IK SKELTON 
Member of Congress 

PRINTEDONRECVCLEDPAPER 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 14251 . - I  . - -  -, , "':c?< 13 ~ Y I W C  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 ., . . . - - :;$zu q83-28 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

The Honorable Ike Skelton 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

April 6, 1995 REBECCZA COX 
GEN J. 13. DAVIS, USAF IRET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN IRET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Representative Skelton: 

Thank you for your letter requesting a visit to Fort Leonard Wood!, Missouri, by General 
J.B. Davis, USAF (Ret.), Commissioner, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. I 
certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment proc:ess and welcome your 
comments. 

To the extent that an individual Commissioner's schedule allows,  ommi missioners make 
every effort to accommodate requests for visits to military bases and facilities. General Davis has 
expressed an interest in visiting Ft. Leonard Wood, and we are working to find an appropriate 
date for a visit. As firm details on this visit develop, the Commission stafl'will be back in touch 
with you. 

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, 

cc: General J. B. Davis, USAF (Ret.) 
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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 COFlNELLA 

April 3, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF 8 RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM IIENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET 
W G  JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA I RET) 

Major General Jay D. Blwne (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF F- iifitsf D .lei T.~.-x~ 

1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 

Dear General Blume: 

We request a copy of the 'mission statement' for Andersen AFB, Guam. Although we 
have a copy of the Base Fact Sheet, (attached) we need information on the specific role of this 
PACAF installation. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

sinc@E 

Francis A Cirillo, 
Air Force Team Leader 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

USAF BASE FACT SHEET 
ANDERSEN AIR FORCE BASE, GUAM 

MAJCOM/LOCATION/SIZE: PACAF base fourteen miles northeast of A, oana with 
20.349 acres 

MAJOR UNTTSFORCE STRUCTURE: 

Headquarters, 13th Air Force 
36th Air Base Wing 
Andersen AFB maintains a manpower base, facilities, and equipment infrastructure 
that is ready and capable of supporting combat and airlift forces for peacetime, 
contingency, or wartime operations 
254th Air Base Group (ANG) 
44th Aerial Port Squadron (Am) 

USAF MANPOWER AUTHORIZATIONS: (As of FY 992) 

MILITARY-ACTIVE 
us CrVILIAN 
RESERVE 
GUARD 
TOTAL 

ANNOUNCED ACTIONS: 

The 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Law directed NAS Agana be closed; with 
aircrafS personnel, and associated equipment relocating to Andersen AFB. Housing is 
retained at NAS Agana to support Navy personoel who have relocated to Andersen 
AFB 

Basing Manager: Mr ThomaslXOOB/53019 
Editor: MS Wrigh~XOOBDl46675122 Feb 95 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

ANDERSEN AIR FORCE BASE, GUAM (Cont 'd) 

JWLITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM ($000): 

FISCAL YEAR 1994: 
Improve Family Housing (81 Units) FlFH 7131 3,879 
Base Supplies and Equipment Warehouse (ANG) 4C)O 
TOTAL 4379 

FISCAL YEAR 1995: 
Improve Family Housing [MFH 7 131 

Urunao Beach, owned by the Artero family of Guam, is approximately 430 acres of 
undeveloped beach front adjacent to Andersen Am's northwest field. Currently, the 
Air Force controls access to the beach. The Artero family w'mts unrestricted public 
access over military property to develop Urunao Beach. Congressional guidance 
directed a study of the situation in hopes of achieving an amiable solution. The USAF 
plans to maintain the status quo on real property interests until environmental 
considerations and questions of ownership have been resolved, and funding is 
provided. 

COMNAVMARIANAS and 13AF/CC have established a joint land use review panel 
which addressed military land use in Guam resulting in the Guam Land Use Master 
Plan. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

0 4 APR 1995' 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1 670 

SUBJECT: Response to "Request for Mission Statement for Andersen IWB, GM" 

Attached is the Air Force response to your inquiry of April 3,1995 (#950403-9) regarding 
the request for the mission statement for Andersen AFB, GM. 

/  id Assistant to Chief of Staff 
for Realignment and Transition 

Attachments: 
1. 36th ABW Mission Statement 
2. Andersen AFB, GM 

Base Fact Sheet 
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36th Air Base Wing Staff Agency 
1 

Mission Descriptions 
Wine Mission Description - WG flncludes. CCE, CVI. CCOI, and CCQ 

Provides host wing support to more than 7,000 military, civiIian, and dependent personnel and 15 associa@ 
units to include 13 AF, 634 AMSS and a Navy flying unit. Maintains a manpow(er, facility, and equipmt  
infrastructure to .support tactical/strntegic peacetime/wartime operations. Provides personnel and 
equipment for generation, mobilization, deployment and employment in support of USCMCPAC O P h .  

Command Post Mission Description - OC 
Provide 24-hour command controI support to the 36th Air Base Wing, 13th Air Force, associate, deploying, 
and employing units. Ensuring all commanders assigned and deployed are briefed on all emergency action 
musages, OPlan taskings. and directives from JCS, PACOM, and PACAF/'CC. Acb as the wing 
commander's office of primary responsibility for the Stahrs of Resources and Training System. 

Eublic Affairs Mwon Description - PA 
Plans, implements and evaluates internal informstion, community and media relations polides and 
programs in support of 13th AF, 36th Air Base Wing, PACAF, PACOM, and DoD objectives throughout the 
Pacific and Indian Ocean areas of resporsibility Pmmoks positive IocaI-community and host-nation 
relations at four United States Air Force faciiibes ir. Guanr, Thailand, DIego gar cia^, and Singapore. 

Social Actions !Mission Description - SL 
Manages the equal opportunity and treatment(EOT)/human relatians education (HRE) program. 
Responsible for the Wing CIimate Assessment Committee. Ensures EOT complaints are processed in a 
timely manner. EvaIua k s  Em/ HRE programs to provide improved services. Conducts climate 
assessments, on and off-base and advises commanders of findings. Interfaces wit31 other staff agencies. 

S f  
Serves as principal advisor to the wing commander and associate unit conimandcn on all financial affairs 
of Andersen Air Force Base. Administers budget programs in accordance uri th h ightr headquarters 
directives, executes financial accounting, disbursements, and reporting according to public Iaw and 
furnishes economic analysis, management consultant, and information services. 

Manpower Mission Description - MO 
A 36th Air Base Wing staff agency responsible for prcviding commanders at Andersen Air Force Base with 
a full range of manpower services to ensure maporr:r resources optimally supports the wing's mission. 
The manpower office also support Headquarters, Paat:c Air Forces and Headquarters, United States Air 
Force by participating in various manpower rkdies, analyses, and reviews. 

Chavlain Mission Descri~tion - HC 
Supports the combat readiness of the 36th Air Base Wing in its mission to provide host wing support to 
more than 7,000 military. civilian and dependent personnel, 15 associate units and a Navy flying unit and 
in maintaining a manpower, facility, and equipment infrastructure that is capable of supporting tactical and 
strategic peacetinie/wartirne deployment and employment operations in support of USCINCPAC OPlans. 

Legal Services Mission Descriution - I A  
Responsible for all legal support to tlie 36th Air Base Wing and subordinate unit commanders and staff 
agencies to include ~nilibry justice and civil Inw matters. Provides legal assistance and clainis support to 
local mifitnry, dcpcndent. a~rd  retired military ~pulat ion.  

Safetv Mission Description - SE 
Provides total hojst wing siryport to over 7,i)W military. civilian and dcptrdent personnel, as well as 15 
associate units. Operates a manpower, fxi!?y, eyuiomcnt, and supply infrastructure to establish and 
maintain a safe operational er~vironnrent a id  ,:;t.?rve .:ssets in support of tactical anti strategic wartime 
and peacetime operations. 

Historian Mission Description - ti0 
5rvt!s as 13 Al: Con1 inal~d I-listorian atrd 36 AUCV I-Iistorital Officer rcspon:;ille for mnnagiug arid 
directing the conrnta~id Jiistorical progmnl covering iictivities o f  sig~~ificant orgar~ii!ational clernents. Plans, 
researches, wrilcs, a41J puhlisl~cs book-length. tlocumented intcrprctntivc I~istorical monograplis of 13 AF 
progranis n ~ i J  activities. I'n)vidcs I~istorical research a~lrt writing services and is authority on organization. 

. . 
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36th Operations Support Squadron 
Mission Description 

Operations Support Scluadron Mission Description - OSS 
Controls, directs, and manages the aerodrome at A n d e m  Air Fom Base. D~weloped, caardinaks, and 
publishes plans in support of wartime and peacetime operations. Provides we!ather support for 13th Air 
Force, 36th Air Base Wing staff agencies, and transient and assigned aimews. Operates weather satellite 
reconnaissance for USPACOM typhoon wanrlng system. 

J b 



t eistics Group Description - 
'~kects, c o o r ~ t e s ,  and mnbb%e activities of-the 36th-h Base Wing's logistics support to include 
logistics plans, contracting, supply, maintenance, and tra~portation  advise:^ the wing commander and 
associate untts by providing technical logistla and timely acquisition support t c ~  maintain combat readhum 
and ahcraft operation srutain~bility worldwide, 

P. 4 - n p ~  04 '95 OE:B4RN 

Su?ply Squadron Mission ~emi&on  - SUPS 
One of the command's most diverse supply operatioru. Provides supplies, equipment and fuel products to 
support 36th Air Base Wing, 13th Air Force, 497th Fighter Training Squadron. Singapore, k t  1, 613th 
Aircraft Support Squadron, Diego Garcia, and 15 associate units. Supports 2,750 transient aircraft annually 
and a permanently assigned Navy flying unit 

* 

36th Logistics Group 
Mission Descriptions I 

Jvlaintenance Sauadrpr,&qi~n Descri~tion - 
Responsible for conventional munitions aseb valued in excess of $192.4 ml,lLion for PACOM OPlaru, 
contingencies, and exercises. Supports over 2750 transient aircraft annually. Provides offaquipment 
maintenance in eight disciplines, as well as, test measurement and diagnostic equipment and Aerospace 
Ground Equipment support to the 36th Air Base Wing, associate, and hansient austomers. 

2 

Trans~ortation Squadron Mission Description - TRNS 
Responsible for worldwide peacetime air and surface movement of personnel and cargo. 
Operatcs/maintains a vehicle fleet of approximately 940 assets valued irr excess; of $29 million the largest 
single wlng fleet in PACAF. Manages one of the largest PACAF war reservt! materiel vehicle fleeb m 
support of operational plans and contingencies. Receives/praccrses deploying personnel and equipment. 

Contracting Squadton Mission Descri~tion - C O B  
To provide high quality and expeditious contracti~g support for conshuctior~, services, and suppty to 
sustain continuous hansient flight operations and :.u=rport operatipns of the 36th Air Base Wing. The 
squadron provides a consolidated coahacting effort to associate units to include 13th Air Force, Air 
Mobility Command, Air Force Space Command and US Navy. 

Loaistics Plans Mission Descri~tion - LCX 
Executes all Iogistia planning functions to include rccrption/deployrnentt, war reserve materiel, and 
logistics annexes to support 36th Air Base Wing plans. Manages intraservice and interservice support 
agreements, and manages mobility training programs. Serves point of contact for all Ioglstical I I kquiremenb of feasibili&/capabiIi~ studies jot th;  36th Air Base wig: 1 



. 
36th Support Group 
Mission Descriptions . I 

I Support Group Desai~  tion - mG 
Provides essential mission support to all base unib, including more than '7,000 military, M a n ,  & 
dependent persennet. Maintairu an infrasttucture of communications,, engineering Worntior  
management, and security, along with critical persome1 support and morale, recreation, and service 
Mceb all 13 AF and 36 ABW requirements to project glob4 reach and gIobal pwer  for America. 

Mission S u ~ m r t  Sauadron Mission Descrivtion .- M S  
Provides ~ersonnel, education, information management, family support, professional military education 
and postal services to 7,000 military, civilian, and dependent personnel to include 15 associate unib in 13th 
AF, 634 AMSS, AFSPACECOM, a Navy flying unit and units in Diego Garcia and Singapore. Suppo& 
mobilization, deployment, and employment supporting USCWCPAC OPIans. 

Security Police Mission Description - SPS 
Secures the largest air base in the Pacific ALP FOR- and suppor6 fighter. bomber, tanker, and suppod 
a i d  plus a priority B Air Force Space Command faciliy. Protects PACAFs Iargest conventfontl 
munitions storage area and provides police sewices for over 7,000 military. civilian and dependent 
personnel. Maintains a 30 member deployable security and air base ground deftmse contingent. 

Communications Squadron Mission Description 9 
Provides Command and Control Cornrnunicatiolu-Computer, Weather, Visual Information, and Airfield 
Systems support to 7,000 military, civilian and dependent personnel of the 36th Air Base Wing and 13 
associate unib to include 13 AF, 634 AMSS and a Navy flying unit. Supports generation, mobilization, 
deployment, and employment in support of USCINCPAC Oplaru. 

Services Squadron Mission Descri~ tion - SVS' 
Provides skilled and trained personnel to operate quality facilities to sustain food services, Iodging, 
mortuary, and related sewices for over 7,003 nilibary, *.fviIian, and family members. Enhances readiness 
and mission capability by offering recreations; and saciai activities that fosters unit morale, well-being, and 
cohesion. Maintains one of the Iargest war reserve materiel housekeeping kits in the Air Force inventory. 

I Civil Enaineer Sauadron Mission Descrivtion - C s  
Provides all engineering, infrasbucture, ocplosivc ordnance disposal, disaster preparedness, readiness 
planning, fire protection, and enviro~nental support for the 3 6 . ~ 0 ~ .  1ncludG 550 people and $28.5 
million budget for maintenancelrepair of 91.2 billion plant consisting of 20,500 acres, 228 facilities, 1,756 
houses, 17 miles of POL pipeline, 2 runways, an auxiliary airfield, anh 230 person in-place emergency force. 



36th Medical Group 
Mission Descriptions 

Medical Group Mission Description - MDG 
Provides medical, aerospace, and dental s u v i c e ~  b the host 36th Air Base Wing, 13th Air POKC, 634th Air 
Mobility Support Squadron. Federal Aviation Agency, remote sites, a Navy iflying unit and all other 
beneficiaries. During war, opera- aa a second echelon medical unit Support Space Shuttle operations as 

transoceanic emergency W m g  site. 
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USA F BASE FACT SHEET 
ANDERSEN AIR FORCE BASE, GUAM 

MAJCOM/LOCATION/SIZE: PACAF base fourteen miles northeast of Agana with 
20,349 acres 

MAJOR UNlTS/FORCE STRUCTURE: 

Headquarters, 13th Air Force 
36th Air Base Wing 
Andersen AFB maintains a manpower base, facilities, and equipment infrastructure 
that is ready and capable of supporting combat and airlift forces for peacetime, 
contingency, or wartime operations 
254th Air Base Group (ANG) 
44th Aerial Port Squadron (AFR) 

USAF MANPOWER AUTHORIZATIONS: (As of FY 9512) 

M I L I T A R Y - A m  
us CNILTAN 
RESERVE 
GUARD 
TOTAL 

ANNOUNCED ACTIONS: 

The 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Law directed NAS Agana be closed; with 
aircraft, personnel, and associated equipment relocating to Andersen AFB. Housing is 
retained at NAS Agana to support Navy personnel who have relocated to Andersen 
AFB 

Basing Manager: Mr Thomas/XOOB/530 1 9 
Editor: Ms Wright/XOOBD/46675/22 Feb 95 

FOR OFFICIAL 179E ONLY 
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ANDERSEN AIR FORCE BASE, GUAM (Cont'd) 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM ($000): 

FISCAL YEAR 1994: 
Improve Family Housing (81 Units) FIFH 7131 
Base Supplies and Equipment Warehouse (ANG) 
TOTAL 

FISCAL YEAR 1995: 
Improve Family Housing [MFH 7 131 

SIGNIFICANT INSTALLATION ISSUES/PROBLEMS: 

Urunao Beach, owned by the Artero family of Guam, is approximately 430 acres of 
undeveloped beach front adjacent to Andersen AFl3's northwest field. Currently, the 
Air Force controls access to the beach. The Artero family wants u:nrestricted public 
access over miJitary property to develop Umao Beach. Congressional guidance 
directed a study of the situation in hopes of achieving an amiable solution. The USAF 
plans to maintain the status quo on real property interests until environmental 
considerations and questions of ownership have been resolved, and funding is 
provided. 

COMNAVMARIANAS and 13AFKIC have established a joint land use review panel 
which addressed military land use in Guam resulting in the Guam I m d  Use Master 
Plan. 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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BILL McCOLLUM 
~ T H  DISTRICT. FLORIDA 

CHAIRMAN DISTRICT OFFICE 
SUBCOMMITTEE O N  CRIME Eongras of the (United Statetr SUITE 650 

605 EAST ROBINSON STREET 
COMMITTEE O N  ORLANDO, FL 32801 

JUDICIARY house of Rcpresentstioee (407) 872-1962 
COMMITTEE O N  TOLL FREE FROM KISSIMMEE 

BANKING AND FINANCIAL SERVICES %Dashington, BE 2051 r-090s 931-3422 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

March 30, 1995 

S. Alexander Yellin 
Navy Team Leader, Review and Analysis 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Alex: 

Thanks for taking time out of your busy schedule earlier today to discuss some 
of the topics our office is following regarding BRAC '95. 

As I mentioned to you during our conversation, I have attached a copy of the 
letters Congressman McCollum has forwarded to the Navy regarding the Naval 
Research Laboratory, Underwater Sound Reference Detachment and the Naval 
Nuclear Power School and Nuclear Field "A" School in Orlando. 

When our office obtains any responses from the Navy, we will gladly forward 
copies to your office. 

Again, thanks for time earlier today. I look forward to visiting with you, Eric, 
or Les in the coming months regarding these matters. Please call if I can be of 
any assistance to you or your staff. 

Sincerelv. 

Bill McCollum 

JMA 

Enclosures 
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March 28, 1995 

The Honorable John Dalton 
Secretary of the Navy 
Department of the Navy 
1000 Navy Pentagon 
Washington, D. C. 20350- 1000 

RE: BRAC 95 Actions - Naval Research Laboratory, Underwater Sound Reference 
Detachment, Orlando, Florida 

VIA FAX TRANSMISSION TO (703) 614-3477 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

After reviewing the materials made available to my office regarding the decision to disestablish 
the Naval Research Laboratory, Underwater Sound Reference Detachmerit (NRL-USRD) and 
relocate the calibration and standards function to the Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newport 
Division, Newport (NUWC-DIVNPT), there remain a number of questions which I need 
answered in order to adequately review this recommendation and make necessary comments and 
presentations to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. Therefore, I am 
writing to request your assistance in providing answers to the questions contained in this letter. 
Furthermore, due to the short time frame of the base closure process, I respectfully resuest 
your a s~ i s t a~ce  in furnishing the answers and information to m i  inquiries nd later than April 
15, 1995. 

Please provide the answers to the following questions: 

1. In the Navy's justification for the closure of NRL-USRD, the Department states 
that "specific reductions for technical centers are difficult to determine, because 
these activities are supported through customer orders." Because specific 
reductions in "technical centersn like the NRL-USRD are hard to determine and 
due to the fact that the overall budget process is dependent upon cust.omer orders, 
why would any expenditure of funds on behalf of the Department to relocate the 
activity be a wise, or cost saving move? 

2. It is my understanding that the laboratory located in Orlando is run similarly to 
the way a business might operate in that Aaries and the demand for additional 
staffing levels are based upon consumer purchases. Is this the case with respect 
to NRL-USRD? 

3. If the answer to question two above is in the affirmative, please explain why any 
disruption of productivity or relocation would be of benefit to the Dlepartment of 
Defense. If the market dictated a reduction in activity, is it not incumbent upon 
the USRD to make adjustments to personnel based upon market demand? 



The Honorable John Dalton 
March 28, 1995 
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4. The Navy cites an annual savings of $2.8 million. It is my understanding that the 
savings noted above are generated from the loss of contract employees such as 
security personnel and utilities. Please explain the source for these savings and 
indicate why the costs for utilities, contract personnel and other costs associated 
with the $2.8 million would not be a recurring expense at the gaining facility. 

5. According to notations found in the "Scenarios Development Data Call," there 
is reference to restoration of the facility to its natural state - both in Leesburg 
and in Orlando. However, I was unable to find any reference to the estimated 
$3 million to restore the main site to its natural condition. Is this expenditure 
included in your analysis? If so, why was it deleted from the COBRA run that 
was made available to my office. How does the inclusion of this expenditure 
impact the COBRA results? Please provide a corrected COBRA imalysis. 

6 .  Please provide me with a listing of DoD's direct annual appropriations to NRL- 
USRD for FY 1992 - FY 1995. In addition, please provide a listing of DON'S 
appropriations to NRL-USRD for those same years. In addition, please provide 
me with the total "reimbursable funding" received by the facility for each of the 
years stated above. Finally, please provide a list of the "contracts" that the DON 
sponsored through "work requests" with NRL-USRD for the same period of 
time. 

7. Please supply me with the annual operating budget of NRL-USRD for FY 1992 - 
FY 1995 in detail, including separate line items for the following items: payroll, 
utilities, real property maintenance, leases, and contract employees. 

8. It is my understanding that DON uses the anechoic tank facility to test critical 
Navy underwater acoustic devices and related materials for the ADCAP torpedo 
sonar and acoustic hull treatments for the new attack submarine. What will DON 
do to replace the anechoic tank facility? At what total cost? How much down 
time is required to accommodate this relocation? 

9. It is my understanding that DON uses its low-frequency facility in Orlando to test 
critical Navy underwater acoustic devices and related materials for the SOSUS 
hydrophones and acoustic hull treatments for the new attack submarine. What 
will DON do to replace the low frequency facility? At what total cost? How 
much down time is required to accommodate this relocation? 

10. Does the gaining activity, NUWCDIVNPT, plan to retain the lake facility at 
Leesburg? How will USRD perform the testing now conducted at this location 
without Leesburg? Please elaborate and include any additional costs associated 
with conducting these tests at a different location. 

11. In the Department's recommendations for closure, the justification information 
for closure of this facility indicates that the "level of forces and of the budget are 
reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center workload through FY 
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11. (continued) 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these 
activities." Please provide the excess capacity analysis that was performed 
regarding the NRL-USRD that led to the conclusion that therc: was excess 
capacity in the category of work performed at this center. 

In the Department's recommendations for closure, the justification information 
for closure of this facility indicates that the "disestablishment of this laboratory 
reduces excess capacity by eliminating unnecessarily redundant capability.. . . " 
Please indicate the activities, measurements, testing, evaluations, calibrations and 
standards functions that are concurrently performed at the NRL-IJSRD and at 
other facilities. Please list the activity, measurement, test, evaluation, calibration 
or standards function NRL-USRD that is being concurrently performed at any 
other facility and please provide the name of each such facility. 

13. It is my understanding that NRL-USRD is the only facility of its :nature that is 
located in a southern, warm climate. Is this correct? If so, please indicate how 
testing, evaluations, calibrations and standards functions performed in this 
environment can be considered "redundant?" 

14. Please provide me the historical reasons for why the Navy establishted the NRL- 
USRD in Orlando in the 1940's. 

It is my understanding that the NRL-USRD is the Navy's ir~stitution for 
standardizing underwater acoustic measurements and that USRD provides a link 
in the traceability of underwater acoustic measurements to the National Institute 
of Standards and Technology (NIST). How will the relocation of thi.s facility and 
the inevitable loss of expertise, interruption of testing, and reestablishment of 
facilities in NUWCDIVNPT affect this essential function provided by USRD? 
What is the estimated total time of interruption of services that are associated 
with this relocation? 

16. In analyzing this option, did the Department explore the possibilit:~ of losing a 
large contingency of the expertise associated with this facility because some 
personnel at NRL-USRD will not make the move to Newport? If YQ, how does 
the Navy intend to accommodate for the lack of qualified and experienced 
personnel? Is the loss of this experience of any value to the Navy? Was this 
potential loss factored into any of the discussions regarding the less than modest 
savings generated by this relocation? 

17. It is my understanding that the Department of the Navy (DON) ha:; relied upon 
the warm water calibration data of NRL-USRD for the last fifty years. The 
water temperatures of northern test facilities obviously vary from th.ose found in 
Orlando. With a move to Newport, DON will no longer be able to c:ompare fifty 
years of data to present underwater sound measurements. How will this affect 
the reliability and confidence of measurements and calibrations in the future? 
Please elaborate on the extent of this loss and its long term impact on sonar 
transdbcers currently being utilized by the fleet. 
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18. After reviewing the materials available in the BRAC Library, I was unable to 
locate any information regarding the receiving facilities at WWCDIVNPT. 
Please describe the renovation and/or construction needs of existing or new 
facilities located at NUWCDIVNPT necessary to accommodate the relocation of 
NRL-USRD and NUWCDETNL. In answering this question, please provide the 
costs associated with each renovation or construction project. 

19. Will the relocation of 55 employees from NRL-USRD, sonar standard 
transducers, and calibration equipment increase the costs of operation 
(maintenance and utilities) in Newport? If so, please identify those expenses. If 
not, please specify why. 

20. It is my understanding that the Anechoic Tank Facility I1 (ATFII) will be 
relocated to NUWC under the BRAC 95 scenario; however, the cost data 
included in the COBRA scenario development does not include any MILCON at 
NUWC. Where will the DON relocate ATFII, in an existing facility? Please 
identify any of the renovation or rehabilitation costs associated with the building 
that will house ATFII in Newport. In addition, please provide the actual estimates 
for relocating the tank itself to Newport. 

21. COBRA data provided to my office indicates a recurring savings of civilian 
salaries of $1,231,000 in 1997 and $2,461,000 in successive y tzs .  Please 
explain how these savings are generated. Do they result from savings associated 
with the 45 positions eliminated in the scenario? How is a savings generated to 
DoD if these employees are DBOF employees? Why wouldn't these savings 
occur whether NRL-USRD is moved or stays in Orlando? 

22. It appears that the Navy is attempting to consolidate laboratory missions to create 
a more efficient operation. Towards that end, it certainly makes a great deal of 
sense to incorporate the NRL-USRD under the NUWC. However, it would 
appear to make equal sense, given some of the unique capabilities of NRL- 
USRD, for the DON to consider the possibility of consolidating all of NUWC's 
transducer calibration and experimentation personnel in NRL-USRD. Was this 
option considered? If not, why not? If so, please provide a complete summary 
of data and deliberations engaged in during your review of this scenario. 

23. It is my understanding that the decision to close NUWC, New London means the 
relocation of seven facilities to NUWCQIVNPT. Of these activities, (1) 
Submarine & Surface Ship Sonar Transducer RDT&E Complex; (Z ! )  Submarine 
Sonar Development & Evaluation Complex; (3) Underwater Mobile and Deployed 
Sonar Arrays RDT&E Complex; (4) Turbulent Boundary Layer Hydroacoustic 
Experimental Quiet Water Tunnel Facility; (5) Tactical Sonar Measurements and 
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23. (continued) Analysis Facility; (6) Acoustic Array Experimental Measurement 
Facility; and (7) Sonar Array Microelectronics Development Facility, please list 
the space and personnel requirements for each. Furthermore, please indicate 
which activities, if any, perform transducer calibration and experimentation. 

Your prompt response and attention to these questions will be greatly appreciated. 

BILL McCOLLUM 
Member of Congress 

BMcC: j ma 
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March 27, 1995 

The Honorable John Dalton 
Secretary of the Navy 
Department of the Navy 
1000 Navy Pentagon 
Washington, D. C. 20350- 1000 

RE: BRAC 95 Actions - Naval Nuclear Power School and Nuclear Field "A" School 
(Nuclear Power School) 

VIA FAX TRANSMISSION TO (703) 614-3477 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

After reviewing the materials made available to my office regarding the decision to recommend 
realignment of the Navy Nuclear Power Propulsion Training Center, Na~val Training Center 
Orlando (hereinafter referred to as the Nuclear Power School) from the !Submarine School at 
the Naval at the Naval Submarine Base, New London to Naval Weapons Station, Charleston, 
South Carolina there remain a number of questions which I need answered in order to 
adequately review this recommendation and make necessary comments ancl presentations to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. Therefore, I am writing to request your 
assistance in providing answers to the questions contained in this letter. Furthermore, due to 
the short time frame of the base closure process, I respectfully request your assistance in 
furnishing the answers and information to my inquiries no later than April 15, 1995. 

Please provide the answers to the following questions: 

1. According to the 1995 BRAC Recommendations regarding the Navy Nuclear 
Power Propulsion Training Center located at the Orlando Naval Traiining Center, 
the Department of Defense is requesting a realignment of the school to Naval 
Weapons Station, Charleston (NWS) to "provide ready access to the moored 
training ships now at the Weapons Station.. . . " 
I have been informed that there is one (1) moored training ship located at NWS 
with only limited room for training purposes. Please indicate the correct number 
of moored training ships currently located at NWS Charleston, the number of 
power school students able to train on the ship at one time, and the AOB 
currently for the training ship moored at NWS. 

2. When students graduate from the Nuclear Field "A" School and the Nuclear 
Power School located in Orlando, please list the classes andlor courses that each 
graduate is required to attend and specify all possible locations where such 
follow'-on training is taught. Does this cumculum require training on nuclear 
reactor prototypes? 
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3. It is my understanding that graduates of the Nuclear Power School engage in 
follow-on training to gain hands-on experience with "prototype" nuclear reactors 
in either Charleston (if they are submariners) or Ballston Spa, New York (if they 
are surface fleet). Is this true? 

4. For all training locations where Nuclear Power Students are transferred 
immediately from Orlando, other than Charleston or Ballston Spa, please list the 
location and the type of training taught at each location. 

5. Please list the actual number of graduates in 1992, 1993, 1994 and 1995 
(projected) that graduated or will graduate from Orlando and transferred or will 
transfer directly to Charleston, Ballston Spa and any additional locations for 
follow-on training. In addition, please list the permanent change of station costs 
associated with relocating each student to each location used for the next level 
of training. 

6 .  Please describe in detail each of the "prototype nuclear reactors" located in 
Charleston and Ballston Spa (and any other locations where Orlando graduates 
train). For each, please supply the age of the prototype, the date it was installed 
at the facility, and the number of prototypes located at each facility. 

7. For each of the "prototype nuclear reactors" listed in question three, what is its 
useful life in years? How has this useful life been determined? 

8. What was the AOB number of students trained in each of the last three years at 
the Nuclear Field A School and the Nuclear Power School? What is the average 
length of study for Nuclear Field A School? For Nuclear Power School? 

9. Do all students that graduate from Nuclear Field A School and/or Nuclear Power 
School receive some training on the prototypes located at Charleston or Ballston 
Spa? What is the average length of study for this "hands-on" training? If 
students graduate from Orlando and do not train on these prototypes, what other 
training do they obtain before going to the fleet? 

10. What is the maximum number of students who at present can be trained annually 
at Nuclear Field A School and the Nuclear Power School without any additional 
construction, alteration, repair, or maintenance at existing facilities in Orlando? 

11. Please list the total base operation support costs of the Nuclear Field A School 
and the Nuclear Power School in 1992, 1'993, and 1994. Please estimate the 
BOS costs if the schools were to remain in their current locations and the NTC 
Orlando closes on schedule. Please estimate any one-time costs that would be 
necessary should the schools remain in their current location. 

12. Please, list the total annual projected base operation support costs of the Nuclear 
Field A School and the Nuclear Power School if they were to be: relocated to 
Charleston. To New London. 
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13. In the "Report of BSEC Deliberations," dated 19 December 1994, in paragraph 
17c, the following statement was made: "Locating at Charleston would keep 
Orlando closed, result in better facilities for the students, and save $15M per 
year in BOS and PCS costs over Orlando." 

Please explain in detail how the Navy arrived at the cost savings of $15M per 
year in BOS and PCS costs over Orlando. Furthermore, please compare the BOS 
and PCS costs associated with the following scenarios: (1) leave Orlando open; 
(2) move the Nuclear Power School to New London; and (3) move the Nuclear 
Power School to Charleston. In making these comparisons, please include PCS 
costs associated with graduates moving from the Nuclear Power School to 
Ballston Spa and to the fleet or any other locations to which schools graduates 
are transferred. 

14. Please explain the difference between the squad-bay type BEQs located in 
Orlando and the new Navy-standard BEQs. 

15. It is my understanding that a "bunk reduction" project is in progres's in Orlando 
to increase the habitability of nuclear power students to ninety square feet per 
occupant. This project would reduce the number of barracks in Orlando from 
3,008 to 2,800. Once this project is completed, will the facilitie;~ in Orlando 
meet the new Navy-standard for BEQs? If not, why. What else could be done 
to rehabilitate these facilities to comply with the new Navy-standard for BEQs? 
What would be the total cost to rehabilitate these facilities? 

16. In the "Report of BSEC Deliberations on 19 December 1994, " NNPTC MlLCON 
requirements state that $162.5 million worth of projects would be: required to 
relocate Orlando to New London. These figures do not include h4ILCON for 
student parking at New London. I have seen reports that the student parking 
project, Project Number 500, could cost as much as $17 million. Why was this 
figure excluded from the chart found in the deliberations of 19 December 1994? 
If you failed to include them in the estimation of costs to move to New London, 
have they been excluded from the estimation of costs in moving to Charleston? 
If not, how does the Navy plan to address the parking needs of the students 
attending Nuclear Power School? 

In the "Report of BSEC Deliberations on 19 December 1994, " NNP'I'C MILCON 
requirements state that $162.5 million worth of projects would be required to 
relocate Orlando to New London. These-figures do not include: unitemized 
additional facilities, equipment, and personnkl relocation expenses associated with 
the relocation to New London. It is my understanding that these unitemized 
expenses could cost as much as $40 million. Why was this figure excluded from 
the chart found in the deliberations of 19 December 1994? If you failed to 
include them in the estimation of costs to move to New London, have they been 
exclud,ed from the estimation of costs in moving to Charleston? 
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18. I am concerned that the true reason for the development and utilization of the 
COBRA model has been lost in the detail of the BRAC process. For instance, 
based on the data that is available to me, the total costs associated with moving 
Nuclear Power to New London have now increased to at least $225 million. 
Furthermore, it is my understanding that the recumng annual costs for operation 
of the Nuclear Power School at New London were approximately $15.7 million, 
compared to the $21 million associated with leaving the facility in Orlando. With 
a cost savings of only $5.3 million annually and expenses reach,ing the $225 
million mark, the real return on investment of this project is appl-oximately 42 
years -not the 9 years cited in the 1993 BRAC report. 

Since the move of the Nuclear Power School has not yet begun, a true analysis 
and comparison of the costs and savings associated with BRAC 95 actions dictate 
that the COBRA regarding the move to Charleston not include cost avoidances 
in New London. This simply masks the true costs associated with alny relocation 
of the Nuclear Power School. As it has been presented, MILCON of $147 
million to move Orlando to Charleston will have a return on investment of one 
year. With a cost savings of only $5.3 million annually, I conclude that the real 
return on investment is 27 or more years. 

In an effort to better understand your accounting methods, can you please explain 
why the cost avoidance of projects in New London were included in your analysis 
of the move to Charleston. 

19. The Nuclear Power School in Orlando currently has 320,000 square feet of space 
for academic use. According to materials in the BRAC library, your plans call 
for the construction of 243,000 square feet in Charleston for traini~ng use. Can 
you please explain why the Navy plans to decrease this space by nearly 100,000 
square feet. What are the current capacities, future requirements, and excesses 
of the Nuclear Power School facilities located in Orlando. In ar~swering this 
question, please project future requirements for the next five years, ten years, 
and twenty years. 

Based on the COBRA data used to conclude that Nuclear Power School should 
be redirected to Charleston, $147 million of MILCON money must be spent. Is 
this the total cost of MILCON at Charleston necessary to house the Nuclear 
Power School? Does the cost include all housing needs created by the move to 
Charleston? Does the proposal to move to Charleston incorporate ;my facilities 
at the Naval Air Station, including housing, in Charleston? If so, please list 
those facilities. Does the proposal call for the renovation or rehabilitation of any 
existing facilities. If so, please list those facilities and the current host 
Command. In identifying any of the buildings in these questions, please utilize 
building numbers. 

21. It is my understanding that the property located around the proposed new site for 
the Nuclear Power School is closely located to the weapons storage area at Naval 
Weapons Station Charleston. Is my understanding correct? Please provide a map 
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21. (continued) of the current facilities at NWS Charleston and the proposed location 
of the Nuclear Power School. How close can the Navy build facilities to the 
existing NWS without creating a hazard? 

22. Please provide the Explosive Safety Quantity Distances (ESQD) for any proposed 
MILCON and potential explosive sources. Will all of the new construction 
afford an acceptable degree of protection and safety for inhabitants and students? 

23. If the areas that are being proposed for construction are currently unused parcels, 
is the area currently served by existing utilities or would utilities need to be 
provided? What are the estimated costs of providing such utilities to this site? 
Have these costs been included in the COBRA model? 

24. Where will NWS obtain utilities to support the Nuclear Power School - from 
Navy-owned plants or from the local government sector? Does the NWS have 
sufficient capacity in electrical, water, sewer, gas and telephone to ,accommodate 
the Nuclear Power School? What is the current usage, current extxss capacity, 
and the anticipated usage once the schools are transferred to Charleston? 

25. It would appear that creating a contonement area for Nuclear Power School in 
Orlando would generate a great deal of cost savings. Did the Navy run a 
COBRA on leaving the schools in their current location? If so, please provide 
my office with those results. 

26: Please cite any reasons, including all pertinent data supporting those reasons, 
regarding the Navy's objections to fully operate the Nuclear Power School in a 
"contonement" setting in Orlando - other than the "philosophical" objections 
raised by the BSEC. 

27. Nuclear Power School Orlando represents approximately 10% of the entire land 
mass of what was once known as the NTC Orlando. The facility has an AOB 
of 2,653 and a permanent staff of 512 authorized personnel compared to the 
15,000 employees of the installation when the base was fully operational. 

In an attempt to understand the BSEC objections to save millions of dollars by 
maintaining the facility in its present location and avoid reconstructing nuclear 
power school in its entirety elsewhere, please explain how the creation of a 
"contonement" area around the nuclear school campus is considered the 
"reopening of a closing base?" 

28. NAVFACINST 1 10 10.44E (Shore Facilities Planning Manual) requires 
NAVSEASYSCOM to review the proposed location of all projects encumbered 
by ammunition and explosives and provide review comments to the CNO. Does 
this instruction apply to the relocation of this facility? If so, have review 
comments been provided to the CNO? If so, please provide a copy of these 
comments, and if not, please specify when these comments are expected to be 
provided to the CNO. 
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29. Furthermore, the same instruction as noted in the previous question requires the 
SPAWARSYSCOM to certify the electromagnetic radiation safety of facilities. 
Since the Nuclear Power School currently uses rooftop mounted radar antenna, 
will such a certification be made to ensure that the Nuclear School training does 
not interfere with the mission or safety of NWS Charleston? If not, why? If so, 
please provide a copy of this certification. 

30. How much money has been spent to date to perform site ;planning and 
preliminary design work at New London for the relocation of Nuclear Power 
School Orlando? How much of this work product could be recouped by adapting 
these designs for Charleston? 

31. Is there sufficient housing on base or in the community for Nuclear Power School 
students and faculty in the Charleston community? In the New London 
community? Please list your sources and the data utilized to ~urive at this 
conclusion. 

Your prompt response and attention to these questions will be greatly appreciated. 

BILL McCOLLUM 
Member of Congress 

BMcC :j ma 



THE DEFEXSE BASE CLOSLRE .LVD REALIG33CEhT C:OI\.OIISSION 

EXECtTNE CORRESPONDENCE TRICKING SYSl3Z;C.f (ECTS) # c-?5w~3-\ 1 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

-ReYf-a' ' s s w - m  I I PnprrR@Yr-- . . 
--'¶%=- 

v I I I 



BRIAN P. BILBRAY 
49TH DISTRICT. CALIFORNIA 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

COMMERCE COMMITTEE 

S U B C O M M l l T E E  O N  
HEALTH A N D  ENVIRONMENT 

SUBCOMMITTEE O N  
COMMERCE, TRADE A N D  
H A Z A R D O U S  MATERIALS 

1004 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BLDG. 
WASHINGTON. DC 20515 

(202) 225-2040 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 

loll CAMINO DEL RlO SOUTH 
SUITE 330 

SAN DIEGO, CA 92108 
(619) 291-1430 

March 31, 1995 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1426 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

It has come to my attention that the Department of Defense (DoD) 
Base Closure and Realignment Report recommended that the Naval 
Health Research Center (NHRC), located in San Diego, California, 
be disestablished and that necessary functions, personnel and 
equipment shall be relocated to the Bureau of Naval Personnel 
(BUPERS) at Memphis, Tennessee. I am greatly concerned that this 
relocation ignores a parallel joint services effort to 
consolidate medical and research centers under the Armed Forces 
Medical Research and Development Agency (AF'MRDA), and jeopardizes 
the ability of the Navy to fulfill its medical research 
obligations. 

According to the Navy Office of Legislative Affairs (OLA), the 
Navy is participating in the AFMRDA proposal, under the Armed 
Services Agreement, on condition that, the Navy maintain control 
of its medical research funds and personnel to ensure the 
continuation of a research environment that emphasizes Navy 
mission needs and interfaces Navy technical perfornqers and Navy 
customers. When asked about coordination between the Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) process and the AFMRDA, 
the OLA responded simply that because NHRC was recommended for 
closure, it would not be incorporated into the AFMFLDA. In other 
words, the answer did not match the question. 

When further pressed for explanation, the OLA responded by 
describing the NHRC functions as follows, !!The NHRC performs 
medical research and modeling and maintains health related 
databases in a number of health and performance areas effecting 
active duty men and women in the Navy and Marine Corp . . . "  The 
response continued by suggesting that while it was difficult to 
determine exactly what it was consolidating, it was necessary and 
would save money. This appears to directly contradiict the NHRC 
Mission Statement as obtained by my office, which suggests that 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE OF RECYCLED FIBERS 



the mission of the NHRC is to support fleet operational readiness 
through medical Research, Development, Technology & Evaluation 
(RDT&E) of biomedical and psychological aspects of Navy and 
Marine Corps personnel health and performance. T:his mission 
includes promotion of the health and well being of men and women 
aboard ship and ashore through epidemiologic and clinical 
research, operational research in support of medical decision- 
making, and assessment of physiological and psychological 
performance in operational settings. The Center is responsive to 
the needs of the Bureau of Medicine and Surgery the DoD, the 
Fleet, and the U.S. Marine Corps. Additionally, the AFMRDA 
proposal specifically suggests that NHRC be recomnissioned as 
Armed Forces Medical Research Unit 3 because of its established 
proximity to the customer, and for the linked R&D capabilities. 
In addition, the AFMRDA operational Health Division will be 
located at the same site in San Diego. 

Finally, it appears that some confusion may have occurred because 
Naval Personnel Research and Development (NPR&D) Center, which is 
collocated with NHRC, was also recommended for relocation to the 
BUPERS in Memphis, Tennessee and Naval Air Warfare Center 
(Training Systems Division) Orlando, Florida. The functions of 
this operation clearly reflect the mission statement of BUPERS, 
and consolidation appears to make perfect sense. It is quite 
possible that a clear enough distinction was not rnade by the Navy 
during the initial review process. 

I believe that this confusion could be quickly remedied by 
directing BRAC staff to visit NHRC. Therefore, I would like to 
extend an invitation to your staff, who are already scheduled to 
visit nearby San Diego Navy assets on April 26th, 1995, to spend 
a few minutes touring the NHRC. I am sure that such a tour would 
adequately illustrate my concerns, and result in a 
reconsideration of the fate of the facility.. Please contact Greg 
Stein of my staff to respond to this inquiry, and to discuss a 
visit to the NHRC facility. 

I appreciate your interest in this issue and look forward to your 
response. 

Sincerely, 

&&/?,& 
Brian P. Bilbray 
Member of Congress 

BPB : gs 
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RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RETI 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Brian P. Bilbray 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Bilbray: 

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Naval Health Research Center 
(NHRC) in San Diego. I certainly understand your interest in the base clolsure 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 recommendation on the NHRC. 

Members of the Commission staff plan to visit the NHRC while visiting other San Diego 
area facilities. The exact time and date of the visit is not as yet confirmed. We will contact you 
office as soon as this information is finalized. 

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, 
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From : Eric Lindenbaum. Navy Analyst 
To : Capt Bills, Navy Base Structure Analyst Team 

03 APR 95 

8%&&5 F* &3 fW C d h Y W  
Subj : Navy Nuclear Power School Redirect Figures w k n  ~ 3 3 f i i ~ ~  C155WQ3 - a 

1. Upon review of COBRA data two figures appear to need justification. These are: 

Annual PCS cost avoidance of $6,237,000. This figure appears too high in view of 
$537,000 from certified data call which is backed by historical data from prior 
Nuclear Power School student PCS costs. 

Annual non-payroll BOS costs for miscellaneous costs of $960,000. This figure also 
appears too high and may be due to using the pre-existing BOS for the Weapons 
Station which would be lowered (on a per capita basis) by the addition of students. 

2. Request comment on these figures as they drive the COBRA to two different final results 
depending on which amount is used. 
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March 28, 1995 

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

Mr. Chairman: 

We are deeply concerned about a March 1, 1995 letter sent to the 
Commission, which suggests that you take the precedent-setting 
action of revisiting decisions made by previous Base Closure and 
Realignment Commissions. In an effort to clarify any 
misconceptions regarding the operation and capabilities of Naval 
Station Everett and Puget Sound Naval Shipyard (PSMS) in 
Bremerton, enclosed please find the most up to date information 
on the status of these facilities. 

Naval Station Everett is vitally important to the synergism of 
the Puget Sound naval complex and offers an outstanding quality 
of life to naval personnel who will be stationed there. In 
addition, Naval Station Everett is an extremely cost-effective 
facility. As you know, during the 1993 round of base closure 
deliberations, Commissioner Bowman stated, "... Everett would be 
cheaper to run than Alameda." Likewise, Chairman C:ourter pointed 
out that "the numbers aren't there to make up" for closing Naval 
Station Everett. In fact, keeping Naval Station Everett open 
will lead to steady annual savings that will quickly offset the 
initial building costs. 

Located just across Puget Sound from PSNS with the West Coast's 
only nuclear carrier overhaul facilities, Naval Sta.tion Everett 
is a fully nuclear-certified, technologically advanced, and 
environmentally sound facility that will serve the country and 
the Navy well into the 21st century. It is in keeping with the 
smaller, smarter, more capable Navy envisioned for the future. 
We respectfully urge you to adopt the decision of your 
predecessors and leave Naval Station Everett out of any 
deliberations of the 1995 Base Closure Commission. 
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We appreciate your consideration of the points we have raise 
here, and we look forward to our continued work together on this 
important matter. If we can provide you with any further 
information, please do not hesitate to call. 

Sincerely, 

Ziiiiik&*, Senator Slade Gorton 

. - 
Congressman Norman Dicks 

Congressman Rick White 



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR Edward D. Hansen 
Mayor 

STATUS OF NAVAL STATION EVERETT AS OF MARCH 1.199!i 

- Naval Station Everett is fully operational with two ships homeported since September 
. 1994. A third ship will arrive in late summer 1995 with three additional ships arriving 

during the summer of 1996. USS Abraham Lincoln (CVN 72) will allso arrive in late 
1996. 

- Funding Status: 
Program Costs ($ Million) 

MCON BRAC NAF TOTAL 
Funds Available $302.24 $1 02.48 $12.20 $416.92 
Remaining Projects $53.60 $0.00 $0.00 $53.60 

TOTAL $355.84 $1 02.48 $12.20 $470.52 

- Currently 38 of 42 base facilities are completed or under construction. 
Contracts remaining to be awarded include: 

PROJECT COST AUTH YR 
Ship Intermediate Maintenance Activity $14.9 FY 97 
Breakwater Pier $17.8 FY 97 
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters ill $14.3 FY 98 
Medical Dental Clinic * $6.6 FY 00 

SUBTOTAL $53.6 
* Replacement of existing facilities. 

- Carrier pier nuclear certification is complete with the exception of a final certification 
request to CNO which is submitted 60 days prior to arrival of CVN. 

- USS Abraham Lincoln (CVN 72) moored temporarily at Naval Station Everett in 
August 1994 and will change home port to Everett Washington upom completion of a 
restricted availability at Bremerton Naval Shipyard in late 1996. 

- Commissary/Exchange (127,200 SF facility costing $16.3M) will open June 6, 1995. 

- Annual operating cost for Naval Station Everett is $16M for 1995; with steady state cost 
projected at $26M commencing in 1997. 

CITY OF EVERETT 3002 Wetmore Ave. Everett, WA 98201 (206) 259-8700 Fax (206) 259-8729 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 3, 1995 

The Honorable Randy Tate 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

COMMI!ISIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCZA COX 
GEN J. 13. DAVIS, USAF t RET) 
5. LEE )<LING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Representative Tate: 

Thank you for your letter regarding Naval Station Everett. I c:ertainly understand 
your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome: your comments. 

As you are aware, the Base Closure and Realignment Act provides that any 
additions to the list of bases recommended for closure or realignment by the Secretary of 
Defense must be published in the Federal register by May 17. This would include any 
decisions to reconsider a previous Commission's actions if such action had not been 
recommended by the Secretary. In order to have a base added to this list, a Commissioner 
must offer a motion to add an installation for consideration. A majority of the 
Commissioners must support such a motion for the base to be added for consideration. 

The information you have provided regarding Naval Station Everett will be placed 
in the Commission's library and utilized by the Commission in our review and analysis 
process. 

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. 

Chairman 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCZA COX 
GEN J. 13. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE )CLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Jack Metcalf 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Metcalf: 

Thank you for your letter regarding Naval Station Everett. I certainly understand 
your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome: your comments. 

As you are aware, the Base Closure and Realignment Act provides that any 
additions to the list of bases recommended for closure or realignment 1by the Secretary of 
Defense must be published in the Federal register by May 17. This wouId include any 
decisions to reconsider a previous Commission's actions if such action had not been 
recommended by the Secretary. In order to have a base added to this list, a Commissioner 
must offer a motion to add an installation for consideration. A majority of the 
Commissioners must support such a motion for the base to be added fix consideration. 

The information you have provided regarding Naval Station Everett will be placed 
in the Commission's library and utilized by the Commission in our review and analysis 
process. 

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. 

ill-n 
Chairman 
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The Honorable Norman Dicks 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

COMMI'SSIONERS: 
AL COR'NELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Norm: 

Thank you for your letter regarding Naval Station Everett. I certainly understand 
your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcomt: your comments. 

As you are aware, the Base Closure and Realignment Act provides that any 
additions to the list of bases recommended for closure or realignment by the Secretary of 
Defense must be published in the Federal register by May 17. This would include any 
decisions to reconsider a previous Commission's actions if such action had not been 
recommended by the Secretary. In order to have a base added to this list, a Commissioner 
must offer a motion to add an installation for consideration. A majority of the 
Commissioners must support such a motion for the base to be added for consideration. 

The information you have provided regarding Naval Station Everett will be placed 
in the Commission's library and utilized by the Commission in our review and analysis 
process. 

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. 
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The Honorable Patty Murray 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

COMMI!ISIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 13. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE )CLING 
RADM 8:ENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Senator Murray: 

Thank you for your letter regarding Naval Station Everett. I certainly understand 
your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome: your comments. 

As you are aware, the Base Closure and Realignment Act provides that any 
additions to the list of bases recommended for closure or realignment by the Secretary of 
Defense must be published in the Federal register by May 17. This would include any 
decisions to reconsider a previous Commission's actions if such action had not been 
recommended by the Secretary. In order to have a base added to this list, a Commissioner 
must offer a motion to add an installation for consideration. A majority of the 
Commissioners must support such a motion for the base to be added fix consideration. 

The information you have provided regarding Naval Station Everett will be placed 
in the Commission's library and utilized by the Commission in our review and analysis 
process. 

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. 

Chairman 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 142s 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 3, 1995 

The Honorable Slade Gorton 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

COMMl!iSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 13. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE #<LING 
RADM BiENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Slade: 

Thank you for your letter regarding Naval Station Everett. I c:ertainly understand 
your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

As you are aware, the Base Closure and Realignment Act provides that any 
additions to the list of bases recommended for closure or realignment by the Secretary of 
Defense must be published in the Federal register by May 17. This would include any 
decisions to reconsider a previous Commission's actions if such action had not been 
recommended by the Secretary. In order to have a base added to this list, a Commissioner 
must offer a motion to add an installation for consideration. A majority of the 
Commissioners must support such a motion for the base to be added for consideration. 

The information you have provided regarding Naval Station Everett will be placed 
in the Commission's library and utilized by the Commission in our review and andysis 
process. 

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. 

Chairman 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 3, 1995 

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

The Honorable Rick White 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

r&w thi, 

Dear Representative White: I -4-m % s ~ _ b 3 4 3 ~  

Thank you for your letter regarding Naval Station Everett. I ciertainly understand 
your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcornc: your comments. 

As you are aware, the Base Closure and Realignment Act provides that any 
additions to the list of bases recommended for closure or realignment by the Secretary of 
Defense must be published in the Federal register by May 17. This would include any 
decisions to reconsider a previous Commission's actions if such action had not been 
recommended by the Secretary. In order to have a base added to this list, a Commissioner 
must offer a motion to add an installation for consideration. A majority of the 
Commissioners must support such a motion for the base to be added for consideration. 

The information you have provided regarding Naval Station Everett will be placed 
in the Commission's library and utilized by the Commission in our review and analysis 
process. 

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. 

Chairman 
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Congress of tbe Mntteb %tate$ 
aas'bington, BQC 20525 
March 30, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We write to ask that Pennsylvania be allottetf an additional 
twenty minutes in hearing time for the May 4th Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment regional hearing in Baltimore so that the 
commissioners may hear testimony regarding the Naval Surface 
Warfare Center, Carderock Division, Philadelphia (NSWC/CD-P). 

As part of the 1995 Department of Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment recommendations, the NSWC/CD-P has been designated as 
a receiving site for 261 jobs from the NSWC/CD site in Annapolis, 
Maryland. It is our strong belief that this is an excellent 
recommendation which will improve efficiencies in naval testing 
and evaluation of fleet engineering systems and research and 
development of these systems and provide significant cost 
savings. Based on the importance of this recommendation, we 
believe that additional time should be granted to allow for 
testimony on this matter. This would not be unprecedented 
because the Commission has granted twenty minutes of testimony 
regarding the Marine Corps Air Station in New River, North 
Carolina which has also been recommended as a receiving site. 

Furthermore, we would like to extend an invitation to you 
and Commissioner A1 Cornella to visit the NSWC/CD,, Philadelphia 
when Mr. Cornella is scheduled to tour military facilities in the 
region on April 7th. It would be an excellent opportunity to see 
this impressive facility and gain a first-hand understanding of 
the work performed by the highly dedicated, expert workforce at 
NSWC/CD, Philadelphia. Finally, it would illustrate conclusively 
why the national security interest and the American taxpayer 
would benefit by realigning the functions presentlty in Annapolis 
in Philadelphia. 

We thank you for your consideration of this request and we 
look forward to your reply. 

Sincerely, 

ROBERT A. BORSKI, M.C. 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
March 30, 1995 
Page 2 

CURT WELDON, M.C. 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

The Honorable Robert E. Andrews 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

April 1 1, 1995 

Dear Representative Andrews: 

Thank you for your letter requesting additional oral testimony timt: for the State of 
Pennsylvania during the May 4, 1995, regional hearing of the Defense Basme Closure and 
Realignment Commission in Baltimore, Maryland. I also appreciate your imvitation to visit the 
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division, Philadelphia (NSWC/CD-P). I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and vvelcome your 
comments. 

I understand your interest in highlighting the NSWCICD-P which would gain assets fiom 
the NSWC in Annapolis, Maryland, under the Defense Department's closure and realignment 
recommendations. Although the Commission has calculated its time allocations at regional 
hearings based on those installations that are negatively impacted by the Defense Department's 
recommendations, the State of Pennsylvania may use its block of time as i~ :  chooses. The 
Commission has requested in previous correspondence that the elected officials in Pennsylvania 
and adjoining affected areas work together to coordinate witnesses to ensure that the allotted time 
is used to address the concerns of the people and communities affected by the Defense 
Department's recommendations. 

At any time during this process you are welcome to meet with Mernbers of the 
Commission or to submit written testimony in support of the military installations in your state. 
In addition, all Members of Congress will have an opportunity to testify before the Commission at 
hearings in Washington, DC, on June 12-13. I want to assure you that all information received by 
the Commission, either in written form or through testimony before the Commission, receives the 
same carefbl review and analysis. 

Commissioner Alton W. Cornella visited two Philadelphia area facilities slated for closure 
or realignment by the Secretary of Defense on April 7, 1995. While neither Commissioner 
Cornella's, nor my schedule permitted a visit to NSWCICD-P, Mr. David Epstein of the 
Commission staffvisited the facility on April 6, 1995. You can be assured that the information 
gained tiom his visit has been shared with the other Commissioners and me. 



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

Chairman 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 1 1, 1995 

The Honorable Curt Weldon 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

COMMI!BSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 13. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE )<LING 
RADM EIENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Representative Weldon: 

Thank you for your letter requesting additional oral testimony time for the State of 
Pennsylvania during the May 4, 1995, regional hearing of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission in Baltimore, Maryland. I also appreciate your invitation to visit the 
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division, Philadelphia (NSWC/CD-P). I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and .cvelcome your 
comments. 

I understand your interest in highlighting the NSWCICD-P which .would gain assets from 
the NSWC in Annapolis, Maryland, under the Defense Department's closure and realignment 
recommendations. Although the Commission has calculated its time allocations at regional 
hearings based on those installations that are negatively impacted by the Defense Department's 
recommendations, the State of Pennsylvania may use its block of time as i t  chooses. The 
Commission has requested in previous correspondence that the elected oflicials in Pennsylvania 
and adjoining affected areas work together to coordinate witnesses to ensure that the allotted time 
is used to address the concerns of the people and communities affected by the Defense 
Department's recommendations. 

At any time during this process you are welcome to meet with Members of the 
Commission or to submit written testimony in support of the military installations in your state. 
In addition, all Members of Congress will have an opportunity to testifi before the Commission at 
hearings in Washington, DC, on June 12-13. I want to assure you that all information received by 
the Commission, either in written form or through testimony before the Commission, receives the 
same carehl review and analysis. 

Commissioner Alton W. Cornella visited two Philadelphia area facilities slated for closure 
or realignment by the Secretary of Defense on April 7, 1995. While neither Commissioner 
Cornella's, nor my schedule permitted a visit to NSWCICD-P, Mr. David Epstein of the 
Commission staff visited the facility on April 6, 1995. You can be assured. that the information 
gained from his visit has been shared with the other Commissioners and me. 



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

Chairman 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 1 1, 1995 

The Honorable James C. Greenwood 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Greenwood: 

COMMIIISIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 13. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE ).CLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Thank you for your letter requesting additional oral testimony time for the State of 
Pennsylvania during the May 4, 1995, regional hearing of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission in Baltimore, Maryland. I also appreciate your invitation to visit the 
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division, Philadelphia (NSWC/CD-P). I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and \velcome your 
comments. 

I understand your interest in highlighting the NSWCICD-P which would gain assets tiom 
the NSWC in Annapolis, Maryland, under the Defense Department's closure and realignment 
recommendations. Although the Commission has calculated its time allocations at regional 
hearings based on those installations that are negatively impacted by the Defense Department's 
recommendations, the State of Pennsylvania may use its block of time as it chooses. The 
Commission has requested in previous correspondence that the elected oflicials in Pennsylvania 
and adjoining affected areas work together to coordinate witnesses to ensure that the allotted time 
is used to address the concerns of the people and communities affected by the Defense 
Department's recommendations. 

At any time during this process you are welcome to meet with Me~mbers of the 
Commission or to submit written testimony in support of the military installations in your state. 
In addition, al l  Members of Congress will have an opportunity to testif) before the Commission at 
hearings in Washington, DC, on June 12-13. I want to assure you that all information received by 
the Commission, either in written form or through testimony before the Commission, receives the 
same careli review and analysis. 

Commissioner Alton W. Cornella visited two Philadelphia area facilities slated for closure 
or realignment by the Secretary of Defense on April 7, 1995. While neither Commissioner 
Cornella's, nor my schedule permitted a visit to NSWCICD-P, Mr. David Epstein of the 
Commission staffvisited the facility on April 6, 1995. You can be assured that the information 
gained fiom his visit has been shared with the other Commissioners and mle. 



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

Chairman 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1428 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 1 1, 1995 

The Honorable Chaka Fattah 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Fattah: 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL COR!NELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM ESENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSiUE ROBLCS, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Thank you for your letter requesting additional oral testimony time for the State of 
Pennsylvania during the May 4, 1995, regional hearing of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission in Baltimore, Maryland. I also appreciate your invitation to visit the 
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division, Philadelphia (NSWCfCD-P). I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

I understand your interest in highlighting the NSWCICD-P which 1would gain assets fiom 
the NSWC in Annapolis, Maryland, under the Defense Department's closure and realignment 
recommendations. Although the Commission has calculated its time aIloc;ations at regional 
hearings based on those installations that are negatively impacted by the Dlefense Department's 
recommendations, the State of Pennsylvania may use its block of time as it chooses. The 
Commission has requested in previous correspondence that the elected officials in Pennsylvania 
and adjoining S'ected areas work together to coordinate witnesses to ensure that the allotted time 
is used to address the concerns of the people and communities affected by the Defense 
Department's recommendations. 

At any time during this process you are welcome to meet with Members of the 
Commission or to submit written testimony in support of the military installations in your state. 
In addition, all Members of Congress will have an opportunity to testifj. before the Commission at 
hearings in Washington, DC, on June 12-13. I want to assure you that all information received by 
the Commission, either in written form or through testimony before the Commission, receives the 
same carell review and analysis. 

Commissioner Alton W. Cornella visited two Philadelphia area facilities slated for closure 
or realignment by the Secretary of Defense on April 7, 1995. While neither Commissioner 
Cornella's, nor my schedule permitted a visit to NSWCICD-P, Mr. David Epstein of the 
Commission stafF visited the facility on April 6, 1995. You can be assured that the information 
gained from his visit has been shared with the other Commissioners and me:. 



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



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

April 1 1, 1995 

The Honorable Robert A. Borski 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Borski: 

Thank you for your letter requesting additional oral testimony time for the State of 
Pennsylvania during the May 4, 1995, regional hearing of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission in Baltimore, Maryland. I also appreciate your invitation to visit the 
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division, Philadelphia (NSWCICD-P). I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and -welcome your 
comments. 

I understand your interest in highlighting the NSWCICD-P which would gain assets from 
the NSWC in Annapolis, Maryland, under the Defense Department's closure and realignment 
recommendations. Although the Commission has calculated its time allocations at regional 
hearings based on those installations that are negatively impacted by the Defense Department's 
recommendations, the State of Pennsylvania may use its block of time as it chooses. The 
Commission has requested in previous correspondence that the elected officials in Pennsylvania 
and adjoining affected areas work together to coordinate witnesses to ensure that the allotted time 
is used to address the concerns of the people and communities affected by the Defense 
Department's recommendations. 

At any time during this process you are welcome to meet with Members of the 
Commission or to submit written testimony in support of the military inste~llations in your state. 
In addition, all Members of Congress will have an opportunity to testifj. before the Commission at 
hearings in Washington, DC, on June 12- 13. I want to assure you that all information received by 
the commission, either in written form or through testimony before the Commission, receives the 
same carehl review and analysis. 

Commissioner Alton W. Cornella visited two Philadelphia area facilities slated for closure 
or realignment by the Secretary of Defense on April 7, 1995. While neither Commissioner 
Cornella's, nor my schedule permitted a visit to NSWCICD-P, Mr. David Epstein of the 
Commission staff visited the facility on April 6, 1995. You can be assure~l that the information 
gained from his visit has been shared with the other Commissioners and me. 



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

Chairman 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

April 11, 1995 

The Honorable Thomas M. Foglietta 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Foglietta: 

Thank you for your letter requesting additional oral testimony time for the State of 
Pennsylvania during the May 4, 1995, regional hearing of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission in Baltimore, Maryland. I also appreciate your invitation to visit the 
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division, Philadelphia (NSWCI'CD-P). I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and luelcome your 
comments. 

I understand your interest in highlighting the NSWCICD-P which would gain assets from 
the NSWC in Annapolis, Maryland, under the Defense Department's closi~re and realignment 
recommendations. Although the Commission has calculated its time allocations at regional 
hearings based on those installations that are negatively impacted by the Defense Department's 
recommendations, the State of Pennsylvania may use its block of time as it chooses. The 
Commission has requested in previous correspondence that the elected ofl5cials in Pennsylvania 
and adjoining affected areas work together to coordinate witnesses to enslure that the allotted time 
is used to address the concerns of the people and communities affected by the Defense 
Department's recommendations. 

At any time during this process you are welcome to meet with Members of the 
Commission or to submit written testimony in support of the military installations in your state. 
In addition, all Members of Congress will have an opportunity to testifi before the Commission at 
hearings in Washington, DC, on June 12- 13. I want to assure you that all information received by 
the Commission, either in written form or through testimony before the Commission, receives the 
same carehl review and analysis. 

Commissioner Alton W. Cornella visited two Philadelphia area facilities slated for closure 
or realignment by the Secretary of Defense on April 7, 1995. While neither Commissioner 
Cornella's, nor my schedule permitted a visit to NSWC/CD-P, Mr. David Epstein of the 
Commission staffvisited the facility on April 6, 1995. You can be assured that the information 
gained &om his visit has been shared with the other Commissioners and me. 



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

Chairman 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMICiSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 13. DAVIS. USAF IRET) 

April 1 1, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RAOM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEN01 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Jon D. Fox 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Fox: 

Thank you for your letter requesting additional oral testimony timt: for the State of 
Pennsylvania during the May 4, 1995, regional hearing of the Defense Basbe Closure and 
Realignment Commission in Baltimore, Maryland. I also appreciate your invitation to visit the 
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division, Philadelphia (NSWCICD-P). I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and cvelcome your 
comments. 

I understand your interest in highlighting the NSWC/CD-P which would gain assets from 
the NSWC in Annapolis, Maryland, under the Defense Department's closure and realignment 
recommendations. Although the Commission has calculated its time al1oc;ations at regional 
hearings based on those installations that are negatively impacted by the Dlefense Department's 
recommendations, the State of Pennsylvania may use its block of time as it chooses. The 
Commission has requested in previous correspondence that the elected officials in Pennsylvania 
and adjoining affected areas work together to coordinate witnesses to ensure that the allotted time 
is used to address the concerns of the people and communities affected by the Defense 
Department's recommendations. 

At any time during this process you are welcome to meet with Members of the 
Commission or to submit written testimony in support of the military installations in your state. 
In addition, all Members of Congress will have an opportunity to test$ before the Commission at 
hearings in Washington, DC, on June 12-13. I want to assure you that ail information received by 
the Commission, either in written form or through testimony before the Commission, receives the 
same carell review and analysis. 

Commissioner Alton W. Cornella visited two Philadelphia area facilities slated for closure 
or realignment by the Secretary of Defense on April 7, 1995. While neither commissioner 
Cornella's, nor my schedule permitted a visit to NSWC/CD-P, Mr. David :Epstein of the 
Commission staff visited the facility on April 6, 1995. You can be assured that the information 
gained from his visit has been shared with the other Commissioners and me. 



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

Chairman 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

April 8, 1995 

The Honorable Robert E. Andrews 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Andrews: 

Thank you for your letter requesting additional oral testimony time for the State of 
Pennsylvania during the May 4, 1995, regional hearing of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission in Baltimore, Maryland. I also appreciate your invitation to visit the 
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division, Philadelphia (NSWC/CD-P). I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

I understand your interest in highlighting the NSWC/CD-P, which, gain assets fiom the 
NSWC in Annapolis, Maryland under the Defense Department's closure smd realignment 
recommendations. Although the Commission has calculated its time al1oc:ations at regional 
hearings based on those installations that are negatively impacted by the Defense Department's 
recommendations, the State of Pennsylvania may use its block of time as it chooses. The 
Commission has requested in previous correspondence that the elected officials in Pennsylvania 
and adjoining affected areas work together to coordinate witnesses to ensure that the allotted time 
is used to address the concerns of the people and communities affected by the Defense 
Department's recommendations. 

At any time during this process you are welcome to meet with Members of the 
Commission or to submit written testimony in support of the military installations in your state. 
In addition, all Members of Congress will have an opportunity to testifjl before the Commission at 
hearings in Washington, DC on June 12-13. I want to assure you that all :information received by 
the Commission, either in written form or through testimony before the Commission, receives the 
same careful review and analysis. 

Commissioner Alton W. Cornella visited two Philadelphia area facilities slated for closure 
or realignment by the Secretary of Defense on April 7, 1995. While neither Commissioner 
Cornella's, nor my schedule permited a visit to NSWCICD-P, Mr. David Epstein of Commission 
staffvisited the facility on April 6, 1995. You can be assured that the information gained from his 
visit will be shared with the other Commissioners and me. 



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

Chairman 
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CURT WELDON 
~ T H  DISTRICT, PENNSYLVANIA 

2452 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON. D C  205 15-3807 
(202) 225-201 1 

M I G R A T O R Y  BIRD 
C O N S E R V A T I O N  C O M M I S S I O N  mae'llington, DC 20515-3807 

March 15, 1995 

C O M M I T T E E  ON A R M E D  S E R V I C E S  

READINESS 

MILITARY ACOUISITION 

NATO PANEL, VICE-CHAIRMAN 

C O M M l f T E E  O N  M E R C H A N T  M A R I N E  

A N D  F ISHERIES 

OCEANOGRAPHY. VICE-CHAIRMAN 

THE ENVIRONMENT AND 
NATURAL RESOURCES 

C O - C H A I R M A N :  

CONGRESSIONAL FIRE SERVICES CAUCUS 

US-FSU ENERGY CAUCUS 

CONGRESSIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE 
ON RECYCLING 

THE EMPOWERMENT CAUCUS 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realiqnment Commission - 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

I am writing to urge that the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission consider adding to the base closure list 
the Army Reserve facility in Marcus Hook, Pennsylvania. I am 
one of the few Members who has been actively seeking a closure in 
my district, but thus far have received no assistance from the 
Department of Army or Department of Defense. 

Since I served as Mayor of Marcus Hook in 1980, I have been 
supporting local community efforts to close the underutilized 
Army Reserve facility in Marcus Hook and secure it for completion 
of a waterfront park. The Army has opposed every effort to 
accomplish this goal, insisting that Marcus Hook is a "unique" 
facility. 

The key unit operating at Marcus Hook is Detachment 1, 949th 
Transportation Company (Floating Craft). The unit consists of 36 
reservists, two tug boats and two barges, and has never been 
activated since its establishment in the 1960s. The unit is 
supported by the Ground and Marine Army Maintenance Support 
Activity, consisting of four civilian personnel. Detachment 1 
supports its parent operation in Curtis Bay, Maryland, and both 
units support an active unit at Fort Eustis in Virginia. The 
949th supports Coast Guard, DOT and tug and barge support in 
harbors, inland waterways and oceans. 

Given the Army's steadfast refusal to assist on this matter, 
I had language included in the base closure legislation directing 
that the Department give priority consideration to closure of the 
facilities for which the local community supported closure. I 
requested that Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
consider the facility for closure in 1991 and 1993. The site was 
not considered by DOD or BRAC in 1991, but was addled to the base 
closure list for consideration on May 21, 1993. 

T H I S  S T A T I O N E R Y  PRINTED O N  PAPER M A D E  O F  RECYCLED FIBERS 



Not only was the 1 9 9 3  Commission reluctant to question the 
mission requirement, but it only had a month to come up with an 
alternative site in lieu of outright mission elimination. By the 
1 9 9 3  Commision's admission, the Army continued its stonewalling 
on this issue. The 1 9 9 3  BRAC did not approve closure of Marcus 
Hook. 

The Total Army Analysis which justifies this mission was 
constructed in the Bush Administration, and should be 
reconsidered in light of current security plans and reduction in 
Army divisions. The facility is grossly underutilized, and it 
could easily be relocated or consolidated into its parent company 
or the active unit without harming the Army's transportation 
needs. I think it is time that the community's request be 
seriously considered, and that alternative sites be located if 
indeed the mission is still required. 

The FY94 Defense Authorization directed the Army to report 
on alternative sites within a one hundred mile radius of the 
Marcus Hook facility. That report, which I recieved, was wholly 
inadequate. , It overinflated costs of renovations necessary in 
some cases, and drastically limited its options at certain sites. 

It is clear that the Army, thus the Department of Defense, 
will not offer a recommendation to close this facility. For that 
reason, I ask that you add Marcus Hook to your rec!ommendation 
list of bases for closure and provide the necessary analysis of 
alternative sites and consideration of this commun~ity request. 
Thank you for your consideration. 

A 

Member of Congress 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 -.+ - ., :.-: :r ''3. t>:3 ~JMI 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 . . : - ~ ~ ~ ~ - - / ~ ~  , - 2  .- 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON,  CHAIRMAN 

April 7, 1995 

The Honorable Curt Weldon 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
G E N  J. 8. DAVIS, USAF ( R E T )  
S. L E E  KLlNG 
RADM !)ENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN ( R E T )  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA I RETI  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Representative Weldon: 

Thank you for your letter requesting the Commission consider closing the Army Reserve 
facility in Marcus Hook, Pennsylvania. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

The Base Closure and Realignment Act provides that any additions to the list of bases 
recommended for closure or realignment by the Secretary of Defense must be published in the 
Federal Register by May 17. This would include any decisions to reconsider a previous 
Commission's actions if such action had not been recommended by the Secretary. In order to 
have a base added to this list, a commissioner must offer a motion to add an installation for 
consideration A majority of the Commissioners must support such a motion for the base to be 
added for consideration. 

I can assure you that the information you have provided will be considered by the 
Commission in our review and analysis process. 

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, 



MIGRATORY BIRD 
CONSERVATION COMMISSION Wa$#ngton, arch jf!Q , 38845-3807 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

READINESS 

MILITARY ACOUlSlTlON 

NATO PANEL. VICE-CHAIRMAN 

COMMlTTEE ON MERCHANT MARlNE 
AND FISHERIES 

OCEANOGRAPHY, VICE-CHAIRMAN 

THE ENVIRONMENT AND 
NATURAL RESOURCES 

CO-CHAIRMAN: 

CONGRESSIONAL FIRE SERVICES CAUCUS 

US-FSU ENERGY CAUCUS 

CONGRESSIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE 
ON RECYCLING 

THE EMPOWERMENT CAUCUS 

Commissioner J.B. Davis 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Commissioner Davis: 

T am writing to urqe  that the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission consider adding to the base closure list 
the Army Reserve facility in Marcus Hook, Pennsylvania. I am 
one of the few Members who has been actively seeking a closure in 
my district, but thus far have received no assistance from the 
Department of Army or Department of Defense. 

Since I served as Mayor of Marcus Hook in 1980, I have been 
supporting local community efforts to close the underutilized 
Army Reserve facility in Marcus Hook and secure it for completion 
of a waterfront park. The Army has opposed every effort to 
accomplish this goal, insisting that Marcus Hook is a "unique" 
facility. 

The key unit operating at Marcus Hook is Detachment 1, 949th 
Transportation Company (Floating Craft). The unit consists of 36 
reservists, two tug boats and two barges, and has never been 
activated since its establishment in the 1960s. The unit is 
supported by the Ground and Marine Army Maintenance Support 
Activity, consisting of four civilian personnel. Detachment 1 
supports its parent operation in Curtis Bay, Maryland, and both 
units support an active unit at Fort Eustis in Virginia. The 
949th supports Coast Guard, DOT and tug and barge support in 
harbors, inland waterways and oceans. 

Given the Army's steadfast refusal to assist on this matter, 
I had language included in the base closure legislation directing 
that the Department give priority consideration to closure of the 
facilities for which the local community supported closure. I 
requested that Defense Base Closure and Realignmenit Commission 
consider the facility for closure in 1991 and 1993. The site was 
not considered by DOD or BRAC in 1991, but was added to the base 
closure list for consideration on May 21, 1993. 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE OF RECYCLED FIBERS 



Not only was the 1993 Commission reluctant to question the 
mission requirement, but it only had a month to come up with an 
alternative site in lieu of outright mission elimination. By the 
1993 Commision's admission, the Army continued its stonewalling 
on this issue. The 1993 BRAC did not approve closiure of Marcus 
Hook. 

The Total Army Analysis which justifies this mission was 
constructed in the Bush Administration, and should be 
reconsidered in light of current security plans and reduction in 
Army divisions. The facility is grossly underutilized, and it 
could easily be relocated or consolidated into its parent company 
or the active unit without harming the Army's transportation 
needs. I think it is time that the community's request be 
seriously considered, and that alternative sites be located if 
indeed the mission is still required. 

The FY94 Defense Authorization directed the Army to report 
on alternative sites within a one hundred mile radius of the 
Marcus Hook facility. That report, which I recieved, was wholly 
inadequate. It overinflated costs of renovations necessary in 
some cases, and drastically limited its options at certain sites. 

It is clear that the Army, thus the Department of Defense, 
will not offer a recommendation to close this facility. For that 
reason, I ask that you add Marcus Hook to your rec:ommendation 
list of bases for closure and provide the necessary analysis of 
alternative sites and consideration of this community request. 
Thank you for your consideration. A 

Si c rely, u';i 

Member of Congress 
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JOHN H. CHAFEE 
RHODE ISLAND 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

CHAIRMAN, COMMllTEE ON 
ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS United Statetr Senate 

March 31, 1995 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510 
(202) 224-2921 

TDD: (202) 224-7617 

PROVIDENCE OFFICE: 

10 DORRANCE STREET 
SUITE 221 

PROVIDENCE, RI 02903 
(401 528-5294 

TDD: (401) 751-1130 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman F 4  
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 

-% 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Alan: 

As you know, the Department of Defense (DoD) has submitted to 
the Commission three recommendations that call for transferring 
personnel to the naval complex in Newport, Rhode Island. I am 
writing to bring to your attention the tremendous advantages 
offered by Newport's Naval Education and Training Center (NETC) 
and Naval Undersea Warfare Center (NUWC). 

One Navy recommendation seeks to move the Administration 
Schools of the Naval Technical Training Center (NTTC) from 
Meridian, MS to NETC/Newport. As your staff member will find in 
his May 2 visit to Newport, NETC is a superior facility and living 
environment. A timely and telling example of NETC1s livability 
for NTTC1s students and teachers is its successful implementation 
of the Navy's Family Housing Neighborhoods of Excellence (NOE) 
program, begun in 1992 by Naval Facilities and Engi.neering 
Commander, Admiral Jack Buffington. This innovativ~e, wide-ranging 
program has sought to improve the quality of life for the Navy's 
most valuable asset, its people. I have enclosed for your review 
a fact sheet documenting the many NOE efforts base officials are 
undertaking to enhance NETC's already superior livability. It is 
fair to say that NETC has performed as well as any other N a w  base 
in the nation in implementing the NOE program. 

Another Navy recommendation to the BRAC seeks to consolidate 
the NUWC/New London detachment into NUWCrs Newport Headquarters. 
As you may know, NUWC/Newport is already in the process of 
receiving over 700 New London-based personnel as a result of BRAC 
'91. This transfer is progressing well, and Newport's state-of- 
the-art facility will easily be able to complete the job with the 
final transfer of 417 scientists from New London. In fact, a $12 
million laboratory was just opened in January, and two more worth 
$11.2 million and $21.7 million are under construction and 
scheduled to open in January and June of 1996 respec2tively. These 
last two facilities are being built specifically to accommodate 
the influx of personnel and their activities from New London. 
There is clearly no logical alternative to Newport for location of 
the Navy's principal undersea research and development (R&D) 
laboratory. 

PRMTED ON RECYCLED PAPE 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
March 31, 1995 
Page 2 

For all of these reasons, I urge you to accept the Navy's 
recommendations as they affect Newport. Should you have any 
questions or concerns, please let me know. Thank you for your 
consideration. 

Sincerely, 

JHC : mkb 
Enclosure 



NETC EFFORTS TO IMPLEMENT 
NEIGHBORHOODS OF EXCELLENCE PROGRAM 

1. Installing new ranges, with self-cleaning ovens; 19/20 cubic 
foot self-defrosting refrigerators and microwave ovens in all 
units undergoing major contract renovations. 

2. Installing designer styled floor inlay, wall-to-wall carpeting 
or area carpet vs. basic GSA commercial floor tile in all 
newly renovated units. 

3. Installing window coverings in all newly renovated units (as 
NOE funds are available). The installation of carpeting and 
window covering will eliminate military families' expense for 
such items when moving into quarters. 

4. Demolishing housing units, creating open space and 
constructing garages in current and future majclr renovation 
projects. 

5 .  Providing plants and flowers through self-help program to 
beautify family housing yard areas. 

6 .  Established satellite housing manager's offices in the larger 
housing areas; created a dedicated Housing Maintenance Center 
to improve maintenance service and reduce maintenance costs. 

7. In the future, expanding daily maintenance service hours and 
providing maintenance service on Saturdays by contract and PWD 
forces . 

8 .  Providing customer service maintenance training to housing 
maintenance personnel. 

9. Expanding hours of operation for housing referr'al and 
assignment services during the busy summer season. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 142s J ~ , . - , ,  . - -  '?r t2 !5is wrmr 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 - - - - ' - : q 5 & 0 = ~ ~  
a .  

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 3, 1995 

The Honorable John H. Chafee 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear John: 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL COANELLA 
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 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Department of Defense's 
recommendations regarding the Naval Education and Training Center and Naval Undersea 
Warfare Center in Newport, Rhode Island. 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. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and ch,allenging process. 
lease do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 3, 1995 COMMI!PSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 13. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE )CLING 
RADM BIENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Lieutenant Colonel Michael Sloan, USA 
Commander 
Charles M. Price Support Center 
Granite City, IL 62040- 1 80 1 

Dear Lieutenant Colonel Sloan: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to Charles M. Price 
Support Center. The briefings and discussions with you, your staff, and community officials 
provided us with a great deal of valuable information about the services pirovided by the Center. 
This information will be very helpfbl 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 your staff for their assistance. I would also 
like to thank Cindy M. Monahan, Bob Hunt and Shelley Feltrneyer for their efforts in planning and 
coordinating the base visit. 

i/ 

S. Lee Kling 
Commissioner 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 14251 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISISIONERS: 
April 3, 1995 AL CORNELU 

REBECCZA COX 
GEN J. EB. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 I-OUISE STEELE 

Major General (Retired) Jack Griflith 
Director 
Leadership Council Southern Illinois 
Edwardvillle, IL 62025-3636 

Dear General Griffith: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to Charles M. Price 
Support Center. The briefings and discussions with you provided us with a great deal of valuable 
information about the services provided by the Center. This information will be very helphi to 
the Commission as we carry out our review of the recommendations oft  he Secretary of Defense 
in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. 

Sincerely, 

S. Lee Kling 
Commissioner 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

April 3, 1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNElLLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

Major General Jay Blurne (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RETI 
WEND1 LO'UISE STEELE 

Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realignment and Transition 

Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330- 1670 

Dear General Blume: 

Request you provide a review of the attached COBRA run submitted by the Brooks AFB 
community through the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. This COBRA run 
shows better Return on Investment (ROI) numbers with one-tenth the One-'Tie Cost compared 
to the DoD submission on Brooks AFB. We have reviewed the community's Brooks AFB 
COBRA run and have found two areas that we would like you to specitica1l.y evaluate. 

The first area is with regards to Family Housing. The Brooks AFB community shuts 
down 100% of the family housing even though they create a contonement and leave 75% of the 
personnel at Brooks AFB. The second area is with regards to positions elirrlinated. In the 
community's COBRA run, they eliminate the same number of positions (391) as in the DoD 
recommendation. We would appreciate your views on these assumptions. 

Additionally, in testimony to the Commission regarding Family Housing at Brooks AFB, 
you provided for the record a response that AETC and AFMC are evaluating the possibility of 
transferring the responsibility for Brooks AFB housing to Kelly AFB or Lacldand AFB. We 
would like an update to this evaluation so that we may include it in our analysis of the Brooks 
AFB action. 

To assist the Commission in its work, we respectfblly request this information be provided 
to this office no later than April 12, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in 'this matter. 

Air Force Team Leader 

Enclosure: Community COBRA Run on Brooks AFB 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUlURY (COBRA ~5 .08 )  - Page 1/2 
Data As O f  2159 03/09/7995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Deportment : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #1 
Scenario F i l e  : A: \COBRA\BRCEUS-1 .CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS,.SFF 

Start ing Year : 1996 
F i ~ l  Year : 2001 
ROI Year : lmnediate 

NPV i n  2015(%): -301,520 
1-Time Cost(%): 11,143 

Net Costs (SKI Constant 
1996 ----  

M i  lCon 3,000 
Person -3,658 
Overhd - 132 
Moving 71 0 
Missio 0 
Other 104 

Do1 la rs  
1997 - - - -  

3,000 
-12,588 
-1,903 

713 
0 

104 

TOTAL 24 -10,674 -21,211 -21,355 -21,496 -21,587 

1 996 1997 1998 1 999 2000 2001 - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - * -  - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  18 18 0 0 0 0 
En 1 100 101 0 0 0 0 
Civ 77 77 0 0 0 0 
TOT 195 1 96 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  10 9 1 1 1 1 
En1 67 80 32 39 32 8 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 114 114 2 2 2 3 
TOT 191 203 35 42 35 12 

Total - - - - -  
6,000 

- 88,294 
-15,667 

1 ,L54 
0 

208 

Total - - - - -  

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

-18,079 
-3,585 

0 
0 
0 

CLOSE BROOKS AFB; RETAIN HSC, ARMSRTONG LAB, SCHOOL OF AEROSPACE MEDICINE, 
AFCEE, AND YA IN CANTONEMENT AT BROOKS FIELD. THE 68TH INTEL SQDN 
RELOCATES TO KELLY AFB; THE 710TH INTEL FLIGHT (AFRES) RELOCATES TO 
LACKLAND. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT # M I U R Y  (COBRA vS.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion Package : BROOKS ALT 61 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Costs (SIC) Constant Dol lars 
1 996 1997 ----  - ---  

M i  lCon 3.000 3.000 
Person 1,266 1,660 
Overhd 765 81 2 
Moving 71 0 71 3 
Missio 0 0 
Other 104 1 04 

TOTAL 5,845 6,290 1,226 

Savings (SKI Constant Dol lars 
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

M i  lCon 0 0 
Person 4,924 14,249 
Overhd 897 2,715 
Mov i ng 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 5,820 16,964 22,438 

Total - - - - -  
6,000 
7,214 
2,919 
1,454 

0 
208 

Total - - - - -  
0 

95,508 
18,586 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

1,211 
266 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

19,291 
3,851 

0 
0 
0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  
D a t a  As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  10:21 04/03/1995 

Depar tment  : A I R F O R C E  
O p t i o n  Package : BROOKS ALT # I  
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : A: \COBRA\BROOKS- 1. CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Y e a r  - - - -  
1996 
1997 
1998 
1 999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
201 1 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 

A d j u s t e d  Cost(S)  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
24,090 

-10,248,110 
-19,820,462 
-19,420,272 
-19,025,651 
-18,595,235 
-18,161,630 
-17,675,552 
-17,202,484 
-16,742,077 
-16,293,992 
-15,857,900 
-15,433,479 
-15,020,418 
-14,618,411 
-14,227,164 
-13,846,389 
-13,475,804 
-13,115,138 
-12,761,124 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 1/6 
Data As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #I 
Scenario F i l e  : A: \COBRA\BROOKS- 1 .CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

Category - - - - - - - -  
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i an  R I F  
C i v i l i an  Early Retirement 
C i v i l i an  New Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unerrpl o w n  t 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C iv i l i an  Moving 
C iv i l i an  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost - - - -  Sub-Total - - - - - - - - -  

Other 
HAP / RSE 208,456 
Envirormental Mi t igat ion Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 208,456 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 11,143,491 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time ~av ingh  

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Fami Ly Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time novi ng Savings 0 
Environmental Mi t igat ion Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Time Savings 0 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total Net One-Time Costs 11,143,491 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/6 
Data As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #1 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB, OH 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

Category - - - - - - - -  
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Fami Ly Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i an  R I F  
C i v i l i a n  Early Retirement 
C i v i l i an  Neu Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unenpl oyment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Prograrn Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C iv i l i an  Moving 
C iv i l i an  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Envirwrnental Mi t iga t ion  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Cost Sub-Total - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

Total One-Time Costs 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-T ime Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Fanily Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Env i romn ta l  Mi t iga t ion  Savings 0 
One-T ime Unique Savings 0 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total One-Time Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 0 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/6 
Data As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : A I R  FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #I 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: BROOKS AFB, TX 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

Category - - - - - - - -  
Construction .?. 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Fami ly Housing Construct ion  
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i an  R I F  
C i v i l i an  Early Retirement 
C i v i l i an  New Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unenployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Movi ng 
C iv i l i an  Moving 
C iv i l i an  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environnental Mi t iga t ion  Costs 
One-Time Unique Cosgs. 

Total - Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Cost Sub-Total 
* - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

Total One-Time cost:. 10,143,491 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i  1 i tary  construction Cost Avoidances 0 
F a m i l y  Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Envirormental Mi t iga t ion  Savings 0 
One-Time Uniqw Savings : 0 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - < - . . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Total One-Time Savings 0 
-------------------------------- . .---------------------------------------------  
Total Net One-Time Costs 10,143,491 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 4/6 
Data As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #I 
Scenario F i 1 e : A: \COBRA\BROOKS - 1. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: BASE X 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

Category - - - - - - - -  
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Fami Ly Housing Construct ion 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Constrlrction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i an  R I F  
C i v i l i an  Early Retirement 
C i v i l i an  Ncw Hires 
EL iminated M i  L i tary  PCS 
Unenpl oyment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead - 
Movi ng 

C iv i l i an  Moving 
C iv i l i an  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envirormental Mi t igat ion Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-T ime Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Envirormental Mi t iga t ion  Savings 
One-Time Unique Savi'ngs 

- - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total One-Time Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Wet One-Time Costs 0 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA 35.08) - Page 5/6 
Data As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : A I R  FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #1 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: TYNDALL AFB, FL 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

Category - - - - - - - - 
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  R I F  
C i v i l i an  Early Retirement 
C i v i l i an  New Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unenployinrnt .. . 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 
C 

Moving 
C iv i l i an  Moving 
C iv i l i an  PPS 
M i  1 i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

COS t Sub-Total - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envirormental MitigaJion Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
U i l i t a r y  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Envirormental Mi t igat ion Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Time Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 0 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 6/6 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion  Package : BROWS ALT #1 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\M)BRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: KELLY AFB, TX 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

Category - - - - - - - -  
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i an  R I F  
C i v i l i an  Early Retirement 
C i v i l i an  New Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unenp 1 oyment 

Total - P e r s o ~ e l  

Overhead .i 

Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C iv i l i an  Moving 
C iv i l i an  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Env i romn ta l  Mi t iga t ion  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other ---------------------------------.. 

Cost Sub-Total - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

Total One-Time Costs 1,000,000 
- - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
One-Time Savings , 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoiclances 0 
Fami Ly ~ o u s i n i  >ost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One- Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mi t iga t ion  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total One-Time Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 1,000,000 



TOTAL MILITARY CWSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/6 
D a t a  A s  Of 2 1 5 9  03/09/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  10:2l 04/03/1995 

D e p a r t m e n t  : A I R  FORCE 
O p t i o n  Package  : BROOKS ALT # l  
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

ALL C o s t s  in SK 

Base  Name - - - - - - - - -  
WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB 
BROOKS AFB 
BASE X 
TYNDALL AFB 
KELLY AFB . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l s :  

T o t a l  
M i  Leon  - - - - - - 

0 
5,000 

0 
0 

1,000 - - - - - - - - - - - -  
6,000 

I nA 
C o s t  - - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 - - - - - - - - - -  
0 

L a n d  
P u r c h  .---- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 - - - - - - - - -  
0 

C o s t  
A v o i d  - - - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

, -  - - - - - - -  
0 

T o t a l  
C o s t  - - - - -  

0 
5,000 

0 
0 

1,000 - - - - - - - - -  
6,000 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 2/6 
Data As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion Package : BROOKS ALT #1 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BR(XJKS-l.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

MilCon f o r  Base: BROOKS AFB, TX 

ALL Costs i n  SK 
M i  lCon Using Rehab Neu New Total 

Description: Categ Rehab Cost* MilCon Cost* Cost* - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  
CANTONEMENT OTHER 0 n/ a 0 n/a 5,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total Construction Cost: 5,000 
+ In fo  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL : 5,000 

* ALL MilCon Costs include Design, S i te  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 

a- 

t.. 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTIOW ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3/6 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #1 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

MilCon fo r  Base: KELLY AFB, TX 

ALL Costs i n  SK 
M i  lCon Using Rehab Yew Y ew Total 

Description: Categ Rehab Cost* MilCon Cost* Cost* - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - 
MINOR ADAPTATIONS OTHER 0 n/a 0 n/a 1,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total Construction Cost: 1.000 
+ In fo  Manageinent Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 - Construction Cost Avoid: 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL : 1,000 

* A l l  Milcon Costs include Design, S i te  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



PERSONNEL S W R Y  REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
D a t a  A s O f  21:59 03/09/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  10:21 04/03/1995 

D e p a r t m e n t  : A I R  FORCE 
O p t i o n  P a c k a g e  : BROOKS ALT # I  
S c e n a r  i o F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS- 1. CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

PERSONNEL S W R Y  FOR: WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB, OH 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n 1  isted S t u d e n t s  C i v i  l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  ------..--- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

3,709 2 ,, 993 0 14,109 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  S t u d e n t s  C i v i l i a n s  

PERSONNEL S W R Y  FOR: BROOKS AFB, TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  - - - - - - - - - -  ------..--- 

640 999 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996.. 19Y7 1998 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 1 M  0 
En1  is ted 0 1219 0 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 -101 0 
TOTAL 0 214 0 

BASE POPULATION ( P r i o r  t o  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

826 1,128 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
T o  Base:  KELLY AFB, TX 

1996 1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
O f f i c e r s  10 9 1 
E n l i s t e d  67 80 32 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 0 
C i v i  1 i a n s  114 114 2 
TOTAL * 191 203 35 

S t u d e n t s  - - - - - - - - - -  
0 

S t u d e n t s  

0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS < O u t  o f  BROOKS AFB, TX): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  . - - I -  - -  * - - -  - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  10 '3 1 1 1 
E n l i s t e d  67 80 32 39 32 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  114 114 2 2 2 
TOTAL 191 203 35 42 35 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  --..- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  - 18 - 18 0 0 0 
E n 1  isted -100 -101 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  -77 - 77 0 0 0 
TOTAL -195 -196 0 0 0 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  . E n l i s t e d  S t u d e n t s  - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  
1 ,766 

2001 T o t a l  - - - -  - - - - -  
0 1 86 
0 129 
0 0 
0 -101 
0 214 

C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  
1,665 

2001 T o t a l  - - - -  - - - - -  
1 23 
8 258 
0 0 
3 237 

12 518 

2001 T o t a l  - - - -  - - - - -  
1 23 
8 258 
0 0 
3 237 

12 518 

2001 T o t a l  - - - -  - - - - -  
0 - 36 
0 -201 
0 -154 
0 -391 

C i v i l i a n s  

1,274 



, PERSONNEL SUmARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  21 :59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #1 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BASE X 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Pr io r  t o  BRAC Action): 
Off icers Enlisted Students C iv i l ians  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

736 3,263 0 11,455 

BASE POPULATIQJ (Af ter  BRAC Action): 
Off icers En1 is ted  Students C iv i l ians  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

736 3,263 0 11,455 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: TYNDALL AFB, FL 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Pr ior  t o  BRAC Action): 
Off icers En1 is ted  Students C iv i l ians  
- * - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

802 3,801 0 1,011 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action): 
Off icers Enl is ted Students Civ i  1 ians - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

802 3,801 0 1,011 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: KELLY AFB, TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Pr io r  t o  BRAC Action): 
Off icers Enlisted Students Civ i  l ians - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

825 3,539 0 14,036 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: BROOKS AFB, 

1996 - - - -  
Off icers 10 
Enlisted 67 
Students 0 
C iv i l ians  114 
TOTAL 191 

TX 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

'2 1 1 1 1 23 
80 32 39 32 8 258 

I1 0 0 0 0 0 
111; 2 2 2 3 237 
2013 35 42 35 12 518 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( In to  KELLY AFB, 
1996 1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  

Off icers 10 !? 1 
Enlisted 67 80 32 
Students 0 0 0 
C iv i l ians  114 114 2 
TOTAL 191 203 35 

1x1: 
1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

1 1 1 23 
39 32 8 258 
0 0 0 0 
2 2 3 237 

42 35 12 518 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Off icers Enlisted Students C iv i l ians  - - - - - - - - - -  -------..-- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

848 3,797 0 14,273 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/6 
Data As O f  21:59 03/09,/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department :AIRFORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT # I  
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Rate .--- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OlJT 

Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5 .OOX 
C iv i l i an  Turnover* 15 .OOX 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C iv i l ians  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i l i an  Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10 ,. 00% 
Regular Retirement 5 .. 00% 
C iv i l i an  Turnover 15..00% 
Civs Not Moving (RI~)*+  
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60 .. 00% 
Civ i l ians  Available t o  Move 
Civ i l ians  Moving 
C iv i l i an  RIFs (the remainder) 

Total - - - - -  
237 

0 
0 
0 
0 

237 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I M  1 1 4 1 1 4  2 2 2 3 237 
Civ i l ians  Moving 1 1 4 1 1 4  2 2 2 3 237 
Neu Civ i l ians  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 8 8 0 0 0 0 1 6  
TOTAL CIVILIAN R I F S  7 7 0 0 0 0 1 4  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 46 46 0 0 0 0 92 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEU HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i an  Turnover, and Civ i l ians  Not 
M i l l i n g  t o  Move are not applicable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

+ The Percentage of C iv i l ians  Not Ui L l ing t o  Move (Voluntary RIFs) varies from 
base t o  base. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5 .08 )  - Page 2/6 
Data' As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : A I R  FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #1 
Scenario F i  l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS- 1 .CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: MIGHT-PATTERSON AFB, OH Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING (XI1 

Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C iv i l i an  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civ i l ians  Moving (the remainder) 
C i v i l i an  Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civ i  1 ian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i  l iens Available t o  Move 
Civ i l ians  Moving 
C iv i l i an  RIFs (the remainder) 

Total - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C iv i l ians  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Neu Civ i l ians  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i an  Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN R I F S  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Ear ly Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i an  Turnover, and Civ i l ians  Not 
M i l l i n g  t o  Move are not applicable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The ra te  
of PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



. PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA 6.08)  - Page 3 / 6  
Data As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Oepartmmt : A I R  FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #1 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BRWKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: BROOKS AFB, TX Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear 1 y Ret i rement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civ i l i an  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civ i l ians  Moving (the remainder) 
C i v i l i an  Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement ,. 5.00% 
Civ i l i an  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (R IFS)~  6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.100% 
Civ i l ians  Available t o  Move 
Civ i l ians  Moving 
C iv i l i an  RIFs (the remainder) 

2001 Total - - - -  - - - - -  
3 237 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
3 237 
0 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Civ i l ians  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New Civ i l ians  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i an  Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 8 8 0 0 0 0 1 6  
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 7 7 0 0 0 0 1 4  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 46 46 0 0 0 0 92 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEU HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i an  Turnover, and Civ i l ians  Not 
M i l l i n g  t o  Move are not applicable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements in\rolve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



.' PERSONNEL INPACT REPORT (COBRA 6.08) - Page 4/6  
Data As O f  21 :59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:2l 04/03/1995 

Department : A I R  FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #1 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: BASE X Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING WT 

Early Retirement* 1Q.OOX 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civ i l i an  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 0.00% 
Civi l ians Moving (the remainder) 
C iv i l i an  Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i  v i  1 i an Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 0.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civi l ians Available t o  Move 
Civ i l ians Moving 
C iv i l i an  RIFs (the remainder) 

Total - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

ClVILlAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Civi l ians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New Civi l ians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C iv i l i an  Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMEMTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, C iv i l ian  Turnover, and Civ i l ians Not 
Wi l l ing  t o  Move are not applicable for  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REFQRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/6 
Data As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : A I R  FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT d l  
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:tCOBRA\BRWKS.SFF 

Base: TYNDALL AFB, FL Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING (KIT 

Ear 1 y Ret i rement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C iv i l i an  Turnover* 1S.OOX 
Civs Not Moving (RIFsI* 6.00% 
Civ i l ians Moving (the remainder) 
C iv i l ian  Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civi 1 ian Turnover 15 .OO% 
Civs Not Moving (RlFsI* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i l ians Available to  Move 
Civ i l ians Moving 
Civ i l ian  RIFs (the reminder) 

1996 1997 1998 1999 ZOO0 200'1 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
0 0 0 0 0 0  0  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
Civ i l ians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
New Civ i l ians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
Other C iv i l i an  Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
TOTAL CIVILIAN R I F S  0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEU HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, C iv i l ian  Turnover, and Civ i l ians Not 
M i l l i ng  t o  Wove are not applicable for  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSOllNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 6/6 
Data As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : A I R  FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #l 
Scenario F i  l e  : A: \COBRA\BRWKS- 1. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOYS.SFF 

Base: KELLY AFB, TX Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 15.00% 
C iv i l i an  Turnover* 15.00% 
CivsNotMoving(RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civi 1 ians Moving (the remainder) 
C i v i l i an  Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement l(I.OOX 
Regular Retirement !i -00% 
C iv i l i an  Turnover 1S.OOX 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i l ians  Available t o  Move 
Civ i l ians  Moving 
C iv i l i an  RIFs ( the remainder) 

2001 Total - - - -  - - - - -  
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  1 1 4 1 1 4  2 2 2 3 237 
C iv i l ians  Moving 1 1 4 1 1 4  2 2 2 3 237 
New Civ i l ians  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i an  Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retiremnts, C i v i l i an  Turnover, and Civ i l ians  Not 
Wi l l ing  t o  Move are not applicable fo r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/18 
Data As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department :AIRFORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #1 
Scenario F i  l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS-1 .CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 - - - - -  (SKI----- - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 3,000 3,000 
Fan Housing 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 

08n 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 127 127 
Civ Ret i re 33 33 

C I V  MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 
POV Miles 0 0 
Home Purch 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
Misc 0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 
PPS 662 662 
R I T A  0 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing * 47 50 
Freight 0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 
Dr iv ing 0 0 

Unemployment 22 22 
OTHER 
Program Plan 229 172 
Shutdom 437 437 
New Hire 0 0 
1-Time Move 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 0 0 
POV Miles 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
Misc 0 0 

OTHER 
Elim PCS 74 1 746 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 104 104 
Environmental 0 0 
In fo  Manage 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 5,404 5,356 

Total - - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 2/'18 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT # I  
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
-----($K)-----  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
ogn 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ  Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 

0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COST 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  (SKI - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

o8n 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (SKI-- - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
o8n 

RPM 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMWS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A l lou  

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
6,025 

Beyond - - - - - -  
1,205 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/'18 
Data As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department 
Option Package 
Scenario F i l e  
Std Fctrs F i l e  

: AIR FORCE 
: BROOKS ALT #1 
: A:\COBRA\BROOKS- 1. CBR 
: A:\COBRA\BROOK:S.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - - ( J K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTIOU 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

o&n 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi rorrnental 
I n fo  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRING NET - - - - -  ( S K I - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
o&M 
RPM 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAHPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - - 
-6,025 

-6,477 
-4,794 

0 
0 

-35,914 
0 

-50,471 
-3,761 

0 
0 
0 
0 

-107,442 

-96,299 

Beyond 

TOTAL NET COST 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REWRT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 4/18 
Data As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT # I  
Scenario F i 1 e : A: \COBRA\BROOKS- 1 . CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB, OH 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1 996 1997 
-----(%)----- - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 

OaM 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 0 0 
Civ Ret i re 0 0 

C I V  MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 
POV Miles 0 0 
Home Purch 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
Misc 0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 
PPS 0 0 
RITA 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 0 
Freight 0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 
Dr iv ing 0 0 

Unenpl oyment 0 0 
OTHER 
Program Plan 0 0 
Shutdam 0 0 
New Hires 0 0 
1-Time Move 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 
POV Miles 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
Misc 0 0 

OTHER 
E l i r n  PCS 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 
Environnrental 0 0 
l n f  o Manage 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 

Total - - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA 6.08) - Page 5/18 
Data As O f  2159  03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #1 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BRWN:S.SFF 

Base: URIGHT-PATTERSON AFB, OH 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 - - - - -  (SKI----- - - - -  - e m -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 
0811 

RPUA 0 0 
BOS 0 0 
Unique Operat 0 0 
Civ Salary 0 0 
CHAMWS 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 0 0 
En1 Salary 0 0 
House Allow 0 0 

OTHER 
C 

Mission 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  (U<)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

08n 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envirormental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (SKI----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
o&n 
RPUA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5 .08 )  - Page 6/18 
D a t a  As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  10:21 04/03/1995 

D e p a r t m e n t  : A I R F O R C E  
O p t i o n  Package : BROOKS ALT #1 
S c e n a r i o  F i  l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS- 1. CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: MIGHT-PATTERSON AFB, OH 
ONE-TIME NET 1996  
-----($K)-----  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I L C W  0 
Fam H o u s i n g  0 

OBn 
C i v  R e t i r / R I F  0 
C i v  M o v i n g  0 
O t h e r  0 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
H i 1  M o v i n g  0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
E n v i r o n m e n t a l  0 
I n f o  Manage 0 
1 -T ime  O t h e r  0 
L a n d  0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 

T o t a l  - - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
-----(%)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OBn 

RPMA 
0 0 s  
U n i q u e  O p e r a t  
C a r e t a k e r  
C i v  S a l a r y  

CHAMWS 
M I L  PERSONNEL 

M i l  S a l a r y  
House A l l o w  

OTHER 
Procu remen t  
M i s s i o n  
M i s c  Recur  
U n i q u e  O t h e r  

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAl L REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 7/18 
Data ,As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #1 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: BROOKS AFB, TX 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 
-----(%)----- - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCW 2, 500 
Fan Housing 0 
Land Purch 0 

C I V  SALARY 
Civ RIFs 127. 
Civ Ret i re 33 

C I V  MOVING 
Per Diem 0 
POV Miles 0 
Home Purch 0 
HHG 0 
Misc 0 
House Hunt 0 
PPS 662 
RITA 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 47 
Freight 0 
Vehicles 0 
Dr iv ing 0 

Unenployment 22 
OTHER 

Program Plan 229 
Shutdown 437 
N e w  Hires 0 
1-Time Move 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per D i e m  0 
POV Miles 0 
HHG 0 
Misc 0 

OTHER 
Elirn PCS 74 1 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 1 04 
Envi rormental 0 
In fo  Manage 0 
1 - T i m  Other 0 

TOTAL OWE-TIME 4,904 

Total - - - - -  



, APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 8/18 
Data A s  O f  21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : A I R  FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #I 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BRWKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BRWKS.SFF 

Base: BROOKS AFB, 
RECURRINGCOSTS - - - - -  (SK)----- 
FAM HWSE OPS 
OBn 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COSTS 4,904 4,856 138 107 81 57 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  (SKI----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 
o8n 

1-T im  Move 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Moving 
OTHER 

Land Sales 
Envirormental 
1 - T i m  Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (SK)----- 
FAM HWSE OPS 
OBn 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Beyond - - - - - -  
1,205 

Total - - - - - 
6,025 

TOTAL SAVINGS 5,820 16,964 22,438 22,740 23,010 23,1213 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 9/18 
Date ,As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #1 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BRWKS.SFF 

Base: BROOKS AFB, 
ONE-TIME NET 
-----(U()----- 

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

o&n 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi rwmental 
In fo  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
-----(U()----- 

F M  HWSE OPS 
08n 
RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House AlLow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
-6,025 

-6,477 
-6,085 

0 
0 

-35,914 
0 

-50,471 
-9,123 

0 
0 
0 
0 

-114,094 

-103,951 

Beyond - - - - - -  
-1,205 

TOTAL NET COST -916 . -12,108 -22,300 -22,632 -22,929 -23,065 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA 6.08) - Page 10/18 
Data As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #1 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: BASE X 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - - ($K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O M  
CIV SALARY 
Civ RlFs 
Civ Ret i re 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House H u n t  
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Dr iv ing 

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per D i e m  
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 

OTHER 
Elirn PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envirormental 
In fo  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total - - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 11/18 
~ a t a  As O f  2159  03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1415 

Department :AIRFORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #1 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: BASE X 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
-----(U<)-----  
FAN HOUSE OPS 
OBH 
RPM 
BOS 
Uniqoe Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHANPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-T IME SAVES 
(SK)----- 

CONSTRUCTION 
M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&H 
?-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi rormental 
1 - T i m  Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
-----(U<)-----  
FAM HWSE OPS 
o m  
RPM 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAHPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  - Page 12/18 
Data As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1595 

Department : AIR FORCE . 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT # l  
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: BASE X 
ONE-TIME NET - - - - -  (SK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

OBn 
Civ Retir /RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envirormental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL WE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
-- - - - ($K)-- - - -  

FAM HWSE OPS 
OBn 

RPMA 
BOS 
U n i q w  Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House Al low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Tota l  - - - - -  

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond 
- - - - e m  

0 



' APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 13/18 
D a t a  As  O f  21:59 03/09/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  10:21 04/03/1995 

D e p a r t m e n t  : AIR  FORCE 
O p t i o n  Package  : BROOKS ALT tl 
S c e n a r i o  F i  l e  : A:\CQBRA\BRWKS-1 .CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: TYWDALL AFB, 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
-----(U()----- 

CONSTRUCTION 
M I L C W  
Fam H o u s i n g  
L a n d  P u r c h  
om 

C I V  SALARY 
C i v  R I F s  
C i v  R e t i r e  

C IV  MOVING 
P e r  D i e m  
POV M i l e s  
Home P u r c h  
HHG 
M i  s c  
House H u n t  
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
P a c k i n g  
F r e i g h t  
V e h i c l e s  
D r i v i n g  

Unenp loymen t  
OTHER 

P r o g r a m  P l a n  
S h u t d o m  
New H i r e s  
1 - T i m e  Move 

M I L  PERSWNEL 
M I L  MOVING 

P e r  D i e m  
POV M i l e s  
HHG 
M i s c  

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
E n v i r o m t a l  
I n f o  Manage 
1 - T i m e  Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  - - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 14/18 
Data As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT dl 
Scenario F i  l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS-1 .CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: TYNDALL AFB, 
RECURRINGCOSTS - - - - -  ( S K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OBn 
RPMA 
BOS 
Uniqw Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
-----($K)-----  
CONSTRUCTION .. 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

OBn 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Env i romn ta l  
I-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  ( S K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
o&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
EnL Salary 
House Al lou 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 15/18 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT X1 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: TYNDALL 
ONE-TIME NET 
-----(%)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

0811 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
E n v i r o m t a l  
I n fo  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
-----(%)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OBn 

R m  
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

AFB, FL 
1996 - - - -  

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
i 0; 

0 
0 
0 
0 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total - - - - -  

Total - - - - -  
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 



-. APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 16/18 
D a t a  As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  10:21 04/03/1995 

D e p a r t m e n t  : AIR FORCE 
O p t i o n  Package : BROOKS ALT #1 
S c e n a r i o  F i l s  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BRWKS.SFF 

Base: KELLY AFB, TX 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 - - - - -  (SK)----- - * - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 500 
Fam H o u s i n g  0 
Land  P u r c h  0 

0861 * 
CIV SALARY 

C i v  R I F s  0 
C i v  R e t i r e  0 

CIV  MOVING 
P e r  D i e m  0 
POV M i l e s  0 
Home P u r c h  0 
HHG 0 
n i s c  • 
House ~unt  0 
PPS 0 
RITA 0 

FREIGHT 
P a c k i n g  0 
F r e i g h t  0 
V e h i c l e s  0 
D r i v i n g  0 

Unemployment 0 
OTHER 

P r o g r a m  P l a n  0 
S h u t d o m  0 
New H i r e s  0 
1-T ime  Move 0 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
M I L  HOVING 

P e r  D i e m  0 
POV M i l e s  0 
HHG 0 
M i s c  0 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
E n v i r o n m e n t a l  0 
I n f o  Manage 0 
I - T ime  Other 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 500 

T o t a l  - - - - -  



. APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 17/18 
Data As O f  21 :59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : A I R  FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #I 
Scenario F i l e  : A: \COBRA\BROOKS- 1 .CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: KELLY AFB, 
RECURRINGCOSTS 

(SKI----- 
F M  HWSE OPS 
o&n 
RPMA 
60s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allou 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COSTS 7,652 

Total - - - - -  ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  (SKI----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

o&n 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i  L Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi ronnrental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (SK)----- 
FAM HWSE OPS 
OBn 

RPMA 
50s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

Total - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 



, APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 18/18 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:tl 04/03/1995 

Oepartmmt : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT # I  
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BRWKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: KELLY AFB, 
ONE-TIME NET 
-----(%)----- 

CONSTRUCTION 
M I  LCON 
Fan Housing 
om 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
In fo  Manage 
I-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (9K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
Hwse Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 94 1 1,434 1,089 1,278 1,433 1,478 

Total - - - - -  

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPIIA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA ~5 .08 )  
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department :AIRFORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #1 
Scenario F i  l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS- 1 .CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i  l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Personnel 
Base Change %Change - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB 0 OX 
BROOKS AFB -009 -25% 
BASE X 0 OX 
TYNDALL AFB 0 0% 
KELLY AFB 518 3% 

SF 
Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

0 ox 0 
700,000 -36% 770 

0 OX 0 
0 OX 0 
0 OX 0 

Base 
RPMA(S) BOS(S) 

Change SLChange Chg/Per Change %Change Chg/Per - - - -  ---..-- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB 0 OX 0 0 0% 0 
BROOKS AFB -1,296,871 -34% 1,427 -1,348,986 -14% 1,484 
BASE X 0 OX 0 0 OX 0 
TYNDALL AFB 0 OX 0 0 OX 0 
KELLY AFB 0 OX 0 266,242 2% 514 

RPMABOS (S) 
Base Change %Change Chg/Per - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB 0 OX 0 
BROOKS AFB -2,645,858 -20% 2,911 
BASE X 0 0% 0 
TYNDALL AFB 0 OX 0 
KELLY AFB 266,242 1% 514 



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : A I R  FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #l 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BRWKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BRWKS.SFF 

Net Change(%) 1996 1997 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
RPMA Change -320 -969 
BOS Change -176 -640 
Housing Change -301 . -904 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
TOTAL CHANGES -798 -2,512 

1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
-1,297 -1,297 -1,297 -6,477 

-966 -1,014 -1,064 -4,794 
-1.205 -1,205 -1,205 -6,025 

, - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

-3,468 -3,516 -3,565 -17,296 

Beyond - - - - - -  
-1,297 
-1,083 
-1,205 

, - - - - - -  

-3,585 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  
Data As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT 1 1  
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BRWKS.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMTION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name Strategy: - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  
WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB, OH Real i g w n t  
BROOKS AFB, TX Deactivates i n  FY 2001 
BASE X Real i g w n t  
TYNDALL AFB, FL Real i g w n t  
KELLY AFB, TX Real i grment 

Surmary: - - - - - - - -  
CLOSE BROOKS AFB; RETAIN HSC, ARMSRTONG LAB, SCHOOL OF AEROSPACE MEDICINE, 
AFCEE, AND YA IN CANTONEMENT AT BROOKS FIELD. THE 6 8 T H  INTEL SQDN 
RELOCATES TO KELLY AFB; THE 710TH INTEL FLIGHT (AFRES) RELOCATES TO 
LACKLAND. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: To Base: 
- - - - - - - - * -  - - - - - - - -  
URIGHT-PATTERSON AFB, OH BROOKS AFB, TX 
BROOKS AFB, TX BASE X 
BROOKS AFB, TX TYNDALL AFB, FL 
BROOKS AFB, TX KELLY AFB, TX 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from BROOKS AFB, TX t o  KELLY AFB, TX 

O f f i c e r  Posit ions: 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Distance: - - - - - - - - -  
1,265 mi 
1,000 mi 

846 mi 
14 mi 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: URIGHT-PATTERSON AFB, OH 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En l i s ted  Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Tota l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF1: 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mile): 

RPM Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
Comnunications (SK/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing (SK/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAHPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

Yes 
No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5 .08)  - Page 2 
Data As Of 21 :59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : B~OOKS ALT 11 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BRWKS-1.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BRWKS.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BROOKS AFB, TX 

Tota l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En l i s ted  Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Tota l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Famil ies L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not U i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  h a i l :  
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF):  
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

. . 
Name: BASE X 

Tota l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 736 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 3,263 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 11,455 
M i l  Famil ies L i v i n g  On B&e: 54.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not U i l l i n g  To Move: 0.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  0 
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  0 
Tota l  Base Faci 1 it ies(KSF): 13,709 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 66 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 50 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 69 
Fre ight  Cost (S/Ton/Mi le):  0.10 

Name: TYNDALL AFB, FL 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En l i s ted  Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n   employee^:^, 
M i l  Famil ies L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Un i ts  Auai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
Total Base Facil it iesCKSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per D i m  Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mile): 

Name: KELLY AFB, TX ... 
Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En l i s ted  Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: . .  
M i l  Famil ies L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not U i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai l ;  
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF):  
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Non-Payroll (fK/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing (SK/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing OK/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (OK/Year): 
Family Housing (SK/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeouner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Carmunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing (=/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeouner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

Yes 
No 

Yes 
No 

Yes 
No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  21 :59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT # I  
Scenario F i l e  : A:\Cb%RA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB, 

I-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (W): 
1-Time Moving Save (W): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd(SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Hisc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdoun Schedule (XI: 
HilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement AvoidnccSK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: BROOKS AFB, TX 

I-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI: 
?-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
I-Time Moving Save (SIC): 
Env Non-MiLCon Reqd(SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Hisc Recurring Cost(W): 
Hisc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: BASE X 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd(SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Hisc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdoun Schedule (%I: 
HiLCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fain Housing Avoidnc()K): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDoun(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 

12% 1 6% 22% 11% 
23% 12% 16% 22% 
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 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 

50% OX 0% 0% 
50% 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 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of. 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BRaOKS ALT #1 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : A:\qOBRA\BRWKS.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: TYNDALL AFB, FL 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (%): 
1-Time Moving Cost (%I: 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI: 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd(%): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(%): 
Misc Recurring Save(%): 

. Land (+Buy/-Sales) (%I: 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
M i  [Con Cost AvoidncCSK): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(%): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDoun(KSF): 

Name: KELLY AFB, TX 

1-Time Unique Cost (OK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Cost (%I: 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI: 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd(%): 
Act iv  Mission Cost (SKI: 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (%): 
Misc Recurring Cost(%): 
Misc Recurring Save(%): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (%I: 
MilCon Cost AvoidncCSK): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDoun(KSF): 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDom: 

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 

50% 0% OX OX 
50% 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 ShutDcrm: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: BROOKS AFB, TX 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Of f  Change(No Sal Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ Change(No Sat Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C iv i l i an :  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt i on  Package : BROOKS ALT #I 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROaKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: BRObKS AFB, TX 

Descr ip t ion Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost($K) - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
CANTONEMENT OTHER 0 0 5,000 

Name: KELLY AFB, TX 

Descript ion Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost($K) - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
MINOR ADAPTATIONS OTHER 0 0 1,000 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 76.80% 
Percent En l i s ted  Married: 66.90% 
En l i s ted  Housing MiLCon: 80.00% 
O f f i ce r  Salary($/Year): 78,668.00 
Of f  BAQ with Dependents($): 7,073.00 
En l i s ted  Salary(S/Year): 36,148.00 
En1 BAP with Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unenploy Cost(S/Ueek): 174.00 
Unenployment ELigibiLity(Ueeks): 18 
C iv i  Lian Salary(S/Year): 46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Ret i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Ret i re  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: DEPOT FACTORS 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui ld ing SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPCIA vs population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Puarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF1: . 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Ear ly  Ret i re Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($1: 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i re  Cost($): 4,000.00 
Mat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimkrrse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reinburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5 . O N  
Max Home Purch ReimkrrsCS): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimkrrse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI : 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb): 710 
HHGPerOff Fami ly(Lb) :  14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mile):  0.20 
M i  sc Exp ( t /D i  r ec t  Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate(S/Ton): 284.00 
M i  1 L ight  Vehicle(VMi1e): 0.43 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle(S/Mile): 1.40 
POV Reimkrrsement(f/Mile): 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour) : 6,437.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5,761.00 



INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 6 
Data As O f  21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 10:21 04/03/1995 

Dcpertment : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #1 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BRa)KS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category - - - - - - - -  
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
Operational 
Adninistrat ive 
School Buildings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami Ly Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Fac i l i t i es  
Recreation Fac i l i t i es  
Carnunications Faci 1 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E Fac i l i t i es  
POL Storage 
Amnuni t i o n  Storage 
Medical Fac i l i t i es  
Envirormental 

UW - - s / m  - - - -  
(SY) 0  
(LF) 0  
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0  
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0  
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(EL) 0  
(SF) 0  
(SF) 0 
( 1 0 

Category Un - - - - - - - -  - - 
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 ( 1 
Optional Category K ( ) 
Optional Category L ( ) 
Optional Category M ( ) 
Optional Category N ( ) 
Optional Category 0 ( 1 
Optional Category P ( ) 
Optional Category Q ( ) 
Optional Category R ( ) 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  STATES AIR FORCE 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Ch.illo, Jr.) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 

SUBJECT: Request for Information (AFIRT Tasker 355) 

. . 

Thank you for your letter of Apl.. - 
- - - 

ril3, 1995, providing us with an opporti~nity to comment on 
the assumptions made by the Brooks f i ~  c ~ m m u & ~  advocates in their COBRA i n  supporting 
their alternative to the DoD recommendation. We have serious concerns with several of the 
assumptions. In addition, since we do not know their concept of operations, we cannot provide any 
analysis as to the validity of that concept. 

As you note, the community assumes the elimination of 391 positions, identical to those 
eliminated from a complete. base closure. The COBRA reviewed leads to assuming their alternative 
is based on transferring BOS support to Kelly rather than Lackland. In any case, substantial transfers 
of personnel would be required. While some reductions are potentially available, the retention of 75 
percent of the personnel and most of the activities would require most of the BOS positions to be 
transferred to Kelly. Thus, the manpower savings appear to be significantly overstated. 

The proposal from the Commission to reconsider the retention of housing at Brooks AFB for 
use of other San Antonio personnel has merit, and the Air Force is considering the issue of retention 
of housing in conjunction with the site survey for the Brooks closure. We will provide a position on 
the Commission proposal after the process is complete in mid-May. If the percentage of personnel at 
Brooks AFB are retained, as assumed by the community, this housing would be absolutely essential, 
and could not be closed. If the housing were closed without loss of personnel, the housing shortage 
in the San Antonio area would be increased. 

We note that there are MILCON estimates of $5 Million at Brooks AF13 and $1 Million at 
Kelly AFB. Since we do not know the basis for these estimates we cannot comment on their 
accuracy, but would note that some MILCON would be required. This is particularly true if a 
cantonment is developed for Brooks AFB, and current perimeters are altered. 

As a final point, please note that, apart from the cost issues, the failure to reduce laboratory 
capacity by altering the closure of Brooks AFB, and consolidating functions at \fight-Patterson 
AFB, would leave additional excess capacity within the Air Force. Furthermore, Brooks AFB was 
rated the lowest of the Lab and Product Center installations. As a result, the Air* Force would not 
favor this alternative. 

I trust this responds to your request. Maj Mike Wallace, 695-6766, is my point of contact. 

Jr., klaj Gen, USAF 
to the Chief of Staff 

/ f i r  Realignment and Transition 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

1 1  JUN 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) 

FROM: HQ USAFDCT 

SUBJECT: Brooks AFB Military Family Housing (MF;Ii? Response (R?' Tasker 584) 

This responds to your tasker of April 3, 1995 have carefully 
4FB h4bX tr? 1,acklantS co~lsidrlsd the possibility of bansferring the r e s p k  

AFR or Kelly AFB. 'We weighed the benefits from the total closure of this installation a l ~ d  
elirni~)atiori o f  its entire base operating support against the rnerit ofthe retention of MFH st  
Rcooks AFB for use of other San Antonio personnel. We be1it:ve the best course of action is 
to retain the MF1-I at Brooks AFB to reduce the MFH deficit in the San Antorrio wi.a arrd 
t~ope y\>u will take this into consideratiotr in your review of the SECDEF reconlrnt:ndation. 

We have attached a COBRA analysis for a Brooks AFB closure wit11 re~ention of 170 
ME'H units supported by Lackland AFB. Please note the result of this Air Force action i h  a 
potential future cost avoidance of $16.8M to the total cost to the U.S. Government for this 
recommendation by rt:ducing the projected deficit in the San Antonio area by 136 units. The 
other 34 units will be used to off-set further increases to the projected IMFH deficit created by 
N R A C  95 actions. The retention of the 170 MFH units has a benetici31i effect only if i h ~  
Erooks AH3 closure t~ approved by the Defense Base Realignment and C!c)sure Coilmissi:m. 

I trust t11i.s information will be responsive to your requeyt. Maj Micl~aeE MJallacc, 6'35- 
67h(i, is I T I ~  point of contact. 

Jr., Rqaj Gen, USAT; 
1:o the Chief of Staff 

for Realignment and 'Transition 
Atlwiur~ent: 
Bnwks A33 Closure COBRA with MFH retained 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 112 
Data As O f  14:16 06/12/1995, Report Created 14:17 06/121199'5 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks t o  Wright-Pat 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\BR016301.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 2001 
ROI Year : 2008 (7  Years,) 

NPV i n  2015($K): -158,147 
1-T imeCost ($K) :  211,619 

Net Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - - 

Mi lCon -233 0 
Person 11 -136 
Overhd 907 763 
Mov i ng 1,887 3,885 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 2,059 4,126 

TOTAL 4,632 8,637 105,369 46,462 9,088 -17,848 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Of f  0 0 0 12 12 12 
En 1 0 0 0 7 0 70 6 7 
Ci v 0 0 0 86 86 84 
TOT 0 I) 0 168 168 163 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  3 7 7 7 196 236 196 49 
En 1 43 8 r 224 267 224 5 8 
s t u  0 I1 0 0 0 0 
C i  v 57 11 .r 295 354 295 7 1 
TOT 137 28'1 71 5 857 71 5 178 

Summary : 
- - - - ? - - - 
COMMISSION REQUEST. 
AFCEE t o  Tynda l l .  Other Missn/Suppt t o  Lackland. AFMSAIAFMOA t o  K e l l y .  
HSC, AL, SAM t o  Wright Pat terson.  AFIA Sqdn t o  Medina (Lackland) 
MILCON and personnel  data as o f  15 May 95 

Tota 1 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

Beyond 

Assumes a l l  MFH Retained and supported by Lackland AFB. 
D in ing H a l l  O&M added, BCA reduc:tion, Other cost  reduct ion  
COMMISSION TASKER: 950404-2 RT TASKER: 584 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data /is Of 14:16 06/12/1995, Report Created 14:17 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks t o  Wright-Pat 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPOWT95\COM-AUDT\BR016301.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPOKT95\COM-AUDT\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Do 1 Lars 
1996 19E17 
- - - - - - - -  

Mi lCon 0 0 
Person 583 1,611 
Overhd 907 1,359 
Mov i ng 1,992 4,098 
Miss i  o 0 0 
Other 2,059 4,126 

TOTAL 5,543 11,194 112,292 64,787 33,349 17,197 

Savings ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - - - - - - 

Mi lCon 233 0 
Person 572 1,747 
Overhd 0 597 
Mov i ng 105 21 3 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 91 0 2,557 6,924 18,325 24,261 35,044 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

115,723 
33,370 
9,852 
43,660 

0 
41 ,758 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 
4,433 
59,219 
22,189 
2,181 

0 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
8,755 

Beyond 



. .  . 
NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 

Data As Of 16:02 06/08/1995, Report Created 14:12 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Brooks t o  Wr igh t -Pat  
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPOF:T95\COM-AUDT\BR016301.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPOF:T95\COM-AUDT\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Year 
- - - - 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
201 0 
201 1 
201 2 
201 3 
201 4 
201 5 

Cost ($) 
- - - - - - - 

4,632,581 
8,636,689 

105,368,671 
46,462,363 

9,088,298 
-17,847,789 
-30,752,137 
-30,752,137 
-30,752,137 
-30,752,137 
-30,752,137 
-30,752,137 
-30,752,137 
-30,752,137 
-30,752,137 
-30,752,137 
-30,752,137 
-30,752,137 
-30,752,137 
-30,752,137 

Ad jus ted  Cost ($) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

4,570,167 
8,292,291 

98,459,341 
42,253,714 

8,043,857 
-15,373,910 
-25,780,623 
-25,090,630 
-24,419,105 
-23,765,552 
-23,129,491 
-22,510,454 
-21,907,984 
-21,321,639 
-20,750.987 
-20,195,608 
-19,655,093 
-19,129,044 
-18,617,074 
-18,118,807 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  16:02 06/08/1995, Report Created 14:12 0611 211995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Brooks t o  Wright-Pat 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPOFlT95\COM-AUDT\BR016301.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT95 \COM-AUDT\DEPOTFIN .SFF  

(ALL values i n  D o l l a r s )  

Construct ion 
M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  
Family Housing Const ruc t ion  
In format ion  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

To ta l  - Const ruc t ion  

Personne 1 
C i v i  l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i a n  E a r l y  Retirement 
C i v i  l i a n  New H i res  
E l iminated Mi li t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

To ta l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothba l l  / Shutdown 

T o t a l  - Overhead 

Mov i ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i  l i a n  PPS 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
F re igh t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 1,653,610 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 40,104,000 

T o t a l  - Other 41,757,610 

T o t a l  One-Time Costs 211,618,946 

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoidances 4,433,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 2,180,730 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Savings 6,613,730 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 205,005,216 



. . 
TOTAL MILITARY C:ONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) 

Data As Of 16:02 06/0t1/1995, Report Created 14:12 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Brooks t o  Wright-Pat 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\REPOFT95 \COM-AUDT\BR016301 .CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

ALL Costs i n  $K 
Tota 1 I MA Land Cost Tota 1 

Base Name Mi Icon Cost Purch Avoid Cost 
- - - - - - - - - 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON 
BROOKS 
BASE X 
TYNDALL 
KELLY 
LACKLAND 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
To ta l s :  



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  16:02 06/08/1995. Report Created 14:12 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Brooks t o  Wright-Pat 
Scenario F i  Le : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\BR016301,CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: WRIGHT-,PATTERSON, OH 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Pr io r  t o  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: BROOKS, T X  

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 To ta l  
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  33 67 169 203 169 36 677 
En l i s t e d  3 2 65 164 196 164 35 656 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  3 7 75 189 226 189 40 756 
TOTAL 102 207 522 625 522 1 1 1  2,089 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  WRIGHT-PATTERSON, 
1996 1997 1998 1999 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  33 6 7 169 203 
En l i s t e d  3 2 6 5 164 196 
Students 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  37 7'5 189 226 
TOTAL 102 20 7 522 625 

OH) : 
2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - - - - -  
169 36 677 
164 35 656 
0 0 0 

189 40 756 
522 1 1 1  2,089 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En L is ted Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

4,386 3, I549 0 14,865 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BROOKS, T X  

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - .  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 187' 0 0 0 0 187 
E n l i s t e d  0 1 1  1 0 0 0 0 1 1  1 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 -321 0 0 0 0 -321 
TOTAL 0 - 23 0 0 0 0 - 23 

BASE POPULATION ( P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

827 1.110 0 1,445 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, 

1996 
- - - - 

O f f i c e r s  33 
En l i s t e d  3 2 
Students 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  3 7 
TOTAL 102 

2001 T o t a l  



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 16:02 06/08/1995, Report Created 14:12 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks t o  Wright-Pat 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPOFlT95\COM-AUDT\BR016301.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPOFIT95\COM-AUDT\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

To Base: TYNDALL, FL 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  2 4 11 14 11 5 4 7 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 2 2 2 3 9 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  15 30 7 6 91 7 6 18 306 
TOTAL 17 34 89 107 89 26 362 

To Base: KELLY, T X  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota 1 
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  1 3 8 10 8 5 35 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 2 2 2 2 8 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  2 5 12 15 12 4 50 
TOTAL 3 8 2 2 27 2 2 11 93 

To Base: LACKLAND, T X  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  1 3 8 9 8 3 3 2 
E n l i s t e d  11 2 2 5 6 67 5 6 18 230 
Students 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  3 7 18 2 2 18 9 77 
TOTAL 15 3 2 82 98 82 30 339 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  BROOKS, TX): 
1996 19!37 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  3 7 7 ;T 196 236 196 49 791 
E n l i s t e d  43 8 ;7 224 267 224 5 8 903 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  57 1 1 ;' 295 354 295 71 1,189 
TOTAL 137 28'1 715 857 71 5 178 2.883 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 O 0 -12 - 12 -12 - 36 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 - 70 - 70 -67 -207 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 CI 0 - 86 - 86 -84 -256 
TOTAL 0 CI 0 -168 -168 -163 -499 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BASE X 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

736 3,263 0 11,455 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 16:02 06/08/1995, Report Created 14:12 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks t o  Wright-Pat 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\BR016301.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\OEPOTFIN.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: TYNDALL, FL 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - . . - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

802 3,801 0 1.011 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: BROOKS, T X  

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  2 4 11 14 1 1  5 47 
En l i s t e d  0 0 2 2 2 3 9 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  15 30 7 6 9 1 7 6 18 306 
TOTAL 17 3 4 89 107 89 26 362 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  
1996 1997 
- - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  2 4 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 
Students 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  15 30 
TOTAL 17 3 4 

TYNDALL, FL) :  
1998 1999 2000 2001 To ta l  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - 
1 1  14 1 1  5 4 7 
2 2 2 3 9 
0 0 0 0 0 
76 9 1 7 6 18 306 
89 107 89 2 6 362 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

849 3,;310 0 1,317 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: KELLY, 'TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - .. - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

825 3,539 0 14,036 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: BROOKS, T X  

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 To ta l  
- - - - - - - .  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  1 3 8 10 8 5 35 
En l i s t e d  0 0 2 2 2 2 8 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  2 5 12 15 12 4 5 0 
TOTAL 3 8 2 2 2 7 22 1 1  93 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  KELLY, TX): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  1 3 8 10 8 5 35 
En l i s t e d  0 0 2 2 2 2 8 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  2 5 12 15 12 4 5 0 
TOTAL 3 8 2 2 2 7 2 2 1 1  93 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  



. . 
PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 

Data As O f  16:02 06/08/1995, Report Created 14:12 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks t o  Wright-Pat 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\REPOFlT95 \COM-AUDT\BR016301 ,CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPOFIT95\COM-AUDT\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: LACKLAND, TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Pr io r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

1,787 4,738 0 

C i v i l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

2,578 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: BROOKS, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  1 3 8 9 8 3 32 
En l i s t e d  1 1  2 2 5 6 6 7 5 6 18 230 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  3 7 18 2 2 18 9 77 
TOTAL 15 3 2 8 2 98 8 2 30 339 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  LACKLAND, 
1996 1997 1998 - - - - - - - -  - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  1 3 8 
En l i s t e d  1 1  2 2 5 6 
Students 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  3 7 18 
TOTAL 15 3 :! 82 

TX): 
1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En L i s ted  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - . . - - - - - - - - - - - -  

1,819 4,868 0 

C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

2,655 



TOTAL PERSONNlfL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 16:02 06/08/1995, Report Created 14:12 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks t o  Wright-Pat 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\BR016301.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Rate 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING ClUT 
Ea r l y  Retirement* 1 0.00% 
Regular Retirement* 6.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons  Avai l ab le  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear l y  Retirement 10.00% 
Regu l a r  Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Avai l ab le  t o  Move 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  
1189 
109 
5 4 
159 
64 
803 
386 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 57 117 295 354 295 71 1189 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 37 7 7  200 242 203 54 813 
New C i v i  l i a n s  H i red  20 40 95 112 92 17 376 
Other C i v i l i a n  Add i t i ons  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 6 1 1  27 41 36 14 135 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 3 7 16 24 21 8 79 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 52 52 50 154 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 20 40 95 112 92 17 376 

* Ea r l y  Retirements, Regular Ret:irements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i  1 Ling t o  Move a re  not app1ic:able f o r  moves under f i f t y  m i  Les. 

+ The Percentage o f  C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  t o  Move (Voluntary RIFs) va r i es  from 
base t o  base. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements i nvo l ve  a Permanent Change o f  S ta t i on .  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data 14s Of 16:02 06/08/1995, Report Created 14:12 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Brooks t o  Wright-Pat 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\BR016301.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - - ($K) - - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 

MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 

Civ RIF 
Civ R e t i r e  

C I V  MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi l es  
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F re igh t  
Vehi c l es  
D r i v i n g  

Unemp loyment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i r e  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi l es  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
ELim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi ronmenta 1 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 213 
Data As Of 16:02 06/08/1995, Report Created 14:12 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks t o  Wright-Pat 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPOF:T95\COM-AUDT\BR016301.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPOF;T95\COM-AUDT\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - - ($K) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa tar y 
En l Salary 
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

0 

Beyond 

TOTAL COST 5,543 11,194 112,292 64,787 33,349 17.1E17 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En 1 Salary 
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 91 0 2,557 6,924 18,325 24,261 35,044! 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 313 
Data As O f  16:02 06/08/1995, Report Created 14:12 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks t o  Wright-Pat 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT95 \COM-AUDT\BR016301 .CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
Civ Re t i r IR IF  
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  ($K)  - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi 1 Salary 
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

0 

-7,497 
-10.041 

0 
0 

-18,004 
0 

-15,580 
2,458 

0 
0 
0 
0 

-48,664 

156,341 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

TOTAL NET COST 4,632 8,637 105,369 46,462 9,088 -17,848 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 16:02 06/08/1995, Report  Created 14:12 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Brooks t o  Wr igh t -Pat  
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPOllT95\COM-AUDT\BR016301.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Base 
- - - - 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON 
BROOKS 
BASE X 
TYNDALL 
KELLY 
LACKLAND 

Base 
- - - -  
WRIGHT-PATTERSON 
BROOKS 
BASE X 
TYNDALL 
KELLY 
LACKLAND 

Base 

RPMA($) 
Change %Change ChglPer 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

171,438 2% 82 
3,765,000 -100% 1,113 

0 0% 0 
55,745 2% 154 

0 0% 0 
6.441 0% 19 

RPMABOS($) 
Change %Change ChglPer 

- - - - - - - - . -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
WRIGHT-PATTERSON 474,343 3% 227 
BROOKS -12,482,713 -100% 3,691 
BASE X 0 0% 0 
TYNDALL 394,339 3% 1,089 
KELLY 48,052 0% 517 
LACKLAND 500.4fil 2% 1,476 

SF 
Change %Change ChgIPer 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

302,350 2% 145 
.1,918,000 -100% 567 

0 0% 0 
91,000 2% 251 

0 0% 0 
10,300 0% 30 

BOS($) 
Change %Change ChglPer 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

302,906 5% 145 
.8,717,713 -100% 2,578 

0 0% 0 
338,594 3% 935 

48,052 0% 517 
494,010 2% 1,457 



RPMAIBOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v 5 . 0 8 )  
D a t a  As Of 1 6 : 0 2  06 /08 /1995 ,  Report Crea ted  1 4 : 1 2  06 /12 /1995  

Department : A i r  Force  
Opt ion  Package : Brooks t o  Wr ight -Pa t  
Scenar io  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPOIIT95\COM-AUDT\BRO16301.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Net Change($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
RPMA Change 
BOS Change 
Housing Change 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TOTAL CHANGES 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  Beyond 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  16:02 06/08/1995, Report Created 14:12 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks t o  Wright-Pat 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPOHT95\COM-AUOT\BR016301.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCEtIARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Con~;truction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - - 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON, 
BROOKS. T X  
BASE X 
TYNDALL, FL 
KELLY, TX 
LACKLAND, T X  

S t ra tegy:  

OH Realignment 
Closes i n  FY 2001 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 

Summary : 
- - - - - - - - 
COMMISSION REQUEST. DOES NOT REFLECT AIR FORCE POSITION 
AFCEE t o  Tynda l l .  Other MissnISuppt t o  Lackland. AFMSAIAFMOA t o  K e l l y  
HSC, AL, SAM t o  Wright Pat terson.  AFIA Sqdn t o  Medina (Lackland) 
MILCON and personnel  data  as o f  15 May 95 

Assumes a l l  MFH Retained and supported by Lackland AFB. 
D in ing H a l l  O&M added, BCA reduct ion ,  Other cost  reduct ion  
COMMISSION TASKER: 950404-2 RT TASKER: 584 

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: To Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH BROOKS, TX 
BROOKS, T X  BASE X 
BROOKS, TX TYNDALL, FL 
BROOKS, T X  KELLY, T X  
BROOKS, T X  LACKLAND, T X  

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers  from BROOKS. TX t o  WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( t o n s ) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( t o n s ) :  
Mi li t a r y  L i g h t  Veh ic les :  
HeavyISpecial Veh ic les :  

Transfers  from BROOKS, TX t o  TYNDALL, FL 

- - 
O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  
En l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( t ons ) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( t ons ) :  
Mi li t a r y  L igh t  Vehic les:  
Heavy/Special Vehic les:  

Distance: 
- - - - - - - - - 
1,265 m i  
1,000 m i  

846 m i  
14 m i  
11 m i  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  16:02 06/08/1995, Report Created 14:12 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks t o  Wright-Pat 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPOIIT95\COM-AUDT\BR016301.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from BROOKS, TX t o  KE:LLY, T X  

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  
En l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( tons) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( t o n s ) :  
M i l i t a r y  L i g h t  Vehic les:  
Heavy/Special Veh ic les :  

Transfers  from BROOKS, TX t o  LACKLAND, T X  

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  
En l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( t ons ) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( t o n s ) :  
Mi li t a r y  L igh t  Veh ic les :  
Heavy/Special Vehic les:  

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 3,709 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 2,993 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 0 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 14,109 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 34.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  0 
En l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 0 
T o t a l  Base Faci li t ies(KSF):  18,046 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 116 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 7 5 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 93 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 0.07 

Name: BROOKS, TX 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 640 
To ta l  En l i s t e d  Employees: 999 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 0 
Tota 1 C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 1,766 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 19.0% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  0 
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 0 
T o t a l  Base Faci l i t i es (KSF) :  1,918 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 106 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 80 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 9 7 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) :  0.07 

RPMA Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol l  ($KIYear): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

RPMA Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

Yes 
No 

Yes 
NO 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 16:02 06/08/1995, Report Created 14:12 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks t o  Wright-Pat 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\BR016301.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BASE X 

Tota 1 O f f i c e r  Employees: 736 
To ta l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 3,263 
To ta l  Student Employees: 0 
To ta l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 11,455 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 54.0% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 0.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  0 
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 0 
Tota 1 Base Faci  li ties(KSF) : 13,709 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 66 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 5 0 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 69 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) :  0.10 

Name: TYNDALL, FL 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
Tota 1 Base Faci  li ties(KSF) : 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F re igh t  Cost ($ /Ton/Mi le ) :  

Name: KELLY, T X  

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
T o t a l  En l i s t e d  Employees: 
To ta l  Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
En l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
To ta l  Base Faci  li ties(KSF) : 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) :  

Name: LACKLANO. T X  

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 1,787 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 4,738 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 0 
To ta l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 2,578 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 21 .OX 
C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i  1 l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  0 
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 0 
To ta l  Base Faci  li ties(KSF) : 10,008 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 106 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 80 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 97 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e ) :  0.07 

RPMA Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($KIYear) : 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

RPMA Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($KIYear): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

RPMA Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

RPMA Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

Yes 
No 

Yes 
No 

Yes 
No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 16:02 06/08/1995, Report Created 14:12 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks t o  Wright-Pat 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\BR016301.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BA!SE INFORMATION 

Name: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 
Misc Recur r ing  Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule ( % ) :  
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s IY r :  
Faci  1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: BROOKS, TX 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-mi LCon Reqd($K): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (%) :  
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s l Y r :  
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts IYr :  
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: BASE X 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 
A c t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/ -Sa les)  ($K) : 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedu l e  (%) : 
Mi lCon Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s f Y r :  
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts lYr  : 
F a c i l  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% 69% 31% 0% 

23% 12% 16% 2 2% 
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 2000 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  

3,991 9,977 11,975 9,977 
0 0 0 0 

1,483 3,708 4,450 3,708 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

12% 16% 2 2% 11% 
2 3% 12% 16% 22% 
0 0 4,200 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

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 

12% 16% 2 2% 11% 
2 3% 12% 1 6% 2 2% 
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 DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 

Data As Of 16:02 06/08/1995, Report Created 14:12 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks t o  Wright-Pat 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\BR016301.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\OEPOTFIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: TYNDALL, FL 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 
Misc Recur r ing  Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ( $ K ) :  
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s IY r :  
Faci  1 ShutOown(KSF): 

Name: KELLY, TX 
19!36 
- - .. - 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( % ) :  
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s l Y r :  
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s IY r :  
Faci  1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: LACKLAND, TX 
1996 
- - 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 
A c t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedu l e  (X) : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s IY r :  
F a c i l  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% 100% 0% 0% 

23% 12% 1 6% 2 2% 
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 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 
L 100% 0% 0% 

23% 12% 1 6% 2 2% 
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 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 
OX 100% 0% 0% 

2 3% 12% 1 6% 2 2% 
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 DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 16:02 06/08/1995, Report Created 14:12 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks t o  Wright-Pat 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT95 \COM-AUDT\BRO16301 .CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: BROOKS. TX 

O f f  Force St ruc  Change: 
En1 Force St ruc  Change: 
Civ Force St ruc  Change: 
Stu Force St ruc  Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En 1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sa l  Save): 
En 1 Change(No Sa 1 Save) : 
Civ Change(No Sa l  Save): 
Caretakers - Mi li t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITI\RY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

Desc r i p t i on  Categ New Mi (Con Rehab Mi lCon Tota 1 Cost($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
WPAFB Faci li t i e s  OTHER 302,350 323,200 88,095 
AFMC 5/15/95 
Plan & Des WPAFB OTHER 0 0 7,487 
8.5% 
Din ing H a l l  w i t h  P&D OTHER 0 0 270 
1391 done by ANG 

Name: TYNDALL, FL 

Desc r i p t i on  Categ New M i  lCon Rehab Mi lCon Tota 1 Cost ($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Miss Fac Tynda l l  OPERA 91,000 0 10,232 
AFMC 5/15/95 
P Lan & Des Tynda l l  OTHER 0 0 870 
8.5% 

Name: KELLY, T X  

Desc r i p t i on  Categ New Mi lCon Rehab Mi lCon Tota 1 Cost ($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Miss ion Fac K e l l y  OTHER 0 14,000 1,376 
AFMC 5/15/95 
Plan & Des K e l l y  OTHER 0 0 117 
8.5% 

Name: LACKLAND. TX 

Desc r i p t i on  Categ New Mi lCon Rehab Mi lCon T o t a l  Cost($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  
Miss ion Fac Lackland OTHER 10,300 9,600 6. 
AFMC 04/30/95 
P Lan & Des Lackland OTHER 0 0 
8.5% 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
Data As Of 16:02 06/08/1995, Report Created 14:12 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks t o  Wright-Pat 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\REPOI IT95 \COM-AUDT\BR016301 .CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied :  76.80% 
Percent E n l i s t e d  Marr ied :  66.90% 
E n l i s t e d  Housing Mi lCon : 80.00% 
O f f i c e r  Salary($/Year) :  78,668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
E n l i s t e d  Salary($/Year) :  36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  l i t y (Weeks) :  18 
C i v i l i a n  Salary($/Year) :  46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  E a r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Regular Re t i  r e  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  RIF Pay Factor :  39.00% 
SF F i  l e  Desc: F ina 1 Factors  

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA B u i l d i n g  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs popu la t ion) :  0.54 

( I nd i ces  are  used as exponents) 
Program Management Fac to r :  10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF1Care): 162.00 
Mothba l l  Cost ($/SF): 1 .25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF):  256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF):  1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

C i v E a r l y R e t i r e P a y F a c t o r :  9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Serv ice :  60.00% 
PPS Act ions  I n v o l v i n g  PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n P C S C o s t s ( $ ) :  28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($): 4,000.00 
Nat Median Home Pr ice($) :  114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
USE Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
Mi lCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
Mi [Con S i t e  Prepara t ion  Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Mater ia l /Ass igned Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Per O f f  Fami ly (Lb):  14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Fami l y  (Lb):  9,000.00 
HHG Per Mi 1 S ing le  (Lb):  6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb):  18.000.00 
To ta l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass M i l e ) :  0 .20 
Misc Exp ($ /D i rec t  Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mi 1 L igh t  Vehicle($/Mi l e ) :  0.43 
HeavyISpec Vehic le($/Mi l e )  : 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years):  4.10 
Rout ine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($) : 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS cost ($) :  5,761.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Ho r i zon ta l  
Waterfront 
A i r  Operat ions 
Operat iona l  
Admin i s t ra t i ve  
Schoo 1 Bui l d i  ngs. 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami l y  Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Din ing F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreat ion Faci  l i t i e s  
Communications F a c i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E Faci l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical  Faci  l i t i e s  
Environmental 

Category UM $/UM 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
o ther  (SF) 0 
O p t i o n a l C a t e g o r y B  ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category C ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category D ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category E ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category F ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category G ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category H ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category I ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category J ( ) 0 
O p t i o n a l C a t e g o r y K  ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category L ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category M ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category N ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category 0 ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category P ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category Q ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category R ( ) 0 
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Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\BR016301.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

Veh ic le  data  prov ided by te lecon,  1 /5 /95 

One-Time Moving, One-Time Unique, prov ided AFMC 04/30/95-5/3/95 

MILCON data AFMC 5/15/95 

Personnel AF/PE 5/15/95 
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March 30, 1995 

Mr. Alan Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Suite 142 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon, 

I am forwarding a letter of concern from Mr. Lee T. Payment, 
President of the American Federation of Government Employees Local 
2609 at Malmstrom Air Force Base. 

senior Air Force officials at Malmstrom confirmed that airfield 
facilities particularly those supporting KC-135 aircraft will be 
shown to members of your commission on March 31, 1995. 

Malmstrom Air Force Base is a vital part of Montana and the 
nationfs defense establishments. 

Sincerely, A 

MARC RACICOT 
Governor 

Enc . 



2 7  March 1 9 9 5  

T h e  Honorable  Marc R a c i c o t  
Governor 
State o f  Montana 

Governor,  
A s  d concerned Labor Leader at Malmst~om AFB,a Proud Hontanan 

and A l a v r i c a n  Tax Pa:yer, I must in form you O f  l n f o r m a , t i o n  t h a t  I have 
r e c e n t l y  been  privileged t o .  

Thc  Base Real lqnment  and  C l o s u r e  Members t h a t  a r e  t o  visit 
Malmstrom on 31 March have been g i v e n  e r r o n e o u s  i n f o r m a t i o n  about the 
F l y i n g  Wing. They a re  g o i n g  t o  be shown t h e  missile f a c i l i t i e s ,  v h i c h  
ve know is t h e  m o s t  s t a b i l i z i n g  f a c t o r  f o r  t h e  Base and i ts  imperative 
that the Minuteman III m i s s i l e s  form North Dakota be moved here t o  
i n s u r e  t h e  base's f u t u r e .  But the Command l e v e l  a t  nalmstrom have 
been 1lirecte11 t o  keep t h e  Commissioners Avay from t h e  A i r  Wing assets 
and facilities altogether. THIS IS NOT RIGHT ! 

The ql.nancia1 expenditures Lo ready Malmstrom for the KC-1.35 
Tanker s  are i n  excess $126 Mlllion D o l l a r s ,  g r a n t e d  t h i s  is n o t  
1.11.1cjc cut, n f  a multi b i l l i o n  d o l l a r  Defense B u d g e t ,  b u t  none t h e  l e s s  
a v e r y  large s u m  of  t a x  d o l l a r s .  

McDill A F B  F L . ,  t h e  named nev home o f  Malmstroms Refueling 
mission, i s  n v t  a t  all prepared t o  accommodate t h e  requirements of 
t h e s e  spec ia l i zed  a i r c r a f t .  They d o  have a large runway and  ramp 
area but t h e y  do n o t  have t h e  s p e c i a l  f u e l  cell main tance  h a n g e r s  
t .hat  havc been  constructed here, they do n o t  have an o p e r a t i o n a l  
fuel d i s t r i b u t i o n  system. I t  was " p i c k l e d n  soma t i m e  dgo,This 
was arc.oalp1 l xired by pumping sand i n t o  t h e  undergrounci p i p i n g .  

We have a nearly new $9  m i l l i o n  d o l l a r  f u e l  d1st:r lhut. ion sysl.i:ru 
L u  suppurl. I-tiese A i r c r c r f l . .  As you a r e  a v a r e  ve have new h a n g e r s  and 
o t h e r  s u p p o r t i n y  main tenance  f a c i l i t i e s .  

I f i n d  i t  i r o n i c  t h a t  i n  early march, vhen General Moorman, 
t h e  number 2 lnarr i n  t h e  A l r  Force  visited t h e  Air Refucllng Wing 
a t  Mdlmstrom was Quobed a s  saying '!Why i n  t h e  h e l l  are we g o i n g  
t o  close such beautiful f a c i l i t i e s ,  Oh v e l l  t h a t s  v h a t  t h e  Ross 
van ts " .  Hov many m i l l i o n s  of more Tax dollars must ve spend  on vhat 
we a l r e a d y  have h e r e  a t  Malmstom? 
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f t  was n l s u  r c p o r t e d  t h a t  t h i s  move would effect 1 0 0 0 ~ m i l i t a r y  
and 60 clvilian employees at the base,  t he se  numbers v t r e  based on 
the s i ze  of the A i r  Wing p r i o r  t o  the 91st ARFS move 'to Fairchild 
AFB . 

There seems t o  be  some question a s  t o  legality of t h e  move of 
t h e  91st to b e g i n  v i t h .  It my u n d e r s t a n d i n g  the under the Federal 
Lav establishing the BRACC process, t h a t  the armed service c o u l d  
110t  muve  rrhources in a n  attempt t o  circumvent or h i d e  them from 
BRACC . 

G e r ~ e r a l  Hnormans comment about "What the Boss  vantsNcan o n l y  
r e f e r  t o  General Fogleman, Air  Force C h i e f  o f  Staff, v h n  only 
a little more t h a n  a .year a g o  L i e d  t o  a group of Montana Legislators 
and B u s i n e s s  Leaders from Great F a l l s ,  vhen t h e y  v i s i t e d  v i t h  h im 
a t  S c o t t  AFB I l l .  vhen he was Commander of Air Mobi1it.y Command. 
For  some unknovn reason Genera l  Folgelman has a real prejudice 
tovard Montana and Malmstrom AFB. 

I f i n d  It e v e n  more i r o n i c  t h a t  earlier t h i s  year R u s s i a n  
START inspectors vere a t  Halmstrom and they vere g i v e n  access t o  
v h a t  evec they requested t o  see, B u t  our own BRACC peop le  are to 
be kept away from F l y i n g  Wing f a c i l i t i e s .  

I ask t h d t  any and a l l  a s s i s t a n c e  t h a t  Y o u  can g ive ,  to see 
t h a t  t h i s  w i t h h o l d i n g  of critical i n f o r m a t i o n  from the v i s i t i n g  
BRACC Commissianers is n o t  a l l o v e d  t o  occur. 

I P r e s i d e n t  
AFGE L o c a l  2 6 0 9  
Malmstrom AFB,  MT 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

Mr. Lee T. Payment 
President, AFGE Local 2609 
P.O. Box 6333 
Great Falls, Montana 59406 

April 6, 1995 

Dear Mr. Payment: 

Governor Racicot forwarded to the Defense Base Closure ancl Realignment 
Commission a copy of your letter regarding Malmstrom Air Force Base. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

As you know, several Commissioners and staff visited Malmstrom Air Force Base 
on March 3 1. The briefings and discussions were very informative and will be helpfbl to 
the Commission as we carry out our review of the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendations on Malmstrom Air Force Base. I can assure you tha~t the information 
you have provided will also be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis 
of the Defense Department'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 may be of service. 

Chairman 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

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

April 6, 1995 

The Honorable Marc Racicot 
Governor, State of Montana 
State Capitol 
Helena, Montana 59620-080 1 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL COIPNELU 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG J0!9UE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Governor Racicot: 

Thank you for forwarding to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission a copy of the letter fiom your constituent, Mr. Lee T. Payment, regarding 
Malmstrom Air Force Base. I certainly understand his interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome his comments. 

As you know, several Commissioners and staff visited Malmstirom Air Force Base 
on March 3 1. You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the 
information used the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure 
you that the information he has provided will also be considered by the Commission in our 
review and analysis of the Defense Department's recommendations. The Commission will 
also contact Mr. Payment directly in response to his concerns. 

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. 

Sincer s 
- 

Chairman 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOStRE .l\iD REALIGh3lEXI' COIC.l3fISSION 

OFFICE OF THE CRURUN I M IclxmIlNlTI COfblxlsSON MEMBERS 
I 

COhGMESOFiER C O R k i  

CO&fMSIONER COX 

COMMISSXOPr'ER DAYIS 

I 

COMMLSSIONER KLmc 

C-ONERmKIOYA 4- 

C O ~ O F c m  ROBLES 

COMMISSIONER I 
i 

I I . I I 

DIRIMFORU7TON SERVICES I I I I I 
TYPE OF -4CTION REQUIRED 



STATE OF NEW YORK 
EXECUTIVE CHAMBER 

ALBANY 12224 
GEORGE E. PATAKI 

GOVERNOR 

March 29, 1995 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As you begin the process of carefully reviewing the list of basels recommended for 
closure or realignment by the Secretary of Defense, I urge the Commission to consider a 
redirect on the 1993 decision to close Plattsburgh Air Force Base. I think you will find that 
the decision to close Plattsburgh AFB was not supported by the Air Force in 1993, and 
makes even less sense today. 

The Department of Defense never recommended the closure of Plattsburgh Air Force 
Base. In fact, it argued for an expansion of the base's role in our nation's defense. Under 
the Air Force's plan, Plattsburgh AFB would have become the east coalst headquarters for the 
Air Mobility Command. In its comparison of Plattsburgh AFB with McGuire AFB in New 
Jersey, the Air Force found that: 

Plattsburgh AFB ranked best in capability to support the air mobility wing due 
to its geographical location, attributes and base loading capacity. Principal 
mobility attributes include aircraft parking space, fuel hydrants and fuel 
supply/storage capacity, along with present and future encroachment and 
airspace considerations. 

The 1993 Commission overruled the Air Force's evaluation and recommended 
Plattsburgh for closure, despite the fact that there was no evidence that the Secretary of 
Defense "substantially deviated" from the selection criteria or the force structure plan. 

As you know, the 1995 Commission has an opportunity to reeva.luate and revise the 
recommendations of earlier Commissions. The 1993 Commission found the need to take 
corrective action at 15 facilities that were slated for closure or realignment during the 
198811991 rounds. This year, the Secretary of Defense called for redirects at 23 military 
installations. 

We strongly believe that the facts and circumstances surrounding the 1993 
Commission decision to close Plattsburgh AFB merit a Commission redirect. This matter 
could be added to the agenda of the May 5th hearing scheduled for New York City. 

cJ printed on recycled paper 



The strategic military value of Plattsburgh AFB to our national security has grown as 
facility limitations at receiving air bases become more apparent. On behalf of the 18 million 
residents of New York, we sincerely hope that you and the other Commissioners will 
consider a redirect on Plattsburgh Air Force Base. I am available to rneet with you 
personally to discuss this matter at your convenience. 

Very truly yours, 

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



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

April 4, 1995 

The Honorable George Pataki 
Governor, State of New York 
Executive Chamber 
Albany, New York 12224 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELU 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Governor Pataki: 

Thank you for your letter urging the Commission to reconside:r the 1993 decision 
to close Plattsburgh Air Force Base in Plattsburgh, New York. You ]may be assured that I 
will share your thoughts with the other members of the Commission. 

The Base Closure and Realignment Act provides that any additions to the list of 
bases recommended for closure or realignment by the Secretary of Defense must be 
published in the Federal Register by May 17. This would include any decisions to 
reconsider a previous Commission's actions if such action had not been recommended by 
the Secreta~~. In order to have a base added to this list, a Cornmissio~~er must offer a 
motion to add an installation for consideration. A majority of the quorum (five 
Commissioners) must support such a motion for the base to be added for consideration. 

The information that you have provided will be placed in the Commission's library 
and utilized by the Commission in our review and analysis process. 

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

Sincerely, 
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NEWYORK 
STATE 

SENATE March 29, 1995 

ALBANY. NEW YORK 12247 

NANCY LARRAINE HOFFMANN 
SENATOR. 48TH DISTRICT 

PLEASE RESPOND TO 

ALBANY OFFICE 
ROOM 606 

LEGISLATIVE OFFICE BUILDING 
ALBANY. NEW YORK 12247 

1518) 455-2665 

0 STATE OFFICE BUILDING 
SYRACUSE. NEW YORK 13202 

13 15) 478-0012 

M r .  Howard L. Walgren 
Manager for State and Local Liaison 
Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore St . 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chip : 

Thank you for your invaluable assistance in giving me a chance to 
explore the 1995 BRACC process. I especial.1~ appreciate your 
arranging the meeting on such short notice. You must be swamped 
by concerns about hearings and site visits and all the innumerable 
details which accompany them. 

I came away not only with a wealth of information, but also with a 
sense of fairness and balance in the process that had not been 
obvious before this year. 

I was pleased and impressed, too, with the scope of an evaluation 
procedure which extends beyond local concerns. Like Governor 
Pataki, I am concerned not only with Griffiss Air Force Base and 
Rome Lab, but also with national security implications which might 
not have been thoroughly addressed in the past. 

Please tell Jim Owsley, Dick Helmar, David Olson, and Bob Bivens 
of my appreciation for their clear, concise answers to my 
questions. It's reassuring to know that BRACC has such a 
competent team in place. 

On a personal note, it was nice to see, during the exchange about 
my "sounding like a Republican," that I was ]not the only one who 
understood that agreeing on some points with an opposing party 
implies no need to change registration. I was pleased that you 
understand a Democrat can -- and should -- =main a Democrat 
while representing a district in which the preeminent party 
ordinarily is Republican. 

Again, thanks for arranging the cordial and informative welcome 
to Arlington. 



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 COlRNELlA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

April 1 1, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Nancy Larraine HofFman 
Senator, 48th District 
New York State Senate 
Albany, New York 12247 

Dear Senator Hofian:  

Thank you for your kind letter expressing your appreciation for the assistance we 
were able to provide to you and your staff during your visit to the Commission offices last 
month. I am pleased that you found your meeting productive. 

As indicated in the meeting, you may be certain that the Cornnlission 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 the Rome Laboratory. 

It is my understanding that Chairman Dixon and Commissioner Cox had an 
informative visit to Rome Lab on April 4 with Governor Pataki, Senator DYAmato, and 
other New York State officials. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Manager, s t K &  Local Liaison 
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WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

April 4, 1995 

Pliw .& : ; 5 , :~  tn ;REG w m r  
The Honorable Alan Dixon w kawrl T. ;:c;~~r:y@ 90 - q- 6 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

We want to thank your staff, Mr. Mike Kennedy and Mr. Cliff 
Wooten, for their visit to the U.S. Army Publications 
Distribution Center (USAPDC-B) in Middle River, Maryland on 
Friday, March 24, 1995. We appreciate the opportunity afforded 
to the Maryland delegation and to the employees of the Center to 
point out the serious flaws in the closure justification that was 
submitted to the Commission. 

During their visit, Mr. Kennedy and Mr. Wooten were 
presented with evidence that: 

1) Closinq USAPDC-B would preclude the DOD from achievinq 
siqnificant savinqs by consolidatins publications distribution 
centers service-wide. 

o Savings from closing either Army center -- $35 million 
over 20 years -- are insignificant compared with those 
achieved by consolidation (up to $257 million over just 
6 years according to a 1992 Army study). 

o The investment in automation and experience with 
technology at USAPDC-B would be critical to efficiently 
and effectively achieving savings from a consolidation. 

o The modular approach to automation and storage at 
USAPDC-B, as well as availability of adjoining space in 
Middle River Depot, allow for quick and seamless 
expansion to absorb a DOD consolidation. 

2) The closure iustification is wronq in key aspects, as we 
outlined in our March 23, 1995 letter. 

o USAPDC-B is highly automated, not "manual." 

o St. Louis would need to lease additional (unautomated) 
space, so two leases are not consolidated into one. 

o Attempts to characterize the missions and performance 



The Honorable Alan Dixon 
March 30, 1995 
Page 2 

of the two centers as incomparable are belied by the 
Army's own documents suggesting service--wide 
consolidation because the missions of 612 DOD centers 
are so alike. 

31 BRAC criteria for closure are overlooked or ianored, 
especiallv when considerins the impact of a DOD-wP& 
consolidation of publications distribution  center^^ 

o Readiness and Expandability: The automation structure 
and space availability at USAPDC-B are uniquely 
situated to accommodate a DOD-wide consolidation. 

o Accessibility: Middle River's location gives immediate 
access to major air, sea, rail & truck shipping lines. 

o Contigency and Mobilization: The phenomenal record of 
response of USAPDC-B during Desert Shiel.d/Desert Storm 
was completely overlooked. 

We appreciate the attention that Mr. Kennedy and Mr. Wooten 
have paid to the issues we have raised. We believe that this 
case exemplifies the ability embodied in the BRAC process to 
provide an independent analysis that recommends significant 
savings for our nation. We trust that your review will support 
our conclusions that USAPDC-B should not be closed and that the 
DOD should conduct and implement an independent review of 
service-wide consolidation of publications distribution centers. 

We continue to believe the Commission's deliberations would 
be well-served by having a member visit this facility, and 
reiterate our willingness to host a Commissioner at any time. We 
look forward to discussing this with you further. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara A. Mikulski Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senator United States Senator 

? ~ G u #  
Robert L. Ehrlich 
Member of Congress 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

The Honorable Barbara A. Mikuiski 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CCIRNELLA 

April 14, 1995 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 Senator Mikulski: 

Thank you for your letter concerning the visit by Commission staff to the U.S. Army 
Publications Distribution Center (USAPDC-B) in Middle River, Maryland. 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 recommendation on the USAPDC-B. 

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, 
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The Honorable Paul Sarbanes 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

April 14, 1995 REBECZCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF tRET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JO'SUE ROBLES, JR., USA rRET) 
WENDM LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Senator Sarbanes: 

Thank you for your letter concerning the visit by Commission staR to the U.S. Army 
Publications Distribution Center (USAPDC-B) in Middle River, Maryland. 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 arid analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on the USAPDC-B. 

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

Sincerely, 
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The Honorable Robert L. Ehrlich 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

April 14, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Representative Ehrlich: 

Thank you for your letter concerning the visit by Commission staff to the U.S. Army 
Publications Distribution Center (USAPDC-B) in Middle River, Maryland. I certainly understand 
your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the C o d s s i o n  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 recommendation on the USAPDC-B. 

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. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
6TH AIR BASE WING (ACC) 

MACDILL AIR FORCE BASE, FLORIDA 

MEMORANDUM FOR DBCRC STAFF (MR CIRILLO) 

FROM: Lt Col Tom Johnson 
6 ABWICCM 
8 1 19 Marina Bay Drive 
MacDill AFB, FL 3362 1-5541 

SUBJ: Requested Maps on MacDill AFB Fuel System and APZ's 

Enclosed are the maps you requested during your visit to MacDill AFB 23 - 24 March 
1995. Please let me know if you need anything in the future. 

SON, Lt Col, USAF 



THE DEFE3SE BASE CLOStRE .1VD REALIGh'lEXX' COblltIISSION 

EXECLTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRXKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # C ~ , ~ O Y O ~  4 

TYPE OF .4CTION REQUIRED - 

/&I P h p r r w r e - .  *..%pa= ( mpnfwYf-0 . . 
+s sw-= 

V I  

FROM: G Q \ F ~  , do3e Pct 6 ,  - ~ q ~ a  
ORCAWZATION: 

C\TU O F  KOW\E, ~q 

TO: L Y ) \ ~  04 
c l - t r~u2m~ 

ORCAUTUTION: 

K'J~LEC- 

R e p Y e R e p i y t a s t a i t ~ s ~  

ACTION: Offa C a n w n a  lodl~ 

INSTALLATION (s) 3 t S C U m  ' 

M 

OFFICE OF THE C K U R U Y  

CXAR..hV DtrON 

S T ' D O R E C T O R  

EXlXbTIVEDIRECMR 

GENERU.CrnNSEL 

. W A R Y  EXECLTIVE 

DIRJCONGRESSX0N.U UAISON 

D[R CObfMLMCATIONS 

E x E c u n w s E c R E r ~ T  -* 

DIRECTOR OF -TION 

CBIEF HNMCUL OFFICER 

DCRECTOR OF lRAVEL 

DCRAN'FOR-N SEXVICES 

SubjeufRemaakc /- -""-- 
M 

v 
/ 

ACnON MIT COM3USSXON .%lEMmlG M ACnON 

0 

C O ~ O N E R  COR3ELLA 

COMMISSIONER COX 

COhcHLmOhFR DAYIS 
I 

COMMLmONER MUPrC 

cOMMSSXONW . W M A  

COblMISIOh'ER ROBUS 

C O ~ O N E R  - 
I 

REYIEW &\D LVALYSS . 
DIRECTOR OF R & A I 
ARHY'LEAMLEADER 

.WVYTEAM 

AIR MRCE T&LU LlMDER 

r N r U U ~ ' I E l H ~  

- CROSSSERYICEW 



ClTY OF ROME, NEW YORK 
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
ClTY HALL - ROME, NEW YORK 13440 
Tel.: (3 15)339-7677 Fax: (3 15)339-7788 

Joseph A. Griffo, Mayor 

March 29, 1995 

Senator Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Suite 1425; 1700 North Moore St. 
Alrington, VA 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

On behalf of the United States conference of Mayors and the people of the City of 
Rome, I want to thank you for the opportunity to present our views and concerns 
regarding the military base reuse process. It is gratifying that the Commission, while in 
the midst of making decisions on the current round of base closures, has taken the time 
to hear from us about the problems presented by past rounds. 

Having had the opportunity to testify before the Commission publicly, I would like to 
now stress one very important point; when appropriate, DoD and 13RAC should consider 
the impact of their recommended actions on active reuse efforts, p~uticularly when such 
efforts include a military activity-related component that has been supported by a federal 
entity. Addressing this issue may help to ensure a more enlightened approach to base 
reuse by both military and civilian leadership, and as such could greatly improve the 
nation's military transition effort. 

While this is obviously important to the p p l e  of Rome, I believe it has an impact on a 
communities that are struggling to implement reuse plans for military bases. How would 
it be possible to proceed if we could not know, at least with some degree of certainty, 
that a reuse planning process will not be up-ended in mid-stream. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity. I look forward to seeing you again soon. 

Cordially, 

&. Mayor, City df& of Rome 



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 CORNELLA 

April 5, 1995 REBECZCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND81 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Joseph A. Griffo 
Mayor 
City of Rome 
Rome, New York 13440 

Dear Mayor GrSo: 

Thank you for your letter of March 29, 1995 which recommends that the Department 
of Defense and the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission consider the impact of 
their recommended actions on active reuse efforts. You may be assured that the Commission will 
give consideration to your recommendation as we continue our analysis of the Defense 
Department's base closure and realignment recommendations, as well as the base reuse process. 

Again, we are gratehi to you and the Conference of Mayors for the assistance provided to 
the Commission. It was good to see you during my recent visit to Griffisls Air Force Base. 
If I can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to let me know. 

Chairman 
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Office of Senator 

Joanne M. Salas Brown 
Twenty-third Gwun Legislature 

March 23, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

Thank you for your acknowledgment letter of March 8, 1995 regarding the 
Department of Defense's base closure and realignment recommendation for 
Guam naval facilities. 

I am providing a copy of a letter sent to Admiral Richard Macke, CINCPAC, 
addressing concerns of the Department of Defense's Base Closure and 
Realignment (BRAC) recommendations for naval facilities on Guam and 
potential adverse impact on the future military medical services locally and the 
region. 

I am hopeful that this information will be of use to your committee in addressing 
the issue of providing medical care for our military retirees and veterans who 
have earned these benefits in the service of our country. 

Sincerely, 
A .. 

__---. 

@&d9g& ANNE M. SAL.AS B OWN 

Senator 

Enclosure 

Ref: 950228-2R1 

_--- _ .--_.I--_I._ . _--_ .^_. .lll--..l.l__l--. 

Suite 200 130 Aspinall Street Agana, Guam 96910 Tel: (671) 472-34501'1 * Fax: (671) 472-4090 



Office of Senator 

Joanne M. Salas Brown 
Twenty-third Guam Legislature 

March 21, 1995 

Admiral Richard Macke 
Commander-in-Chief 
Pacific Command (CINCPAC) 
Camp Smith, Hawaii 96861 -5025 

Dear Admiral Macke: 

It is with deep concern and hope and of critical importance that I 
write to you, as the Senior U.S. Military Commander in the vast and 
vital Pacific region, on the status and long term strategic plans on 
Department of Defense medical services in the area. 

More specifically, with ongoing significant military "down sizing" or 
"right sizing" in the area, it is very important that careful and 
sensitive strategic considerations be given to Guam and its people in 
the overall scoping of military presence. Particularly, the declining 
trend of military medical services on island is becoming a real issue 
and my main conc2rn shared by =any 2fferteG individuals on Guam 
is for the assurance that medical care will not be diminished for not 
only the active duty military personnel and their dependents but 
also retirees, eligible veterans, National Guards, reserves, all 
dependents and other eligible federal employees. 

Aside from Guam's geographic remoteness as characterized by the 
significantly distant travel and logistical haul to and from Hawaii, 
Guam's strategic military value and role as well as historically rich 
legacy of community patriotism and suffrage for freedom and 
democracy merit special consideration. 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
5ultc 700 130 ~lsp~~lnall Street 4ian,l. ~ & m 9 6 9 1 0  T e l  1671) $72-3350/1 F a x  '671 ) 472-4Oc)O 



Guam is the westernmost U.S. soil and showcase of democracy and 
home to bases with rich history. Many sons and daughters are 
serving active duty and many more have retired. At a higher than 
national average per capita, they have served in the Gulf War and 
Vietnam War and made the supreme sacrifice, as well as in the other 
preceding wars. Guam and her people have been patriotically loyal 
to America's cause for freedom and democracy in the region and 
throughout the world. 

With the above historical perspective, it would not be asking much, 
and it would be a small price to pay, to insure that military provided 
medical care for eligiluls, retirees and veterans along with their 
dependents on Guam are not diminished but perhaps expanded and 
improved. 

Please consider the following ideas as appropriate to assist in 
proactive alternatives: 

Establish Guam as the Pacific forward base for a mobile military 
hospital with an active peacetime in-garrison role of providing 
acute and critical medical services that are integrated with the 
U.S. Naval Hospital on island and the Air Force clinic at Anderson 
Air Force Base. 

Realign by expanding and consolidating significant military 
medical care on Guam, strategically establishing on U.S. soil a joint 
military medical evacuation center for Korea, Japan, Okinawa and 
Diego Garcia, etc. The possible basing of a hospital ship could be a 
comparable alternative to further enhance the medical services 
with additional medical professionals to address the needs of 
medically evacuated patients. 

Military medical professionals can be deployed for mobility, 
contingency, exercise or general professional training on 
temporary duty to Guam from Tripler Army Medical Center in 
Hawaii, and from Guard and Reserve Medical Units throughout the 
continental United States. 

Such services can be expanded to the U.S. State Department 
diplomatic corps and family in the AsiaIPacific region. 

Services can be expanded in partnership with the U.S. State 
Department by extending services to Micronesian Island States 
under a civic action program framework. 



In summary, on behalf of the tens of thousands of military and DOD 
civilians, future retirees and their dependents, I ask for your 
indulgence in addressing this matter with a viable solution in mind. 
An interim reply pending your more comprehensive evaluation and 
response will be beneficial in keeping ongoing deliberations and 
efforts on track, especially with an upcoming Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC) Commission hearing scheduled for March. 29, 1995 on 
Guam. 

Warm regards and appreciation. 

Sincerei y, 

&@g~ ANNE M. SALAS BRClWN 

Senator 

OC Governor of Guam 
CINCPACAF, Hickam AFB, Hawaii 
CINCPACFLT, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 
Commander, Tripler Army Medical Center, Hawaii 
Commander, U.S. Naval Hospital, Guam 
Commander, 13 Air Force, AAFB, Guam 
Commander, 36 Air Base Wing, AAFB, Guam 
Congressman Robert Underwood 
Secretary of State, U.S. State Department 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Secretary of Defense, U.S. Department of Defense 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure ana Realignment Commission 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 5, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
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 Joanne M. Salas Brown 
Senator, Guam Legislature 
Suite 200 
130 Aspinall Street 
Agana, Guam 969 10 

Dear Senator Brown: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your concern about the future of medical 
services currently provided by the naval facilities on Guam. I certaidy 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 naval facilities in Guam. 

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 OIP service. 

Sincerely, 
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ADVANCED RESEARCH PROJECTS AGENCY 
3701 NORTH FAIRFAX DRIVE 
ARLINGTON, VA 22203-  17 14 

Advanced'Research Projects Agency 
3701 N. Fairfax Dr. 
Arlington, VA 22203 

Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Base Realignment And Closing Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Arlington, VA 22209 

March 3 1,1995 

Subject: Rome Laboratory, Griffiss AFB, Rome, New York 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

The proposed closing and transfer of the Air Force Rome Laboratory ;at Griffiss AFB, NY 
comes as a great disappointment to those of us who have worked closely with them over the 
years. Rome Laboratory is an outstanding organization which is unequaled in their field of 
research and development in Command, Control, Communications, Computers and 
Intelligence (C4I). They have a combination of dedicated and outstanding professionals, 
excellent facilities and experimental sites and a unique community relationship that is only 
possible in the small town environment of Rome, NY. 

ARPA has used Rome Laboratory as our technical agent for numerous projects in the past 35 
years and I have personally directed work to them over the 12 years that I have been at 
ARPA. The quality of their work is outstanding and was the prime reason for making the 
decision to use them. We can and do use all the nations research and clevelopment 
laboratories and Rome Laboratory is known for not just being a contracting agency but 
always providing value added in terms of leadership, technical input and 
contractual/administrative efficiency. We think of it as a "can do" outfit that, frankly, is 
determined largely by the quality of its people. 

I fear that this quality and this excellent laboratory will be totally destroyed by the 
fragmenting and move of its parts and urge you to re-consider such a decision very seriously 
in terms of loss of research and development capability to the nation. 

Sincerely, 
/1 

John N. Entzminger 

Chief, Advanced Technology 

copy: Mr. Ray Urtz, Rome Laboratory 
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703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 5, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL C O ' R N E L U  
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE: KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. John N. Entzminger 
Chief, Advanced Technology 
Advanced Research Projects Agency 
3 70 1 North Fairfax Drive 
Arlington, VA 22203- 17 14 

Dear Mr. Entzminger: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for maintaining the Rome 
Laboratory at Griffiss Air Force Base, New York. 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 on Rome Lab. 

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, 
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~ c o m  

R& (a) CMCltr1lOOOLFUG152of29Sep94 
(b) CMC ltr 110'11 Lnn-255 of 19 May 94 
(c) CMCItr 1 1 0 1 1 ~ - 2 5 2 o f 3  hm94 

Ens; (1) MQ~~G Base Cloam d Realignment Cormni8sun 1993 - to the b'edent 
(2) Cost Saxmi0 M-logy 
(31 Basing S d o  #1A 

- (4) Basing Scenario #3B 
(5) BasingSceoario#2A 
(6) Basing Scarario lPZB 
(7) SasingScenarioJP3A 
(8) Basing scenario #3B 
(9) ScoDario Smnmary chart 

1. .Ptab- Prom a A4arh Chps PQSPCCtiYe the high cost of tbe B U G 9 3  deGision to ckm 
M C A S s B I T ~ a n d m g v a t o N A S ~ C A S  ~ a c n p ~ e a d l ~ i s w o r t h y ~ f  
review. M t i d y s  if &&Ie, we'd like to dcconflict fixed and wing operatiaps, 

aNvy m v t  the single siting of F-I4 aircmft on tha% Oaagt raises serious 
operati*- . . W o b n o ~ t b a o t a ~ ~ ~ r h d 0 8 ~ d m c p  
~ ~ O n a d ~ ~ A v i a t i o n a a t b e W ~ ~ ~  
~~furMat laeoandSai loas ,ssvfng m c m y , m d p r o v i d i n g ~ ~ f e  
altcmathea 

2. pisa~ssiag. ~ m w l  to the analysis of& various wamrios pa bllmh APa NAS -9 
NASLemooqandMCASElTcwo. Thedgmncntstahw0fMarcitrkFBbd~'bed~ 
enclosure (1). Thanks to a very mopemthe attitude at March AFB, we have obtained 
facilities planning data far om comparis6ns. 

MAG-16 to include MALS/MWSS to March AFIB 

Same as #1A, plus four CH-46 squadrons amarked for MQU Camp Pmdteton 



Subj: ALTERNATlVE BASXNG OPTIONS FOR MARINE AWATIOPJ lJNI'fS ON THE 
WEST COAST 

Scenario #2A 
MAG-I 6, MWSG-37, MACG-38,3d MAW HQ, C0MCABWE:ST to March AFB 
MAG-11 with MALSLMWSSKC-130s remain at NAS MLtamar 

- S5Saio  #ZB - -- 
Same as BA., plus four CH-46 s q u a b s  earmarked for MCAS Camp Pendleton 
toMarchm 

Scenario #3A 
El Tam reopea.. 
MACi.16, MACCb38, MWSG-37,3d MAW HQ COMCABWEST at El Tom 
MAGI 1 with hLGSMWSS/R:G1308 to NAS Miramar 

Scenario #3B 
Same as #3& p h  fom CK-46 scpdms carmarked for MCAS Camp Pendleton 
to= T m  

3. M-. EncIctsure (2) portrays ourme&odology. Thc ~ayrhdarinc C q s  ~ i r  
S r a t i o n s a m i ~ w i t h t h e ~ d h d g f b r  -Nand-Fw 
H ~ ~ , ~ ~ C e ( a ) .  F o r a n y o f t h t s i x s c c a a r i o s t o b e ~  

. . acompebtlvt 
dtanafivetothcBRAG93 l a y ~ d w y h a d t o b c l e s s ~ e w b e n ~ d t o t h e  

BRAC bd@ boraliag $936.6 *on. 

a Praass. lCheGxistiagf$cilityassetsatMarehAFBaadMCASHTon,wsctvahratedto 
determine u e x ~  ~ ~ . u  The F d t y  Snppcut R q t z k m  m), rdhxaas @) and (c), 
arc the appved base loading doummts fiu,m which d o  specific Erasic F d t y  
-ts @FR) were dctamhed. The BFRs were thrs off-set by the fcuse of thc "excess 
capadty" at the scenario site mder cvdmtiioa Any deficit was charged as rehab or new 
Ccwstracrim to dekdnt  the total sctnario cost fillowing StandardNavy Som F d t y  
plsnning- 

b. -ti- If a sccnado moved ahw& frPm one site to =&a, as in the cast of 
~ a m p ~ c n m e t c w , b o t h ~ ~ d t h e ~ ~ f i m ~ ~ ~ b t h s ~ ~  
kmh a d  added, if- at tbt new lwatioi @ ~891't). EiMT-3(# and HMB-363 b9v8 
b a a n ~ v a d h ~ ~ b a s e l O Z L d i n g ~ t h a t  B R ~ C r e d i r e c t h g W p h a s m o v c d ~ b  
MCAS N&w River and MCAS Kaneohe Bay icspectivcly, The frmding fa NAS Ckeima and 
NAS Fallon were amsidered mmtzmt. MSLCON and MFR costs were the d y  costs amsidacd 
incmradysis. 

4. &&& AU six scenarios fcnclom 3-8) ate operat idy  feassbIe, less expensive than 
tke BRAE93 rmh'gnments and gen- considerable savings Savings m e  from sn tstimated 
$208 million to $655 milion (enclosure 8). There are two areas whnt savtngs ate especially 
apparent. First arex leave the F-14 and 5 2  communities at NAS where they m t l y  
reside. This eliminates the MILCON and MFH ($3442 rdljon) required at NAS Lamore. 
Second area: move the four CH-46s eumadd for MCAS Camp Peadcton to the d&vc 
halion. Single siting CX-46 assets is more economic. from an a i r d  mdnt~lzmce and a 
facilities standpoint. This action alone climi- the MILCON and MFR ($144.6 million) 
reqtxked at MCAS Camp Pendleton. it is 15 times more expensive to put four CH-46 sgnadtons 

MCAS Camp Pmdlcton than at MCAS El Toro. 
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Subj: ALTERNATIVE BASING OPTXONS FOR MARINE AWATION W S  ON THE 
WEST COfiST 

a. Tbc MCAS El Toro scenarios are the least expensive and yidd the grcatcst savings ($5 17 
to $655 wi'li&, Thc difficulty, of coursc, in obtaining these savings is that it requires reversal 
of a BRAG93 dseision . - -  - -- 

b. March APB affords the third least +ve scenario wben (3346 assets &om MCAS 
Camp Pcmdlcton art ~llocatcd with MAG-16. To the contrary, Ma& AFB AW;Bbccomw thc most 
expensive optian of the & if more than an Air Group with its associated support is assigned 
thesk Howmrcr, this d o  stil l xanains affordable when compared to tanrent BRAGS 
fimdinglevels. 

5. Rcummmdatia ~ n y  ofthe56 options sne opxationduy and &dly suXlpattable. We stand 
~ t o d o ~ a a n a l y s k i f a B R A C d s t a c a L ! ~ r e q ~  - - 
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Uarcb &.Force k, Califoraia 
.Carcgm;r: Lugc Nmcrft 
~twtbn:T& 
W-cimc Cost: 5139.8 nriIlh - . -- 
Savings 199e99r $53.8 d k r n  

.'. hmak f 462 tnittim 
P 4 y W  2 y m  

hfarda AF;B, CaUomh. is ramnxnded fdr 
- 

zuligrrma The 22nd Rtfading Wing Taip 
'-ma. The KG10 -- ~~ &xXkU - 
R t s u P e ) a i K a f i w i n b t ~ u , T d M ; B .  

' . ~ 0 ~ T h t s s 3 I d m s A i r ~ S c a o r  
w i U ~ a x ~ i n a ~ e a f ~  
p r k g t h e  oatcrrme ofaNORADstctoram- 
~ o a n n * . I f t h t s e a a r ~ i t w i I l k  

to the Air Nubud Guard cANC)- 
-TkC+?.5ththA@Wawg ,q 3 o f i r  
~ * ' = ~ * A P . ~ * : ~ ,  
16M Gzuup CAN@ 
srr~irRtQdiag~roap),tht~itPanr- 
A g e t l c y * i n d r h ~ C m c a ~ -  
~FEi.cxlbidm~dch:bastnia 
c o r r p a r m a ~ ' b a s t . ~ . ' * ~  
C Q r p s o f ~ ~ h U S -  
~ ~ o n ~ a n ~ W e s 5 p z d t h t ~  
- W w + v l a n c m  

. . .rmttwil'iAPrain 

~ ~ ~ ~ W h i c h r s a Z t c d f n t h c  
& 7 v e ~ c m . ~ t b c A i r - b ~  
i ~ m 0 r t l a r g t d r m f i ~ t h ; m n E t d t d t o  
rrrpparr*qmbbc.ofban~tlmlrrzs,~ 
~ a s s a s ~ ~ D o D F o r r t ~ -  
A t s a . w i r r P d l u @ ~ a ~ a ; t r r i ? r ~ ~  
t o r h c Z a g c a i n a a f t ~ ~ A F B ~  
l o w k r c v r t z t A i r ~ ~ w d ~ a ~ r i r ~ ~  
mobiliy b e  (XGIO, G S  and GL41 
anthcw~cDaaWhurbass inthe*aa  
03sk AFB, Califow Faidad Am, Wash- 
in-   arch m. Calif& McClhord AFB, 
Washington; Mahnnrom AFB, Mmna; Tnvis 
AFB, California) were a m d  for this m, 
T L a v i r A F B ~ k e d b i g ~  MHJrhFBcurrcnrty 
requires a krgt acrivt dury - to  
mppon a rchtivdy d active d a y  force 
srrucrux The convdcm of March AF3 to a 
reserve base a -xeva  subsunrlaI savings and 

tbe b 5 t  of a brge  asa airing populatio~ for 
tbL~ifF0rcrRrxmnsra;rintb 
Anlargc a i d b a s c s w a c d d C T t d q d k y  
inapnxra thatdodto&bcfm#Bas t  
ao$urc ?adRcraIimt Aa of 19 
Law 101-510). as m~ndcd. urd- 
ment of Defarx CboDI gaidpur tich basc was 
C V a h d ~ t h e c l g b r D o D ~ ~  
d a l a f g c n u m b c r d ~ a m ~ m  
A i r ~ b a s e s a r l d ~ m i s r i o r r r . F r e m d P c ~  
g;lrhaedcosrrppolrrrhc~ticmof&b2st 
i m 6 1 d m - - b y t b e -  
a c w n t ~ v c ~ ~ ~ G r o a p ) . ? .  
& r o a p o f s c ~ m @ o f f i c e r 3 m d s i x ~  
' E n m t i v r ~ ~ ~ ~ i i ~ ~ ~ ; ~ ~ ~ ~ ; I p p a i r r t t d t r y  
theStatPIJrof thtXirFan; l t . Ibc~Eo 
l a z i p n M Y c h A F B ~ ~ a s ~  
of tht Air Fgmx with advice 
C h i d o f S B f f d i n ~  nwirhthe 
-Gmcqr, 

l ' h c c o ~ & ' M p C h A F B -  
a m ? l i n m w b a a & c p s c d i o q  
r # a f i o ~ p L d % b ~ f o * & b f  
the US. Funher, ck 

. . .  i&c 
btavnsa*e=a- . in  
=?PmafoF=-)rm-%~=- 
~ ~ ; m d ~ B c s t o r t H o p t  
~COmmmritgakoargacdSarmr~Corps 

~ ~ t h p w a t o s e d i n d  
~ e i n g i k ~ ~ b a s t r T k ~ *  
n M c d f i u ~ r b a r t h e b a s t b s a ~ g p e c  
of-the-an hpham nfuchg syacTa. 'I'hc corn- 
m~alsotookirmewZthrhtCHMdPCfs 
s a v i . n g s . i n c h e C U B R A ~  - -  * -  tbnr: 
wac h i g k  ass. not whichmg* 
i h e o v d s a ~ a n r i d ~ b p ~ r a l i g m n a s r .  

The Cammission found March AFB, CaSifoda. 
ranked low in military Mhte due to its l d m  
in a hi@y conge4  aim avirrxuntnr. Whik 
the basc has herr used as the odoad pcinr br 
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-w of th; base for airlift of the Ma- brccr 
. T b r n r ; l j o r i r y o f m \ i ~ u R  MLCOrJ) 
f r m a s ~ w c t m m ~ ~ -  

,BorthcAirFo~~~RcscroeandAirN~dGPrrd  
' ~ P P b i C h W m ~ o c t o b e n e t d e d I n  
addition, 0 t h ~ ~  MILCON fmrds bave b e r ~  
~ f o t ~ ~ ~ ~  
thc: L 9 8 8 b a x d o s m t ~ C f h e s ~  
t i a a t w a r r l d a l s o k ~ ~ s M P c h m .  
~ ~ o n f o r r n d n n s i ~ ~  
j p t b e ~ . Q c a m - - *  
~ a m m i r s i o n - s o m c ~ - ~ n y ~  
~ n u d e i n t h e A b ~ ~ p ~ n , t h c ~ -  
m e n t s t r , r h o s t c d o r ~ d f d = ~  
d u n g e t h t d ~ g o f M v c h  AFB; 

t3xaawN- 

IheG . - fiinrbthe~eolwtyofCkscrrst 
did=* 

Cb 'hurraammnrdstbc-- 
1 3 . 8 , c h E i a a . k ~ B o r ~ ~ .  
l ' k 2 2 I l d & R r h d i . q ~ : ~ ~  
~ ~ ~ c ~ b ~ ~ p t d ~ ~ s o d a f c ~ ~ -  
k d h g t b t ~ t o - f & A W " , -  
' I h c ~ A i r ' D e 6 c P a S c & o r w i I l ~  
a t ~ i n a ~ a r e a p c a d i n g t b c ~ m -  
c o m e a f a N a R A b ~ ~ ~ a ~ -  
~ f t h ~ ~ r ~ j ~ w i f i b t ~ . m -  
the-A,  N a ~ b n d -  Gu& .- (HSeh -' 
A i d & ~ i n g & ~ o r c r - m * 4 -  
~irat6odingWtDgm.16Srb 

~ m u p ) ~  t h e ~ i r B x c e A n d k ~ * . ~  
~r~arrntdw~-m.-- 
~ d t h c b u c t R i n a m ~ u , a n c 5 q p c  
~ A d d i r i ~ . t b c ~ ~ C o r p s ~ f ~  

-unit, thr us Castoms Aviaricm OpcLation 
cmrclw~PlCithcmugEnib-A~ 
a ~ t m i t ~ ~ a t M a r c b -  

McGuire Air Force Base, New Jersey 
C n u p y  lmgc Airoft 
Mw;ion- Airijtt 
O n c h  W N .  
Snfhgx 199f-99: NIA 

i h n d  WA 
Ppybark- ??/A 

W g n  M r e  APB, NJ. ?be 438th AixM Wing 
wilLinaaivat~.Mosro~thcCl+ltdamsfet 
m Plaftsbargh AFg,-Pej!.f;btl~fem C-L4Ls will 
r r m a i n a n d ~ u , t h C r n F 4 n r R t s e r P e .  
'Zlre 514th ~irl ik Wing Air Fonr El+#rPc 
(AFRES], the 170th Air Brfaelmg Gmrrp Air 
Natiuual Guard Wc;). md tht 108th Air 
ltch&gTNing(ANG)niIlrrrmtinaadrhc~ 
wJ?1eaasntoaRcscm~7ht9UfhAi.ldih 
Gr0apCAFRES)~rdnartfrrrmWmokCirrrrr 
WAirStatioa,PA, to  McGOireAFklbtAit 
~ o r r r ~ ~ ~ p s # r c ~ ~  

COMMUMIY-- 

lk P g r r e d l , 4 c G u k m s m  
m s s I p ~ m o ~ w i n g m b c m c r ' h  
t h a r 0 f ~ A F B " m d ~ r n ~  
i c s c r p a b i f i r y ~ 1 3 p c n t i a a . I k # r r W  
Deserr Stonn. The tx~nm* d s  W F d  
M c C ; a i r t w i ? s ~ a l Z p ~ r e d ~ F e a c h  
Europe wich hlly loaded G1Sb withc~~U 
rdaeling. lby sltso Y#rred PSanstinrgh AFB 
CORM nor support the foei re-0 gePer- 
ad by Opemion Dtscn. S h i i c c a t  komt 
ot a similar mPtingtncy @m bcraust of 
the bittrd ap;zMLiry for he]. resapply d e  
rbt winter months- The c o v d  
McGuirc could acfomm&u the mobiliry wing 
assets for l e u  cost than Pktuburgh AFB. 
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SCENARIO #1A 
MAG16, MAU-16, MWSS-374. USMC 93 BRAC SCENARIO 
March. COMCABWEST, MILCON #1A 
3D MAW at Miramar. Mirarnar COSTS COSTS 
remains a Mt3rSFMarch remains 
an A m .  

pR_os 

MILCON: 
I. Wen maintained base with 

recent two hundred million 
dollar facilities NAVY 93 BRAC 
impm~tmm?s. ExceIlcnt M U O N  COSTS 
iafiastruchrre. 

2. CommImications Center has 
modern capaijilititsinphe - 
a! Mar& and would support 
amcnt md future 
requirements at lower cost 

3. AIIows Navy to remain at 
Miramu saving Lummre 
MILCON. TOTAL BRAC 93 TOTAL #1A 

4. Excellent MWR Facilities at 
MXLCON COSTS SCENARIO 

March. 
COSTS 

5. Clarmt BEQ space at March 
exceeds Marine 
requirements. 

6. March VHA rates are lower than San Diego. 
7. Housing is more affordable near March. 
8. Potential cost savings by being tenant on an AFB. 

ENVIRONMENTAL: 
9. Match and El Toro rue under the same air quality disbict. 

10. Reduces Air Compliance criteria at A4iramar. 

OPERATIONS: 
1 1. Daconflicts rotary and fixed wing operations 
12- We retain current CALS/MALS vicinity 331 Toro for training. 
13. Miramar fixed wing siting locates them closer to operatingftdning areas. 
14. Allows Marine Corps on sitc embarkation of helicopters at I hGLWOE/APOD, 
15. Reduces commuting bme. 
16. Reduces transient time to support 29 Plams. Transient to suppork Camp Pend remains 

the same. 
Encl (3) 
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17. Reduces loading at Miramar to allow trmsimt/det deployments in support of 
fleethmphibious operations. 

CONS: 
1. Like Miramar, March hangars require some modification to support helos. - 
2. ANG occupy March facilities. 
3. Community Reuse Plan is actively pursuing rcdcveloprnent of closing portions of March- 
4. No he10 lighting capabilities. 
5. No hot cefueling capabilities. 
6. No existing fiber optic backbone presently at March (would cost $1 million to tnstall). 
7. Status of current runway conditions and anticipated raquired repairs 
8. Requires an EIS. 
9. W e  assume environmental responsibilities fot IIR clean-up at March. 
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SCENARIO # l B  L 

MAGl6,  MALS-16, MWSS-374, USMC 93 B M C  SCENARIO 
Four CH-46 squadrons from MlZCON #lB 

- - --  MCAS Camp Pend to March. COSTS COSTS 
COMCABWEST, 3D MAW at 
Miramar. Miramar remains a 
MCAS. March remains an AFB. 

PRO5 

MECON: 
1. Well maintained base with NAVY 93 BRAC 

recat two hundred million MILCON COSTS 
dollar facilities 
improvemeats Excellent 

2. CommImications center bas 
modem capbWts m place 
at M a d  and would sapport 
cunrent and fttrve 
requiremen& at lower cost. 

3. Allows Navy to remain at 
TOTAL BRAC 93 TOTAL # IB 

Miramar saving Lemoare 
MILCON COSTS SCENARIO 

MILCON. 
COSTS 

4. Exceilent MWR Facilities at 
March. 

FLSCAL: t 

5. Match VEA rates are lower 
than San Diego. . 

6. Housing is more s f f 4 e  near March, 
7. Potential cost savings by being taiant on an APB. 

. . 

)&NVLRONMENTAI,: 
8. M and El Tom are under the same air qualirty district. 
9. Reduces Air Compliance criteria at hhmar. 

OPERATIONS: 
10. Deconflicts rotary and fixed wing operations. 
11. We retain current CALS/UALS vicinity El Toro for training. 
12. Miramar frxed wing siting locates them closor to operatjng/traiwg areas. 
13. Allows Marine Corps on sh-edmkation of helicopters at I -F AE'OE/APOD. 
14. Reduces commuting time. 
15. Reduces transient time to support 29 Plams Transient to suppofl C- Pend remains 

the same. 
hcl (4) 
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1 Reduces loading at Miramar to dlow transientfdet dcploymens in support of 
fleedamphibious operations. 

CONS: - - -- - I .  Like Miramar, March hangars require some modification to support hedos. - - 
2 ANG occupy March faciliues. 
3. Community Reuse Plan is actively pursuing redevelopment of closing poaons of March 
4. No helo lighting capabilities, 
5. No hot refueling capabilities. 
6. No existing fiber optic backbone presently at March (would cost SI million to install). 
7. Status of current mway conditions and anticipated requited repairs. 
8. Requites an EXS . 
9. We assume environmental responsibilities for IR clean-up at &&, 
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SCENARIO #2A 
MAG16, MACG-38, 
MWSG37.3DMAW HQ, 
COMCABWEST at March AFB. 
MAG 11 (te idtdeKC-130's) remain at 
Miramar. March becomes MCAS. 
Miramat remains an NAS. 

MxwoNt 
1. Well maintained base with recent 

two bundred million dollar facilities 
improvements. Excellent 
ipfi-astructure. 

2. Communications Center has modern 
capabilities in piace at March and 
wadd support current and future 
requhments at fom cost. 

3. Allows Navy to remain at 
PvLiramar saving Lemoons MJLCON. 

4. Exdent  MWR Facitities at March. 

FISCAL: 
5. March VHA rates are lower than 

San Diego- 
6. Housing is more affordable near 

March 

3 - - 

USMC 93 BRAC SCENARIO 
MILCON #2A 
COSTS COSTS 

El Toro 

Miramar 

CamPen 

March 

NAVY 93 BRAC 
MECON COSTS 

TOTAL BRAC 93 
MILCON COSTS 

TOTAL # 22% 
SC-0 
COSTS 

7. Mar& and Et Ton, are under the same air quality dishtie 
8. Reduces Air Compliance criteria at Minimar. 

OPERATIONS: 
9. Deconfiics rotary and fixed wing opcrationx 

10. We retain current CALS/MALS vicinity Ei Toro for traixtiag. 
2 I .  Miramar 5xed wing siting locates them closer to o p e d n ~ n g  areas. 
12. Allows Marine Corps on site embarkation of heliwptm at I MEF APOE/APOD. 
13. Reduces commuting time. 
14. Reduces transient time to support 29 Plants Transieat to suppcrrt Camp Pend remains 

the same. 
15. Reduces loading at Wramar to allow transientldet depIoymtnts in support of - - fleet/amphibious operations. 
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CONS: 
1. Like Miramar, March hangars require some modification to support he1os. 
2. ANG occupy March facilities. 

- -,J,f=otnmunity Reuse Plan is actively pursuing redevelopment of closing portions of March. 
4. No helo lighting capabiIiiiesY-- - -  
5, No hot refueling capabilities. 
6. No wristing fiber optic backbone presently at March. (would cost $1 million to install). 
7. Status of current runway conditions and anticipated rcquired repara 
8. Requires an EIS . 
9. W e  assume environmental responsibilities for JR clean-up at Man& 
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SCENARIO #2B 
MAG16, MACG-38. 
MWSG-37,3DMAW HQ, 
COMCABWEST, four 
CH-46 squadrons from 
MCAS Camp Pend to March 
AFB. MAG 11 (to include 
KC- 130's) remain at 
Mrarnar. March becomes 
MCAS. Mirams remains an 
NU. 

USMC 93 BRAC SCENARIO 
MILCON #2 B 
COSTS 

220.0 

PROS - NAVY 93 BRAC 
MTLCON COSTS 

MILCON: 
1. We11 maintained base 

witb recent two hundred 
million dollar facilities 
improvements Excellent 
iIdhtrUtura 

2- Comm~cations Center 
has modem capabilities 
m place at March and TOTAL BRAC 93 

would support m e r i t  MILCON COSTS 
and future requiremeats 
at lower cost 

3. Allows Navy to remain 
at Miramar, saving 

TOTAL # 2B 
SCENARIO 
COSTS 

MILCON fiom 
Lemoore. 

4. Excellent MWR Facilities at March 
5 Will reduce maintenance and supply requirements d .  to single itkg of aircraft. 

FISCAL: 
6. March VHA rates are lower tban San Diego. 
7. Housing is more affordable at March. 

ENVIROrnENTAL: 
8. March and 34 Tom are undor the same air quality district. 
9. Reduces Air Compliance criteria at Miramar. 

OPERATIONS: 
10. Deconflicts rotary and fixed wing operations. 
11. We retain cutreat CALSJMUS vicinity El Toro for training. 
12. Miramar fixed wing siting locates them closer to operatidgftraining areas 
13. Allows Marine Carps on site embarkation of helicopters at I mF APOEIAPOD. 

Encl ( 6 )  
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14. Reduces commuting time. 
IS. Reduces transient time to support 29 Ptams. Transient to support Camp Pend remains 

the same. 
16. Reduces Ioadjng at Miramar to allow trmsient/det deployments in support of 

fleethnphibious operations. 

CONS: 
1. Like Miramar, March hangars require some modification to suppast heios. 
2. ANG occupy March Mitien 
3, Community Reuse Plan is actively pursuing redevelopment of cIounishg portions of March. 
4. No beio lighting capabilities. 

- 5. No hot refueling capabilities 
6. No existing fiber optic backbone presendy at March (would cost $1 million to install). 
7. Status of cumat mway conditions and anticipated required repairs. 
8. Requires an EIS . 
9. We asmme environmeatd responsibilities for IR clean-up at March 



SCENARIO #3A L 

M C A S  El Toro remains 
open; COMCABWEST, 
3DMAW, MAG-16, 
M C G - 3  R e - 3 7  

USMC 93 BRAC SCENARIO 
MILCON #3 .A 
COSrS CCISTS 

remain at El Toro; 
MAG-1 1 inchding 
KC- I3 0's to Miramas 

PRO'S - 
MJLCON: NAVY 93 BRAC 

1. Minimal h4LCON MlLCON COSTS 
and rehab at 
El Toro. 

2. Reduced 
MlLCON at 

3. R.e&4ns 2727 
MiIitary Family 
Housing units at 
El Toro and TOTAL BRAC 93 

Tustin. . MILCON COSTS 
TOTAL # 3A 
SCFNARIO 
CObnS 

FISCAL: 
4. Retains 

419.3 1 
agriculturaf. out 
lease income at 
El Tom of at least 
$.66 millinnlyr. 

5. Reduces PCS costs (MAG1 1 personnel to transfer). . 

ENVORONMIPIEPTAL: 
6. Eliminates the requirement for a ReusdDiqxsd EIS at El Tom (3.6 million 

=vings) 
7. Reduces scope of EIS at EvLir=. 
8. Minimi- trdening Air Quality Credits to a new air pollution wntroI district. 
9. Reduces potential Environmentd Litigation from Endangered Species Habitat at 

Mramar- 

OPERATIONS: 
10. An established, compatibb AICUZ study wrists. 
11. Compatible aircraft mix; deconflict Helos/Fixcd wing . 
12. El Toro remains 3DMAW APOE. 
13. Provides continued access to I 1  Mountain Area Landing Sitdzones. 
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14. Existing helicopter routing- 

COMM~ITY/CXVULIAN RELATIONS: 
15. Community supports retaining military presence at El Toro. - - --  
16. Retains Commissary, Exchange,- and.AWR facxiities for a large reti~ernent community. 
17. Reduces the requirement for reduction in force of Civilians at El Toro. 

CON'S 

I. Requires BRAC reversal of EY Toto closure. 
2. Increases the potential for encroachment due to reduced noise footprint 



SCENARIO #3B 
Same as f3A, plus four 
CH-16 squadrons earmarked 
for M C ~ ~ S  Camp Pend to - - 
El Toro. 

PRO'S - 
MXLCON: 

1. Minimal MILCON 
and rehab at El Toro. 

2. Eliminates all MILCON, 
BRACCON and related 
Military Parnily Housing 
for (33-46 squadro~~s at 
Camp Pend 

3. Retains 2727 Military - 
Family Housing units at 
ElTom andTustin . 

mar..: 
4. Retains agriculd out 

lease income at 
El Toro of at least 
S.66 millio*r. 

5. Reduces PCS costs 
(MAG11 perso~d to 
transfer). 

6. Most efficient operation 
of West Coast Marine 
Corps htlicapter assets 

USMC 93 B U C  SCENARIO 
MILCON #3B 
COSTS COSTS 

NAVY 93 BRAC 
MILCON COSTS 

Miramar I ' 0 0 

TOTAL BMC 93 TOTAL # 38 
MKCON COSTS SCENARXO 

COSTS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: 
7. E b h t e s  the requiremeat for a Reuse/DispaSat E3S a.t El Toro ($.6 million 

=vwo 
8- Reduces scope of EIS at Miramar. 
9. Minimizes transferring Air Quality Credits to a new air pollution control district. 
20. Reduces potential Environmental Litigation from Endangered Species Habitat at 

Miramar. 

OPEUTIONS: 
11. An established, compatible AICUZ study exists. 
12. Compatible aircraft mix; deconflict Relos/Fixed wing . __I- 

13. El Toro remains 3DMAW APOE. 
14. Provides continued access to 11 Mountain Area Landing Sitesimnes. 
15. Existing helicopter routing. 

Encl ( 8 )  



COMMUNXTTY/CTVIILIAN RELA'rIONS: 
16. Community supports retaining military presence at El Toro. 
17. Retains Commissary, Exchange, and MWR facilities for a large ~ctirement community. 
18. Reduccs the requirement for reduction in force of - Civilians _-- at El Toro. 

CON'S 

1. Requires BRAC reversal of EI Toro dosum- 
2. Increases the potentid for encroachment due to reduced noise footprint 



PROVED BRA( 
SCENARIO SUMMAR 

USMC/USN 
SCENARIO COST $M DON SAVINGS $M 

SCEYARlO # l A  679.7 r 256.9 

SCENARIO #2B 
T I I I 

SCENARIO #3B 
t 
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JOHN GLENN 
OHIO 

United Stata Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3501 

March 30, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 

COMMITEES: 

GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

ARMED SERVICES 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 

Cha i m a n  
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. . - 
In March 1993, the Air Force recommended closing Newark Air 

Force Base in Heath, Ohio. Newark is the home of the Aerospace 
Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) which serves as a depot for 
the repair of ~ i r  Force and some Navy inertial guidance and 
inertial navigation systems and components. Newark also performs 
~ i r  Force metrology and calibration and operates the Air Force 
Measurement Standards Laboratory. 

In its recommendation to close Newark, the Air Force 
indicated that I1some workload will move to other depot 
maintenance activities including the private sectorw but 
anticipated "that most will be privatized in place." (Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 1993 Report to the 
President, page 1-82). 

THE ORIGINAL JUSTIFICATION AND COMMISSION REVIEW: Citing 
its excess depot capacity, the Air Force justified its 
recommendation stating only that when applying the eight criteria 
in the depot subcategory, "Newark AFB ranked low in comparison to 
the other five depot bases." (1993 Report to the President). 
The Air Force further justified closure by stating that the 
"military value of the base is low because it does not have an 
airfield and it is not a traditional Air Force base in any 
respect." (1993 Report to the President). 

Closure was viewed as "consistent with OSD guidance to 
reduce excess depot capacity, economize depot management, and 
increase competition and privatization in DoD." (1993 Report to 
the President). Closure of Newark was estimated to reduce excess 
depot capacity by 1.7 million Ifdirect product actual hours." 
(1993 Report to the President). Further, because Newark is "a 
stand alone, highly technical, industrial plant . . . operated 
predominantly by a civilian work forcef1 it was considered 
i conducive to conversion to the private sector." (1993 Report to 
the President) . 
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The Air Force estimated that the one-time closure cost would 
be $31.3 million and that the annual savings after closure would 
be $3.8 million. Achieving the return on investrr~ent would take 
eight years. 

The 1993 Base Closure Commission found that the Air Force 
recommendation to close Newark "did not deviate substantially 
from the force structure plan and final criteriaw and approved 
the recommendation. (1993 Report to the President). The 
Commission specifically rejected the community's arguments that 
the workload at Newark is unique and instead stated that 
"contractor facilities presently have the repair capability and 
have been doing it for years." (1993 Report to the President). 
The Commission also determined that Newark had not been penalized 
because it did not have a runway. 

At the time of the recommendation, GAO concluded that the 
cost of closing the base had been underestimated by about $7 
million. GAO also found that after a period of 20 years, the net 
present value of closing Newark would be only $599,000. 

GAOIS NEW INFORMATION AND RECOMMENDATION: G.AO has since 
conducted another review of the closure recommendtation, a CODY of - - 
which is attached. GAO determined in that report that the 

The import of this recommendation is captured by GAO's 
statement on page 13 of its report: 

DOD historically has encountered difficulties 
in trying to close military bases. This 
makes us reluctant - -  absent very compelling 
reasons - -  to recommend that DOD revisit 
prior decisions of the Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission. However, we believe that 
the problems being faced in implementing this 
decision are of such an unusual nature t:o 
warrant revisiting the planned closure and 
privatization of AGMC. Therefore, we 
recommend that the Secretaries of the Air 
Force and Defense reevaluate, as part of the 
ongoing BRAC 1995 process, both DOD's 1993 
recommendation to close Newark AFB/AGMC and 
the Air Force's approach to implementing the 
closure decision through privatization-in- 
place. 
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EXCESS DEPOT CAPACITY: Contrary to the Air Florcels original 
justification for the closure, GAO found that privatization will 
not eliminate excess depot capacity because the work performed at 
Newark is unique and the Air Force continues to have a 
requirement for it. 

The Air Force's "Fact Paper on The GAO and Newark AFB,I1 a 
copy of which is attached, does not try to defend its original 
position. Rather, it merely dismisses the contention and states 
that privatization in place "does not affect excess depot 
capacity, however, in divesting itself of the facilities and 
personnel through [privatization in placel at AGMC, the AF will 
reduce its organic depot capacity by 1.7 million hours." (Air 
Force Fact Paper, page 2, emphasis in original). 

At the same time that the Air Force dismisses elimination of 
excess depot capacity as the motivation for closing Newark, the 
Air Force recognizes that privatization may not work and that it 
may be forced to move Newark's workload to other Air Logistics 
Centers, a plan the Air Force now refers to as "Plan B." 

The Air Force may pursue Plan B despite the fact that the 
Air Force knows that "moving workload to other organic depots 
[is] potentially more costly than [privatization i:n placel . 
(Air Force Fact Paper, page 2). I, myself, have seen Air Force 
documents stating that when this option was reviewed in 
preparation for the 1993 round of base closures th'e Air Force 
estimated that it would cost $267 million to move the workload to 
other depots, i.e. $267 million just to replicate the facilities 
at Newark. 

More recent Air Force estimates place Plan B1s one time cost 
at $287 million with an annual recurring cost of $32 million. 
This approach certainly would do nothing to reduce excess depot 
capacity, Air Force or otherwise, and would simply ask the 
American taxpayer to pay hundreds of millions of dollars for 
something they already own. (See attached "Plan B w  charts). 

100% CORE WORKLOAD: GAO further found that 100% of the 
workload at Newark is considered to be "coreH Air :Force workload, 
which suggests the base has significant military value, the 
primary criteria for evaluating whether to close a base. 
Moreover, DoD guidance provides: "To control risk, the 
Department's CORE depot maintenance concept provides for 
identification and quantification of specific capabilities that 
need to be resident in organic depots. This ability to guarantee 
delivery of flexible and responsive industrial support represents 
the essence of DoDus depot maintenance mi~sion.~ A copy of this 
guidance is attached. 
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The ~ i r  Force Fact Paper admits that Newark's workload is 
100% core but makes no attempt to address the inconsistency 
presented in recommending that the workload at the only Air Force 
depot that is 100% core should be privatized. 

PRIVATIZATION WILL NOT SAVE MONEY: GAO also found that the 
closure does not make sense from an economic standpoint. The one 
time closure costs have doubled in one year from $31 million to 
$62.2 million. This figure does not take into account non-BRAC 
funded costs such as $4.86 million for interim health care 
benefits for separated government employees and other costs like 
the potential costs associated with purchasing proprietary data. 
In part because the ~ i r  Force has failed to consider these costs, 
GAO found that the projected annual savings are unlikely to 
occur. 

On this point, the Air Force admits that the closure costs 
have doubled because "transition and recurring costs are 
currently unknown." (Air Force Fact Paper, page 1, emphasis 
added) . 

GAO further indicates that projected increased costs for 
contractor operation of Newark were confirmed by an "Air Force 

" and that over the 5 year period 
Air Force will pay $456 million more 

than the estimated costs of government operations same 
tTme PerlOd. 

An Air Force Space Command message to Air Force   ate riel 
Command, a copy of which is attached, confirms that Space 

just one of Newark's customers, expects to experience a 
)-bd~illion annual rundlng shortfall under privatization in 
place. 'me magnitude ot thls expected increase 3 revealed when 
you consider that the value of all the workload at Newark is only 
approximately $80-90 million per year. 

The Air Force Fact Paper, ostensibly intended to rebut the 
GAO report, does not even address this central GAO concern that 
the cost of the work currently performed at Newark is expected to 
rise by nearly a half a billion dollars over the next five years 

m as a consequence of privatization in place. 

Instead, the Air Force concludes, notwithstanding the input 
cited above from the Space Command, that "there is not enough 
hard data at this time to conclude that closing the base and 
privatizing in place is NOT the direction the AF should go." 
(Air Force Fact Paper, page 3, emphasis in original). 
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GAO identified another cost that could further "greatlyw 
increase the cost of privatization. The Air Force will have to 
purchase proprietary rights to technical data in order to 
privatize the work at Newark. The Air Force indicates that the 
rights will be available but admits that ''current budgets do not 
include costs associated with buying the data rights." 

In the final analysis, the Air Force does not try to dispute 
GAO1s report, but instead maintains only that privatization in 
place "may provide the greatest potential savings with least 
impact on mission support." 

As I expressed to DeDut~ Secretarv J 

the situation. 

It appears that the Air Force was simply trying to mark a 
base off of its rolls. In my view, the operat- 
shouldn't be whether the Air Force closed a base or a depot. 

- 

Rather, it should b-e whether the closure in the end is goins to 
save the taxDayer money. The decision in t-e actually 
costs the taxpayer more money. - 

The reason why it is so important for the Commission to 
revisit the 1993 closure decision is because by law the base must 
close. In order to meet these leqal requirements, the Air Force 
either will have to privatize the-workload and potentially incur 
an additional $456 million in costs for the work currently 
performed at Newark or move the workload to other Air Force 
depots and incur an additional $342 million to replicate the 
facilities at Newark. Neither of these outcomes should be 
allowed to occur. A reversal by the Commission of the 1993 
decision is the only way to avoid them. 

In summary, the Commission should reexamine the closure 
decision because the original Air Force cost estimates were 
inconclusive and the Air Force's cost estimates have greatly 
increased since 1993, taking away any purported savings or 
advantage from closure. Finally, I point out again that this is 
the only time GAO has felt compelled to recommend revisitins a 
closbre decision. C 
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Alan, I believe I am right on this issue. Please review 
this closely and see if you don't agree. 

Best regards. 

Sincerely, 

- 
United States Senator 

Enclosures: 1) Excerpt 1993 BRAC Report to the President 

2) GAO Report 

3) Air Force Fact Paper 

4) "Plan B w  Charts 

5) DoD Guidance on Core Workload 

6) Space Command Message 
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development that would otherwise be eligible 
for federal financial assistance to serve the needs 
of civil aviation at the receiving location), envi- 
ronmental impact analyses, moving, and any 
added costs of environmental cleanup resulting 
from higher standards or a faster schedule than 
DoD would be obliged to meet if the base did 
not close, without any cost whatsoever to the 
federal government, and further provided that 
the closure/realignment must begin by July 1995 
and be completed by July 1998. Chicago would 
also have to fund the cost of relocating the Army 
Reserve activity, or leave i t  in place. ~ f ' t h e se  
conditions are not met, the units should remain 
at O'Hare International Airport. The Commis- 
sion finds this recommendation is consistent with 
the force-structure plan and final criteria. 

Other Air Force Bases 

Gentile Air Force Station 
Dayton, Ohio 

Category: Air Force Station 
Mission:Principal and host organization is the 

Defense Electronics Supply Center. In addition 
there are over 20 tenant activities. 

One-Time Cost: NIA 
Savings: 1994-99: NIA 

Annual: N /A  
Payback: NIA 

SECRETARY O F  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

None. The Commission added this military 
installation to the list of installations recom- 
mended for closure or realignment. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community was primarily interested in 
retaining the Defense Electronics Supply 
Center (DESC) as the host on Gentile AFS. I t  
argued keeping DESC at Gentile AFS was more 
cost effective than relocating the mission to 
Columbus, Ohio, as recommended by DoD. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found closing the Defense 
Electronics Supply Center and relocating it at 
the Defense Conscruction Supply Center, along 

with most of the other Gentile Air Force Station 
tenants, streamlined operations and cut cost. 
However, the Defense Switching Network will 
remain as the sole tenant O F  Gentile Air Force 
Station, with the possibility of being phased out 
within three to four years. The Commission did 
not ascertain costs associated with closure of 
Gentile AFS. The closure would be relatively 
inexpensive because Gentile is a small installa- 
tion, owned by the Air Force (Wright Patterson 
AFB), which would be vac:lnt except for the 
automatic switching cencer. 

COMMISSION RECOMbIENDATION 

The Commission finds the Sixretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criterion 1. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
following: close Gentile Air Force Station, 
Dayton, Ohio, except for space required to 
operate the Defense Switching Network. The 
Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force-structure plan and 
final criteria. 

Air Force Depots 

Newark Air Force Base, Ohio 
Catzgory: Depot 
Mission: Aerospace Guidance and 

Metrology Center 
One-time Cost: S 31.3 million 
Savings: 1994-99: 8-1 7.1 million (cost) 

Annual: 5 3.8 million 
Payback: 8 years 

SECRETARY O F  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Newark AFB, Ohio, is recommended for closure. 
The Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center 
(AGMC) depot will be clos~:d; some workload 
will move to other depot maintenance activities 
including the private sector. We anticipate that 
most will be privatized in place. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Due to significant reductions in force structure, 
the Air Force has an excess depot maintenance 
capacity of at least 8.7 million Direct Product 
Actual Hours (DPAH). When all eight criteria 
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are applied to the bases in the depot subcat- 
egory, Newark AFB ranked low in comparison 
to the other five depot bases. The long-term 
military value of the base is low because it does 
not have an airfield and it is not a traditional 
Air Force base in any respect. Instead, it is a 
stand-alone, highly technical, industrial plant 
that is operated predominantly by a civilian work 
force. As a result, it is conducive to conversion 
to the private sector. The closure of Newark 
AFB will reduce the Air Force excess depot 
capacity by 1.7 million DPAH and is consistent 
with OSD guidance to reduce excess capacity, 
economize depot management, and increase 
competition and privatization in DoD. 

All six Air Force depots were considered for 
closure equally in a process that conformed to 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act 
of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended, and 
Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) guid- 
ance. Each base hosting an Air Force depot was 
evaluated against the eight DoD selection crite- 
ria and a large number of subelements specific 
to Air Force bases, depots, and missions. Esten- 
sive data, gathered to support the evaluation of 
these bases under each criterion, was reviewed 
by the Base Closure Executive Group (Execu- 
t:ve Group). The Executive Group is a group of 
seven general officers and six Senior Executive 
Service career civilians appointed by the Secre- 
tary of the Air Force (SECAF). SECAF made the 
decision LO close Newark AFB with the advice 
of the Air Force Chief of Staff and in consulta- 
tion with the Executive Group. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community argued the facilities at Newark 
AFB were unique, and replication of the work- 
load elsewhere was not cost-effective. The com- 
munity believed the facility was the single center 
for repair of strategic-missile guidance systems 
and certain aircraft inertial navigation systems 
and, therefore, should remain open. The com- 
munity also maintained the seismic stability of 
the facility was critical to both repair functions, 
and Newark AFB was the only center available 
to meet these requirements. 

Additionally, the community believed privati- 
zation could not be accomplished without 
significant cost to the USAF, and was not eco- 
nomically feasible. The community also believed 
the base was unfairly penalized for absence of a 
runway. Community officials argued a runway 
was not needed for the: Aerospace Guidance and 
Metrology Center mission; in fact, it would jeop- 
ardize seismic stabil~ty.  Additionally, cross- 
utilization of personlnel capable of repairing 
both inertial-navigation and inertial-guidance 
systems was critical during crises as proven during 
the base's support of Operation Desert Shield/ 
Desert Storm. The community also argued it 
was inconsistent to retain Minuteman 111 bases, 
yet privatize the only guidance system repair 
capability for this weapon system. 

COMMISSION FIND1 KGS 

The Commission found the workload at Newark 
AFB is not unique. Contractor facilities pres- 
ently have the repair capability and have been 
doing it for years. The workload can either be 
contracted out to one or more of several exist- 
ing manufacturers or privatized in place. I t  
appears industry interest in privatization in 
place is limited. Thus, if privatization is not a 
viable option, the Air Force can contract the 
required workload incrementally as the work- 
load at Newark declines. Additionally, in 
response to the com!nunicy's question regard- 
ing being penalized ',!or lack of a runway, the 
Commission found Newark AFB did not receive 
a negative rating for lsck of a runway, thus there 
was no negative impact to the base's overall 
performance rating. 

The Commission find.s the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate sub:;tantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recomme:nds the follo\mng: Newark 
XFB, Ohio is recommended for closure. The 
Aerospace -Guidance and Metrology Center 
(AGMC) depot will be closed; some workload 
will move to other depot maintenance activities 
including the private sector. 
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Ullited Stater 
s Office 0 Fa"", D-C. m w  

National fkmity and 
EntedonslAfFsirs Dmision 
B-259135 

me Honorable E a r l  Kntto 
Chairman 
The Honorable John R. Kasich 
Ranking Minority Member 
Snbcoakr4ttee on Readiness. 
Committee on Armed Services 
House of Representatives 

At your request, we reviewed selected issues related to the 
implementation of maintenance depot closures anti 
realignments resulting f r o m  prior Defense Base C2asure and 
Realignment Coxmnissian (BRBC) decisions (see app.1 for 
issues being reviewed). The Aerospace Guidance and 
Metrology Center (AGMC) at Newark Air  Farce Base (AFB); 
Ohio, is one of the  activities being covered by this 
review,' U n f i k e  other depot closnres, the Newurk AFB/AGMC 
implementation plan provides f& continulng to perform the 
same- missions at t h i s  facility after closure--largely as a 
privatized operation, although the Air Force wolzld retain 
ownership of mission-related equipment Valued at, about 
$326 million. 

. . 

Recently we briefed your off ice  on (I) the cost and savings 
issue related to the Newark AFB/AGM(= facility closure and 
privatization and (2) other cloame and privatization 
issues. As yon asked, we are providing this report on the 
areas discussed at that briefing and w i l l  report; later an 
findings related to t h e  closure of all maintenance depots. 

BACKGROUND 

The so* purpose b t  Rowark RFB is to house and &upport the. .- 
large industrial complex comprising the A m C ,  Supporting 

%he following maintenance depots have been identified for 
closure: Lexington/Bluegrass Axmy Depot, Sacramento Army 
Depot ,  Tooele Army Depot, Sensacola naval Aviation Depot, 
Alameda Naval Aviation Depot, Norfolk Naval Aviation Depot, 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, Mare Island Naval Sihipyard,. and 
Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center, 



t w o  Air Force missions--depot maintenance2 and metrology and 
calibration--AGMC provides depot level maintenance of 
inert ial  guidance and navigation systems ahd components and 
displacement gyroscopes for the Minuteman and Peacekeeper 
intercontinental ballistic missiles and most of the Air 
Force's ai rcraf t . '  In fiscal pear 1994, AGMC's depot 
mintenance workload consisted of about 900,000 hours; 
almost 10,500 items were produced to support repair 
raquirernents for 66 Air Force, R a y ,  and Army systems and 
components, This work was accomplished by about. 500 
maintenance and engineeriaq personnel and 325 management and 
support personnel. 

AGMC is 'different from A i r  Force air logistics centers 
(ALCs) in t h a t  it does not have weapon system and item 
management responsibility collocated at the same base.' For 
h r  Force systems repaired at AGMC, weapon system and item 
management functions are performed primarily at the Ogden or 

Oklahoma City  ALCs.' However, some ~f the engineering 
support normally provided by the system program inanagement 
offices at BLCs is performed at A- for systems it repairs. 

*Depot maintenance xequires extensive shop facilities , 
specialized equipment, a ~ d  highly s k i l l e d  tecfinlc:al and 
engineering persomel.to perform major overhaul of p m ;  
completely rebuilt gartrs, and end items; modify systems and 
equipment by applying +ew or hproved componentsi, manufac- 
t u r e  par=ts unavailable .from the private sector t h a t  are 
needed for performing depot maintenance actitritfes; and 
provide technical assistance by field teams at operational 
units. 

30ther AQvfC worRloads include control display units, 
periscopic sextants, cesium beam clocks, fuel savings 
advisory systems, fiber optic borescopes, and a variety of 
test, neasurement, and diagnostic equipment, 

%either.the Army nor the Navy collocates its weapon system 
and item managemetit £unctions at locations having depot - - 

maintenance activftiea- AGMC is substantially smaller than 
the other five Air Force depoC activities in number of items 
'supported, production hours, workforce size, and number and 
size of maintenance facility buildings- 

SThe other B3jCs are Sacramento ALC, McCleLlan APB, 
California; Sari Antonio ALC, Kelly AFB, Texas; and Warner 
Robins ALC, Robins APB, Georgia. 



In its second Air Force mission, metrology and c:alibration, 
AQrlC: performs overall technical direction and management of 
the A i r  Force Metrology and Calibration program and operates 
the A i r  Force Measurement S t a n d a d s  Laboratory. About 200 
personnel are involved in the metrology and calibration 
mission--109 in generating technical orders, certi f icatiorl 
of calmration equipment, atld management operations and 89 
i n  the standards laboratory. As the single manager fox the 
Air Force Metrology and Calibration Program, AGE provides 
all metrology engineering services fo r  t h e  Air Force. The 
standarcis laboratory complex, consisting of 47 laboratories, 
serves as the primary laboratory for calikating and 
certifying measurement standuds used worldwide i n  all Air 
Force precision measurement equipment laborator-i-es. In 
fiscal year 1994, the standards laboratory produced about 
11,500 calibrated items. 

The Departmat of Defense (DOD) considered AGMC's work 
conducive to conversion to the private sector and 
recommended.closing Newark AFB/AGMC through privatization 
and/or transferring the workload to other depotai. DOD 
justified closure by (1) identifying at least 8.7 million 
hours of excess Alr Force depot maintenance capacity, with 
closure of AGMC expected to reduce t h i s  excess by 
1.7 million hours;6 and (2).applying the eight base closure 
criteria to Air Force bases having depots grid ranking Newark 
AFB law relative to the others (see app. "11 for base closure 
criteria). DOD assigned a l o w  rnilitary value to Newark AFB 
.primarily because it was a single mission base with no 
airfield. 

2 .  

DOD estimated that fmplementing its neca~mendatian an Newark 
BFB/AGMC would cost $31.3 million, result in an annual 
savings of $ 3 . 8  million, and have an 8-year payback period 
for closure and relocation expenses. In our report on the 
base closure and real igment  reconrmendations and selectiarr 
process, we estimated t h a t  the Newark AFB/AGMC closure costs  
would be $38.29 million, with a 13-year payback period.' 
BRAC deterntined tha t  the A M C  workload could either be 

%he ' 1.7 million hours come from historical figures for ' - 
dixect product actual hours for the depot maintenance 
industrial fund activity at A W ,  AGMC downsized in fiscal 
pears 1991 and 1993 to a 1.0 million hour capacity based on 
changes in the force s-cture. 

' X i l i b r y  Bases: Analysis of DOD's Recomendatians and 
Selection Process for Closure ' R e a l i m e n t s  (CXAO/HSIAD- 
93-173, Apr. 15, 1993). 



contracted out or privatized-in-place at the same location, 
although the Cornmission noted that industry iatcarest in 
privatization-in-place'ns limited, The Commission 
recornmended closing Newark BFB/AGXC--nating that same 
workload will move to other depot maintenance ac:tivities, 
including the private sector. The President agreed with the 
overall BRAC recommendations dealing w i t h  maintenance 
depots, including the closure of A m .  The Congress did not  
challenge the overall BRAC recommendations. Tho. Air Force 
has began the  inplementation of the clclsare and 
privatization of Sewark AFB/AWC. 

RESULTS JX BRf E3? 

The justification af closing Newmk X?~/AGMC is not clear. 
To date, the closure of Newark AFB/AGMC is the only depot 
closure where almost a l l  of the work may be 
privatized-in-place; As such, we believe it merits careful. 
consideration before fmglementation proceeds. T,here are a 
number of issues associated with this privatization that are 
barriers to its lmplementatfon. Also, some projected costs 
are rising, while others are yet to be determined. One-time 
closure costs have doubled in the pas t  year and ]nay still be 
underestimated. &.a result, the payback period has 
increased to at least 17 years and as much as over 100 
pars  --depending on the assmqtions used, _ Moreover, 
projected costs of conducting post-privatization operations 
could exceed the cost of carrent Air Force operations and 
reduce or eliminate projected savings. 

Other closure and privatization. matter;. create uncertainty 
about the viability of the Air Force's planned action: 
(1) the disposition of equipment maaufacturers' proprietary 
data claims, wtrich are a potential barrier to privatization 
and could significantly increase closure costs and/or 
post-closure operation costs; ( 2 )  the fatl=e of the 
closure/pri.rratization to reduce excess depot maintenance 
capacity by the 1.7 mill ion hours previously estimated; 
(3)  the incongruity of privatizing workload that the A i r  
Force has defined as wcare" capability t h a t  generally should 
be reta*ed in the.WD depot s y s t e m ;  ( 4 )  t h e  praceicability 
or &st-effectiveness of privatizing parts of the metrology - 
and calibration mission while retaining the management 
function as a government activity; and ( 5 )  the delay in 
reaching agreement regarding the transfer of property and 
faci l i t ies  to the local  reuse commission. 



AIR FORCE IMPLEMENTATION OF NEWARK AFB/AWc CLOSURE 

Implementation of the Newark AFB/AG?&C closure twough 
privatization is still in the e a l y  phases, with many 
details yet to be worked out. In general, the  Air Force has 
developed a three-pronged approach to imp1ement;ing BRACts 
decision. F i r s t ,  four systems, representing about 3 percent 
of AGMCfs existing depot maintenance workload, w i l l  be 
transferred to other Air Force depots.' Second, ownership 
of the Newark AFB/AMC p r o p r t y  and facilitles'wfll be 
transferred to a local reuse commission. The cornmission i s  
to lease space to one prime guidance system repair 
contractor that w i l l  provide depot maintenance vrork, one 
prime metroloqy contractor that will perform calibrations 
and author calibration manuals, and the remaln+rrg organic 
metrology program management contingent. While 
privatizatfon-in-place is the goal, based on a strategy 
option announced in the Commerce Business Ddily, contractors 
may elect to move workload to other facilities. 
Hypothetically, this option could result i n  a l l  workload 
moving t o  other contractor locations--should the wAnning 
contractor(s) demonstrate that moving workload to other 
locations would provide the best value to the gavernment. 
Third, the metrology and calibration mission w i 1 . l  be 
continued at AGMC, with some functions privatized and 
another continued as an Air Force activity reporting to AFMC . . 
Headquarters or one af the ALCS- 

The Air Force origfnally planned to privatize a l l  activities 
related to the metrology and calibration missLon, but it 
later determined that the Air Farce ~etrology and 
Calibration Program's materiel group manager function could 
not be privatized.because it is a function considered to be 
''inherently gavernmeatal "' In performing this lunction, 
A W  civilian and militazy employees provide policy And 
direction f o r  all precision measurement equipment 

%Fhe Air Force determined that relocation was practicable 
and .cast-effective for  sextants,  ARC-200 radios, clocks, and 
some test measurement and diagnostic equipment. 

?Iffice of Wagemerit and Budget Policy Letter 92-1, 
Sept. 23, 1992, provides that an inherently governmental 
function is "..,so intimately related t o  t h e  public interest 
as to mandate performance by Government €?1np1oyee:s, These 
functions include those activities which require either the 
exercise of discretion in applying Government authority or 
the making of value judgements in making decisiolls for the 
Government. * 



laboratories A i r  Force wide, inspect these laboratories for 
compliance with required policies and procedures, and 
procure calibration standards1' used in calibratiorl 
laborcatories. 

Current plans for the metrology and calibration grogran 
prav5de far (1) retaining about 130 government ,employees to 
provide the metrology and calibration management 
function--with the Air Force leasing space at A W  from the 
local reuse commission and ( 2 )  contracting out the primary 
standards laboratory and technical order prepar,ation, which 
will also remain at AMC,  with the contractor leasing space 
from the reuse comrdssion. 

The Ak Force plans to regain uwnershAp of mission-related 
maintenance and metralogy and calibration equipment,. which 
will be provided to the winning~contractor(s) a;s 
govenunent-furnished equipment. AC;MC accountab.le records 
indicate the value of the depot maintenance equ.ipmgnt is 

. $297.5 million and the value of the metrology axrd 
calibration equipment $28.5 million. Details such as the 
cost of the lease arrangement, allocation of u t i l i t y  and 
support costs between the Air Force and contractor(s), and 
the determination of whether the government or the 
contractor will be zesponsible for m n t a i n i n g  the equipment 
are not yet known. . -. 

To manage the AGMC privatization, the Air ~orce.established 
a prowam management office at Hill AFB. This office is 
responsible fo r  developing the statement of work, request 
for proposal, acquisition plan, source.'selection plan, and 
related documents. The award is scheduled for September 29, 
1995. Several. key milestones leading up to contract  award 
have slipped, campressing the khedule for the remaining 
tasks i n  the pre-contract-award period. A i r  Force officials 
describe this schedule as optimistic. After contract awud, 
the Air Force plans to initiate a phased process for 
tranaitioning individual maintenance workloads l;o the 
contractor. Air Force officials stated tha t  this 12-month 
transition period reduces the r i sk  of interruptring ongoing 
opezations and a l lows the contractor(s) an opportunity to 
build up an infrastructure and trained workforct?. However,. 
according t o  the prosam management office, a "turn-keyn 
transition where the contractor becomes fu l ly  responsible 
far the AGMC workload at one point in time is the preferred 
strategy.of the ALC spstem managers and may be adopted. 

W e  acquisition cost of this equipment is about $10 million 
per' year. 



ANALYSIS OF COST AND SAVINGS RAISES CONCERNS 

Our wrk  has identified several concerns regarding the cost, 
savings, and payback peribd for the Air Force's 
implementation of the AGMC aRAC decision. These include * 

concerns that (I) the projected cost of closing AGMC has 
doubled and may increase -her; ( 2 )  the $3.8 million 
a d  savings projected to result from A w ' s  c:losure is 
not likely to be realized because of potentially higher 
costs  f o r  contract administration, contractor profit, 
possible recurring proprietary data costs, and other factors 
t h a t  have not been considered in the cost  compu1;ation; and 
( 3 )  the payback period could be extended to over:. 100 years 
or never, depending upon the Air Force's ability to contain 
one-time closure costs and recurring costs of performing the 
AQUC mission after privatization- 

Recognizing that projected closure costs have increased, in 
Angust 1994, the Air Force base closure group validated a 
Hewark AFBIAGMC closure budget of $62.2 million.u T h i s  
amount~fs $30.9 million more than  the original projection of 
$31.3 million. Almost all of the increase is aT.t r ibutable  
to the eatinrated $30.5 million transition cost to convert 
from Air Force to contractor operation. Accordi.ng to Air 
Foxce officials, the original cost estimate only included 
costs associated w i t h  transferring and separating personnel 
under the base closure process and for tiansferring a 
limited amount of workload to other A L r  Force depots. They 
noted t h a t . D O D  has no prior experience w i t h  privatizing a 
large, complex depot maintenunce f acili.ty. A d d l . t i a n a l l y ,  
since the development of the closare,ahd privati.zation 
option for  AMC was done quickly, the t i n &  available ta 
identify a l l  the factors and costs associated w i . t h  this 
option at .the tirrie of the 1993 'BRAC was limited. 

%*he Afr Forcecollsidered a range of closure costs from 
$47 million to $76 mlllion before validating the 
$62.2 mill ion estimate. 

7 



We recomputed the payback period using DOD's 1993 Cost of 
Base Redlignment Actions (COBRA) model." We u:?ed the 
estimated nonrecurring costs validated by the Air Force in  
August 1994 (adjusted for inflation) and asstmed that 
post-closure operations would resul t  fn $3.8 m i . l l i o n  annual 
savings as DOTI originatly projected in 1993. The model 
indicated that, w i t h  these costs and assumptions, t h e  
payback period w o u l d  be over 100 years rather than 8 years 
as originally projected by the Department. However, the DOD 
approved discount rate used in the COBRA model has been 
reduced from 7 percent in the 1993 BRAC process to 
2-75  percent in 1995.= Consequently, we adjusted the COBRA 
model to the revised discount factor-holding a l l  other 
variables constant--and found the revised payback period to 
be I7 years. Achieving a 17-year payback is dependent on no 
further increase in one-time closure costs aad achieving the 
$3.8 million animal post-closure operational cost savings 
originally profected by the Department. Our work has 
determined that neither of these assumptions is likely 
because of significant cost mcertainties. 

While the Air Farce has recognized t h a t  an estimated 
$62,2 million will be r'equired as BRBC funded casts of 
closure, it also rckognlzes there w i l l  be addi+i.onal 
one-'clime closure costs not funded by ERAC. For example, an 
estimated .$4.86million w i l l  be needed to cover costs such 

=DQD uses the COBRA model to estimate the return on 
investment of its closure and reali-nt decisions. The 
cost  model consists of a set of formulas or algorithms that  
use standard factors and base-specific data, in its 
calculations. Each. DOD .component had its own set or' 
standud c ~ s t  factors derived fram readily avai1,ble 
information. Some factors are identical f o r  each component 
because they are mandated by ragulztian or law o;c prescribed 
bg policy. 

D ~ ~ B ~ ~  algorithms incorporate a discount rate to calculate bow the number o f  years required to obtafn a return on 
investment and'a 20-yeaz net present value analysis. The - .. 
source of ident;l£ying the appropriate discount rate is 
Office of Management a-pd Budget Circular A-94, "Chidelines 
and Discount Rates for Benefit-Cost Analysis of Federal ' 

Programs." In the 1993 BRAC, a discount rate of 7 percent 
was used, under .the assmpti on that COBRA. analyses w e r e  
"base-case'' benefit-cost analyses as defined by the 
C i r c u l a r .  DOD determfned that the approved disceunt rate' 
associated with ncost-effeetiveness" analyses should be used 
f o r  the 1995 BRAC. 



estimated $4.86 million will be needed to cover costs such 
as interim health benefits f o r  personnel separating from 
government employment. Also, there will be environmental 
cleanup costs of some undetermined amount, Thus far, 
$3.62 million has been identified for environmental cleanup. 

As akeadp indicated, we have also identified other 
potential closure costs that the M r  Force has not included. 
O n e  is the cost to acquire the right to provide data some 
equipment manufacturers consider proprietary to contractors 
expecting to bid on the AGMC maintenance workload. . 
Proprietary rights involve the claim of owmsship by 
equipment manufacturers of some unique information, such as 
technical d a t a ,  drawings, and repair processes, to protect 
the manufacturer's market position by prohibiting disclosure 
outside the  government. An Air Force official said cost 
estimates were submitted by fonr  equipment manu:factusers 
claiming proprietary rights, and theae est imates were 
"absurdly high. " While we cannot ' identify what  these 
additional one-time costs will be, any nnident1:fied costs 
push the payback period even f m e r .  

At the time AGMC was identif l e d  f o r  closure and 
privatization, DOD es t imated  $68.09 million annual cost for 
contractor operations and $71.84 million in net annual 
savings in personnel and overhead costs-yresult.fng in an 
estimated annual savings of $ 3 . 8  million. Rocerring costs 
after AGMC closure and privatization probably cannot be 
determined with any degree of assurance until after contract 
negotiation and award. However, some p i r  Force officials 
have estimated that rather than achieving savings, annual 
recurring costs could actually exceed current costs of 
operations. Tor example, an A i . r  Force Materiel Command 
(AFMC) memorandum noted that prevailing labox rates and 
private sector cheurges f o r  similar itemsiL suggest that it 
will be di f f icu l t  t o  keep the annual contract value the same 
as the current annual c iv i l ian  salary--a key assmption in 
achieving the originally projected $3 .8  mill ion annual 
8 avings . 
An AFHC:analysis determined that, aasuming these costs  are . .. compkable, additional costs for profit and contract 

xCAnalpsis by the transition program management office 
determined that for 230 Air Force items culzently repaired 
at AGMC t h a t  also have repair history in the private sector, 
the contractor costs were generally 1.5 to 3 t lmes  higher 
than the AGMC cost. 



$1-8 ai l l ion.  Additional costs f o r  proprietary data and 
taxes could increase t h e  post-closure operation costs by 
$3.8 million annually. 

A November 1994 AE'MC memorandum informed system managers of 
increased ftlddirlg xequirements for AGMC workloads t o  cover 
anticipated increases i n  costs of operation under 
privatization-in-glace. A December 1994 meeting af'the 
Acquisition Strategy Panel c o n f b e d  the projected 
increases. For example, the projected fiscal ycaar 1997 
costs  after privatization-in-place w e r e  about 107 percent 
higher than projected casts under government operation. 
Addritianally, t h e  projected costs of contractor operations 
for t h e  5-year period betyeen fiscal years 1996 and 2000 
were estimated t o  be over $456 million more than previously 
estimated costs of government operations over that period. 

m R  CmSfjRE AND P m T I Z A T f  ON ISSUES 

O t h e r  pr iva t iza t ion  issues relate t o  (1) proprietary data 
claims, (2) the effect of the closure on excess depot 
maintenance capacity, (3) the impact of privatizing core  
uo~kload, ( 4 )  the segmentation of the metrology and 
calibration mission, and (5) the transfer of Am6C property 
and facilities t o  the local reuse cnmmission. 

Proprietary D a t a  Clafms 
. . 

m e  proprietary rights t o  technical data is anresolved for 
some workloads t o  be contracted out and could greatly 
increase the costs of privatization. I'n this cese, when 
contractors have a leglt lmate claim bf ownership, the 
government cannot make this information available to other 
private sectar..firms that compete f o r  the AGMC maintenance 
workload. The amount of depot maiatenance workload at AGMC 
that involves proprietary data, the extent to which owners 
of proprietary rights are willing to sell these rights t o  
t h e  government, or  the potential cost  of this acquisition 
have not been determined. Air Force officials noted they 
ate investigating possible methods for the prospective 
bidders to gain the necessary data rights as part of their 
proposal. However, proprietary data problems have already - 
contributed t o  the delay of several key progzam milestones, 
including preparation of the statement of work and 
acquisi t fon and source selection plans, and are a potential 
barrier t o  the AGMC privatization- 



E f f e c t  on Excess Capacftx 

The privatization of AWC will not reduce excess capacity by 
t h e  1 . 7  million hours previously eskimated i f  
privatization-in-place 1s completed as currently planned. 
Since many of the systems +d components currently repaired 
at AGMC are not  repaired elsewhere, the A M C  depot 
maintenance capabilfty does not generally duplicate repair 
capability found elsewhere. Where duplicate capability 
exists, consolidating like repair workloads and el iminat ing 
dtu1dancies wodd be expected to generate economies and 
efficiencies. Currently, it is planned that almost all the 
AGMC capability will be retained i n  place for use by private 
contractqrs: The Air F0rc.e will r e t a in  ownership of depot 
plant equipment and the standards laboratory eqa.ipment, 
which A m  accountable records indicate are valaed at about 
$326 millfan. W i t h  this arrangement, it is d i f f i c u l t  t o  
undemtand how DOD projects the elimination of 1.7 million 
hoers of excess capacity. 

Privatization. of Core Workload_ 

All of AQlrCrs maintenance workload has been identified as 
core work to be retained Fn government facilities. Since 
1993, when the Air Force recommended that AGMC bc? closed and 
privatized, each of the services identified &pot: . 
maintenance cagability for which it was cbnsidered essential 
that t h i s  capabilfty be retained as organic DDD 
capability--referred to as core capabil~tp,~ According to 
Office o f  the Secretary of Defense guidance, corn exists t o  
minimize operational risks and to guarantee required 
readiness for critical weapon systems- The Air Force 
determined t h a t  100 percent of the AWC depot maintenance 
workload i s  core. AGMC i s  the bnly A i r  Force depot activity 
having a U  its repair workload defined as core--with other 
depots' core capability ranging from 59 percent at 
Sacramento AUI to 84 percent at Warner Robins ALC'. An AFMC 
memorandum noted some inconsistency in planning to contract 
out workload defined as 100 percent core, while continuing 
to support the need fox retaining core capability in DoD 

.- 

'Score 1s defbed by DOD as the capability maintained within 
arganlc Defense depots to meet readiness and sustainability 

, requirements of the weapon systems that support the Joint  
Chiefs  o f  Sta f f  contingency scenmio. Core depot 
maintenance capabilities are Intended to c q r i s e  only the 
minfmum facilities, equipment and skilled persannel 
necessaq to ensure a ready 'and controlled source of , 

required technical competence. 



facilities. However, the memorandum noted that the inherent 
risk of contzactfng out can be minimized if the workload is 
retained at AGHC as a result of privatization-in-place, Air 
Force officials stated that retaining government ownership 
of the mission-related equipment at AGMC i s  essential to 
controlling the risk of privatizing this critical core 
workload. 

Sewentation of the Metrolosv and calibration M.ission 

~ h o  nurrent plan to' r e t a in  part of the metrolosp and 
calibration mission to be performed by Air Force personnel 
whila privatizing We standards laboratory function m y  be 
neither practicable nor cost-effective. We found that the 
standards laboratory fmc t ion  is generally the training 
ground where Air Force civilian personnel develop the s k i l l s  
they need to perform the other metrology and cLLibration 
functions that will be continued at A m  as a gwernnent 
operation. We discussed this issue with persomiel f rom both 
the Brmy and the .Navy who maintain similar osganic 
capabilities to support service metrology and calibration 
management fnnctions. They noted that from their 
perspective, contracting pa-rt of this work while maintaining 
most of it as a government activity would not be desirable. 
Navy officials noted that 100 percent of their metrology and 
calfbration program management personnel were fomerly 
employed in the primary standards laboratory. Army and Navy 

a f f i c i a l a  stated that the experience and trafning gained 
from their prior work in-laboratories was essential to 
performance of program management responsibilities. 

We questioned the viability of having the Alr Force 
interservice its metrology and calibration activities to the 
Army and/or Navy, which have similar activities. Amy and 
Navy officials said they believe it would be pow, asible to 
combine the Air Force metrology and calibration function 
w i t h  t h a t  of one or bath of the other services. A i r  Force 
officials said they considered interservicing but detemined 
that neithef the  Axmy nor the Naw facilities met the 
tolerances required for calibrating some Air Force equipment 
or have .the capacity to assume the Air Force workload. ATnxy. 
and ~av-y officials stated that  an existing memorandum of 
agreement among a e  three military departments provides t h a t  
if one of the primztry standards laboratories loses its 
capability, the remaining laboratories would assist in 
meeting calibration requirements. These o f f i c i a l s  said they 
believe that intersemicing or j o i n t  operations should be 
further considered by the Air Force. 



Transfer of Pmuertv and FacllLtLes 
to Local.. Reuse C o d s s i o n  

The AGMf: privatization-in-place approach is'based on 
transferring ownership of the Newark AFB/AGMC property and 
facilities, which the Air Force estimates to be worth about 
$331 to t he  local reuse cammission. To make t h i s  
approach work, the Air Force must transfer omership of the 
property and facilities at no cost  or less than. fair market 
value, Whether this transfer will take place is unclear 
since (1) the fair market value has not been determined and 
(2) agreements as to the cost of  the property or meana of 
payment and ar: to whether the reuse ~olnmission is willing to 
assume responsibility f o r  operating the property and 
facilities have not been reached. 'Po effect property 
transfer at below estimated fair market value, the Secretary 
of the k f r  Force must explain the cost and approve the 
transfer. ALr Force officials noted that, pending results 
of the environmental impact analysis, they expect to convey 
the property through an economic development conveyance w i t h  
very favorable terms to the local reuse conrmission. 

A local reuse commission of f ic ia l  told us that until 
recently the commission believed the Hewark AFB,/AGMC 
property would be transferred to the cornmission at no cost. 
The official noted that it is questionable whether the 
commission w i l l  be interested in acquirisg the property 
under other conditions. , 

DOD historicalfy has encountered difficulties in t rying to 
close military bases. This makes us reluctant---absent very 
compellirlg reasons--to recommend that W D  revisit p r i o r  
decisions of the Base Realignment and Closure Cc)missian. 
However, we believe that the problems being faced in 
implementing this decision are of such an unusual nature to 
w a r r a n t  revisiting the planned closure and privatization of 
A=. Therefore, we recommend that the Secretaries of the 
Air Force and Defense reevaluate, as a part  of the ongoing 
BRAC 1995 process,.-bath DOD's 1993 recommendation to close 

'%is am~unt does not iaclude the value of the a s s i o n -  
related depot plant eqnipment and the standards laboratory 
equipment, which w i l l  be retained as government-owned 
equipment. 



Hewark AFBIAGMC and t h e  Air Forcers approach to implementing 
the closure decision through privatization-in-p.Lace. 

=OPE AND MElXQDQLOa 

Pact of the work on t h i s  assignment resulted from our 
ongoing effort to review various depot maintenallce issues, 
including an analysis of the sta tus  of M)D8s efforts to 
implement depot closures resulting fxom prior BHAC 
decfsions. We completed work f o r  a s  zeport in N o v e e r  
1994. We dlscnssed a draft of thLs report w i t h  agency 
officials and have included their comments wherte 
appropriate. Our work was performed in accordance w i t h  
generally accepted government auditing stand-. Our scope 
and rmethodology are discussed Fn greater detail in 
appendix I. 

Major contrlbutars were Julia Denman, Assistant Director, 
and Frank Lawson, 

~ b a  M. Heivilin 
Dfrector  , Defense Managentent 
and NASA Issues 



APPEM)IX I 

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

You asked us to review how the Department of  DefenSe (DOD) is 
managing various issues related to the closure af.depot ma.intenace 
activities, including (1) the allocation of woruaad that is 
currently being performed at these activities, either to 130D 
activities or to the comme~cidl sector; (2) policies and procedures 
for  the disposition of equipment at these activities; (3 )  policies  
and procedures to provide the existing workforce opportunities for  
&ployraent; ( 4 )  the potential f o r  conversion of these activities 
id to  commercial repair activities; and ( 5 )  an update of D 0 . D 8 s  
eskiaates fox closure costs and savings as a result of impleaenting 
pklor Defense Base Closure and Realignment Conmiasion (BRAc) 
decisions f o r  depot' closures - . 

We' discussed the flewark A i r  Force B a s e  closure and privati:zation of 
the Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) with Ai:c Force 
05:ficials resp&ible.for bnplementing the BRAC decision at AGMC, 
A i r  Force Materiel Command (AE'MC), and Air Farce headquurters. We 
d u o  (I) discussed estimated closure c o s l  and savings with A i r  

. Force off ic ia ls  at various lacations, and (2 )  toured the A(aC 
facil'ity, conducting interviews w i t h  center personnel and reviewing 
historical and evolving documentation. In addition, w e  contacted 
Defense Contract Management command, Defense Contract ' A n d l  t: Agency, 
and aFMC contracting personnel f o r  contract-related information and 
A m y  and LPa* metrology officials responsible for the primcay 
standards laboratories to obtain information on theG capability to 
maintain the AGMC metrology workload and their views on privatizing 
part of the metrology functions while cantinning to keep the  
*ement fmc t ion  as .a  government operation. 

We:anal@ed laws, policies, and regulations governing core 
capa.bility and Office of Management and Budget Circular A-76 and 
Policy L e t t e r  92-1 for infarmation on inherently governmental 
fpnctions. To assess t h e  impam of the increase in the estimated 
cost of closing Newark AfB/AGMC, we used the 1993 Cost a f  Base 
~ealfgnrnent A c t i o n s  model to calculate t3e closure and relocat ion 
cost payback period, 

In :conducting txis review, we used the  same regarts and statistics 
the AFT Force uses to monitor t h e  cost of closure and estimate the 
recurring costs*associated w i t h  AGMC privatization. We did not - -. 
independently determine their  reliability. 



DOD CRITERIA FOR SELECTTXG EASES FOR CLOSURE OR REAL1C;NMENT 

category Criteria 

' Military value The cnrrent and future mission require- 
ments and the impact of operationdl 
readiness of DODrs t o t a l  force, 

The availability and condition of land, 
facilities, and associated airspace at 
both the existing and potential 
receiving locations. 

The abil i ty to accommodate contingency, 
mobilization, and future total force 
requirements at both the  existing and 
potential receiving locations. 

The cost and manpower Implications. 

Return on investment Tfle extent and t h i n g  of potential costs 
and savings, including the  umber of 
pears, beginning w i t h  the date of 
completion of the closure or 
realignment. 

Impacts The economic impact an c0mmun;ities. 

The ability of bath the existing ancl 
potential receiviag communities' 
infrastructure to support forces, 
missions a d  pezsomel. - 

I 



Fact Paper 
on 

The GAO and Newark AFB 
Background: 

At the direction of thk HASC the GAO conducted a study on the closure of DOD 
depots due to BRAC 88,91, and 93 decisions. 
As a part of this study, the GAO took a look at the closure of Newark AFB and the 
privatization in place (PIP) of the Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center 
(AGMC). 

Discussion: 
In their report, GAO identified concerns regarding this closure and the PIP concept: 

Costs, savings, and payback period 
GAO points out that one time costs have doubled, recuning costs could 
exceed the cost of current AF operations, and payback period could range 
between 17 - 100 years 

AF comments: The Air Force has budgeted an additional $3 1 million to close 
Newark AEB above the original $3 1 million cited in the 93 BRAC Report 

This additional budget for workload transition rninimize:~ operational risk 
Transition and recurring costs are currently unknown 

Competition should drive costs down 
Firm cost proposals due mid June 95 

Proprietary data claims 
GAO identified a potential barrier to PIP if proprietary data rights are not 
secured for use under PIP arrangement 

AF comments: AFMC is working the proprietary data issue 
All manufacturers with proprietary data rights have agreed to allow, or will 
negotiate for, use of proprietary data under PIP 
Current budgets do not include costs associated with buying data rights 

Data costs could be minimal if team of manufacturers holding rights is 
selected 

Segmentation of metrology and calibration mission 
GAO identified an inconsistency with contracting the standards laboratory 

while keeping the metrology/calibration management function organic 
GAO also pointed out the interservice potential of these functions 

AF comments: In an effort to maximize privatization at AGMC, the AF chose 
to contract those functions that were not considered 'inherently governmental' 

The standards lab remains a viable candidate for privatization 
Interservicing all AGMC workloads is being evaluated as an alternative to PIP 



Effect on excess capacity 
GAO states the closure will not reduce excess depot maintenance capacity by 

the amount previously estimated 

AF comments: PIP does not affect excess depot capacity, however, in 
divesting itself of the facilities and personnel through PIP at AGMC, the AF 
will reduce its organic depot capacity by 1.7 million hours 

Privatization of core workload 
GAO identified an inconsistency with contracting out 'core' workload 

AF  comments: AF logistics mission best served by PIP option 
GAO point about the capability at Newark being considered 100% 'core' is 
correct 
AF  evaluated the risk associated with moving some of this capability to above- 
core status by shifting it to the private sector 

PIP option could mitigate the risk of transferring the workload out of core 
if the facilities, people, and equipment remained in place 
Strategy preserves all elements of an essential wartime capability 

Moving workload to other organic depots potentially more costly than PIP 
Replication of specialized facilities expensive and uncertain under 
budgetary reductions associated with the drawdown in defense 
Keeps unique capability on line to support potential contingencies; avoids 
periods of degraded capability incumbent in workload moves 
Potential loss of seasoned technicians not moving with the workload 

Transfer of property/facilities to local reuse commission 
GAO identified uncertainties associated with this transfer due to fair market 
value determination and lack of agreements between AF and local reuse 
commission on assuming responsibility for propertylfacilities 

AF comments: Not a show-stopper as the property can be made available at 
any time with a lease in order to implement PIP 

AF is working a property responsibility agreement with the local I 

commission pending the outcome of the environmental assessment-Mar 95 
Expecting to convey the property to the local commission under very 
favorable terms 



GAO Recommendations: 
SECAF and SECDEF reevaluate as a part of the 95 BRAC process: 

DOD's 1993 recommendation to close Newark/AGMC 
AF approach to implementing the closure decision through PIP 

AF Response: 
In our view, there is not enough data at this time to conclude that closing the base and 
privatizing in place is NOT the direction the AF should go 

Current strategy 
Continue to work PIP to reduce cost and risk 
Continue to assess alternatives to PIP 

Moving all AGMC workloads to other AF and interservice depots 
Due late March 95 

Determine actual PIP costs through source selection 
Should be known late June 95 

Use independent contractor in source selection activities and alternatives analysis 
to provide 

Independent certification expressing agreement with source selection 
methodology and conclusions 
Independent cost assessment of alternative approaches to PIP 

AFMC/CC determine best alternative for disposition of workload 
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TASKING 

AGMC CLOSURE ACQUISITION STRATEGY PANEL 
ACTION ITEM (13 JAN 95) 

ISSUE 20: DEVELOP PLAN B - BACK UP TO 
PRIVATIZATION IN PLACE. WORK OUT THE LOW COST 
ALTERNATIVE'SOLUTION; TAKE FULL' CONSIDERATION . 

OF INTERSERVICING. 

ACTION: HQ AFMClXP TO LEAD THIS TASK AND ' 

PRESENT TO GEN YATES FOR A DECISION. 



ASSUMPTIONS 

BRAC FUNDING WlLL BE AVAILABLE TO IMPLEMENT 
PLAN B . 

AF WlLL REPROGRAM MANPOWER AND FUNDING FOR 
FY 96 AND BEYOND 
INTERIM CONTRACTOR SUPPORT WlLL BE REQUIRED 
LOSS OF-SKILLED WORKFORCE, TRAINING WILL BE 
REQUIRED 
MILCON WlLL BE REQUIRED AT GAINING SITES 
STARTING DATE WlLL BE 1 OCT 95, TARGET END DATE 
IS 1 OCT 98, MUST FINISH BY 1 JUL 99 



CRITERIA 

RISK 
TRANSITION 
TECHNICAL 
INTERIM SUPPORT . 

COST 
NONRECURRING . . . . . . . .  .:. . . .  

RECURRING' 

SCHEDULE 
TRANSITION TIME 



ALTERNATIVES 

COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 
- MOVE METROLOGY TO WR-ALC - $52.7M 
-MOVE RING LASER GYRO TO NAVY - $2.02M 

ALTERNATIVE B1 
- MOVE AIRCRAFT AND MISSILES TO WR-ALC 

ALTERNATIVE B2. 
, . . . A , '  

. . 
. .. - ' MOVE .A[RCRAFT .TO:tWR;A'LC . . . . .. . . 

- MOVE MISSILES TO 0 0 - A L C  

* ALTERNATIVE 83 
- MOVE AIRCRAFT TO OC-ALC 

-MOVE MISSILES TO 0 0 - A L C  
9 



NONRECURRING 
METROLOGY 

PERSONNEL MAJOR TRAINING REQTS. MAJOR PROJECTS 

Realigned 180 Precision Measurement Microwave Stds. Lab 
Eliminated 13 Slandards Calibration & Repair Laser Sids. Lab 

Optics Stds. Lab 

COST SUMMARY (M) 

..  . Construction I . . : $ 4 . 4  . . . .  . -  . -  . . .  
' .  $ 1'.9 - '. " peisbin&l . . 

Moving $ 46.3 
Other $.I 2 
TOTAL $52.7 

PHASING 

FYOO 
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NONRECURRING 
ALTERNATIVE I32 

PERSONNEL MAJOR TRAINING REQTS. MAJOR PROJECTS 

Realigned 1,320 Gyro Mechanic Training Clean Rooms 
Eliminated 275 Software . . .  Eng Training . Isolation Piers 

(rolled into personnel number) 

COST SUMMARY (M) 

. . . . . . .  . Construct ion . ; _  . $49.6 . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . . - :  - ... . .  - . . .  . .  - 
:. . - . . .  . . . a. . . 

. . ~ & ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i  .. : $  39.7 . . . 

Moving $ 190.0 
OIH Other $15.3 
TOTAL. $294.6 

PHASING 

FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FYOO 
$31.9M $1 02.OM $1 24.6M $38.2M $1.5M ' 

13 I 



IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 





PERSONNEL 

Realigned 
Eliminated 

NONRECURRING 
ALTERNATIVE B3 

MAJOR TRAINING REQTS. MAJOR PROJECTS 

Gyro Mechanic Training Clean Rooms 
Software Eng Training Isolation Piers 
(rolled into personnel number) 

COST SUMMARY (M) 

, Construction . . . . .  , . .  . . .  . $ 43.1 ., . . . .  . . - .  :.. . . .  . . L , .  . . . . .  . . . . . - 
' .  Personnel .. . . .  . . .  - $ 39.7 . . .  . . 

Moving $190.0 
OIH Other $1 6.0 
TOTAL $288.8 

PHASING 

FYOO 







ALTERNATIVE COMPARiSONS 

I FY95 FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FYOO Total 

B2 
Benefi ts (M) 

. .: NtRCosls (M) . . ' . .  
.. Recurring (M) 

TOTAL COSTS 

81 
Benefi ts (M) 
NlRCosls (M) 
Recurring (M) 
TOTAL COSTS 

B3 
Benefi ts (M) 
N!F?C~s!s (M) 
Recurring (M) 
TOTAL COSTS 

0.0 0.2 1.3 10.1 17.9 17.9 47,4 
0.8 42.7 133.0 110.4 4.3 1.5 292,7 

38.2 38.2 38.2 38.2 38.2 38.2 229.2 
39.0 80.9 171.2 148.6 42.5 39.7 521.9 



CENTER 

AGMC 
OC-ALC (AIRCRAFT) 

WR-ALC 

CENTER RATES 





RECOMMENDATION 

COST FOR OPTIONS CONSIDERED ARE ESSENTIALLY 
EQUAL. NEW TRC CONCEPT SHOULD DECIDE 
WORKLOAD OUTCOME. 

b 

ADVISE SECAF THE COST OF PLAN B WlLL BE AT 
LEAST. $3OOM.,,: ., . , . : ,  . 

. . 

PLAN B WlLL DELAY CLOSURE. WILL REQUIRE 
BRAC 95 COMMENTS FOR IMPLEMENTATION. 



THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

4 May 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DD'ARTMENTS 
CHAlRMAN OF THE JOINT CHlEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARUES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH ANT) ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
DIRECTOR. OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE S E m T A R Y  OF DEFENSE 
DTREcrOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCTES 

SUBJECT: Depot Maintenance Operations Policy 

I have completed my review of the Defense Science Board Depot Maintenance Task 
Force rcport. As noted in my forwarding letter to the Congress, the report is a constructive 
contribution to the challengc of rightsizing the depot infrastructure of the DoD for present and 
fixture national defcnse needs. 

The weapon systems and equipment readiness, s u s ~ i l i t y  and life-cycle support 
requirements of the Department demand a base of organic depots. To conk01 risk, the 
Department's CORE depot maintenance concept provides for identification and quantification of 
specific capabilities that need to be resident in organic depots. The ability to guarantee delivery of 
flexible and responsive industrial support represents the csscncc of CbD's depot maintenance 
&ion. 

CORE is the capability maintained within organic Defense depots to meer 
readiness agd susrainabilify trquirements ofthe weapon systems that support the JCS 
contingency scenan'c-(s). Core depot maintenunce capabiZities wiU comprise only the 
minimum facilities, equipment and skiltedpersomel necessary to ensure a ready and 
wntrolled source of required technical competence, (DoD  memorandum, Subject; 
Depot M o i n t m c e  Capabiliry, dnted Nmembtr IS, 1993). 

The DoD CORE concept means determining Department wide the CORE capability 
requirements and identifying nquisi tc woddoad to maintain these capabilities, b a d  on military 
m i c e  inputs. This determination considem the level of risk and the capabilities of all DoD 
depots. The Task Force validated the DoD CORE concept but recommended adoption of Service 
CORE. Ow review determined that greater flexibility is achievable by maintaining the current 
DoD CORE. 



- 

Play 

I With regard to competition bctween the public depots and the private sector, thc Task 
Force &d other related studies and audits have concluded that: Datzbases and financial 
management systems in the Department and the Military Scrvices an? not capable of supporting 
the determination of actual cost of specific workloads. Although. vigorous attempb have been 
made to execute fair public/private cost competitions through the mr:dia of the Cost 
Comparability Handbook, a level playing field is not achievable in the near term. Based on these - 

findings publiJprivate cost competition will be discontinued at present. 

The Task Force concluded that the above findings pertaining lo publiclprivate c a r  
competitions also apply to pubfic/public competitions. Additionally,, the Task Force observed that 
there is considerable expense in conducting public/public cost cornpefitions, and that thc same 
efficiencies can be gained by interservicing workloads to Centers of 'Excellence. I agrcc with the 
Task Force conclusion that interservicing of Depot Maintenance work is preferable to direct 
publidpublic cost competition, Therefore, public vs, public cost compt i t io~~ will also be 
discontinued, and interservicing decisions taken on the basis of efficiencies that can be gained. In 
the future, if accurate and comparable cost data is available, the issue of cost competition should 

8 be rcopcned. 

Major modifications and upgrades to increase the performance envelope of systems a .  
not by definition part of depot maintenance CORE The Govemmenlt has traditionally obtained 
development and manufacture of kits for modifications and upgrades from the private sector. The 
Task Force concluded that major .modifications and upgrades should be primarily accomplished in 
the private sector. This conclusion is sound and will be implemented 

Efficient depot maintenance support of new weapon systems is of utmost importance. 
However, the paradigm must change; we should no longer assume new weapon systems and 
equipment will transition to organic depot support. In many cases, there is neithcr a strong 
economic case nor risk control requirement for establishing organic depot maintenance support. 
The depot maintenance strategy is an important element of the acquisition process for new 
systems. It is clear that in this era of deciining force structure, the strategy must Ix refined 
periodically throughout the entire acquisition cycle. The Defense Science Board Depot 
MaintcnanceTask Force has been given an additional task of detetmjning &e process and 

I procedures the Department should use in procuring the depot maintenance support for ncw 
weapons syst& Their %port will bc completed in 30 days. 

The Military Scrvices and Defense Agencies wiU takc the actions necessary to implement 
the above guidance. These policy changes are effective immediately and will be incorporated into 
DoD Directives. 

i 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 141!5 c.,-,-.,- > - \ f ~ ?  - } . * -  . .., . -. , - .& ,. , !WJ r ~ ~ ~ b i f  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 . r .? 7- 

703-696-0504 
Y 3 ~ -  /iR . I -- --- 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 10, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN IRET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WENOl LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable John Glenn 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear John: 

Thank you for your letter urging the Commission to reconsider the 1993 decision 
to close Newark Air Force Base in Heath, Ohio. You may be assurecl that I will share 
your letter with the other members of the Commission. 

The Base Closure and Realignment Act provides that any additions to the list of 
bases recommended for closure or realignment by the Secretary of Defense must be 
published in the Federal Register by May 17. This would include any decisions to 
reconsider a previous Commission's actions if such action had not been recommended by 
the Secretary. In order to have a base added to this list, a Commissioner must offer a 
motion to add an installation for consideration. A majority of the Connmissioners must 
support such a motion for the base to be added for consideration. 

The information that you have provided will be placed in the Commission's library 
and utilized by the Commission in our review and analysis process. 

I look forward to working with you. Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may 
be of additionaI assistance as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerely, 
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MARK 0 .  HATFIELD, OREGON, CHAIRMAN 

TED STEVENS. ALASKA ROBERT C. BYRD. WEST VIRGINIA 
THAD COCHRAN, MISSISSIPPI DANIEL K. INOUYE. HAWAII 
ARLEN SPECTER, PENNSYLVANIA ERNEST F. HOLLINGS. SOUTH CAROLINA 
PETE V. DOMENICI. NEW MEXICO J. BENNElT JOHNSTON. LOUISIANA 
PHIL GRAMM, TEXAS PATRICK J. LEAHY, VERMONT 
CHRISTOPHER S. BOND. MISSOURI DALE BUMPERS, ARKANSAS 
SLADE GORTON, WASHINGTON FRANK R. LAUTENBERG. NEW JERSEY 
MlTCH McCONNELL, KENTUCKY TOM HARKIN, IOWA 
CONNIE MACK, FLORIDA BARBARA A. MIKULSKI, MARYLAND 

Wnited Statetr Smate 
CONRAD BURNS. MONTANA HARRY REID, NEVADA COMMllTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 
RICHARD C. SHELBY, ALABAMA J. ROBERT KERREY. NEBRASKA 
JAMES M. JEFFORDS, VERMONT HERB KOHL, WISCONSIN 
JUDO GREGG, NEW HAMPSHIRE PATTV MURRAY. WASHINGTON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-6025 
ROBERT F. BENNETT. UTAH 

J. KEITH KENNEDY, STAFF DIRECTOR 
JAMES H. ENGLISH. MINORITY STAFF DIRECTOR 

March 30, 1995 
&f $@ w*w 

*I ?&?~m9~?!$pd~- (3 
Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chai m a n  
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Alan: 

Thank you for your determination to hold the regional 
hearing for the proposed Fort Greely realignment in Delta 
Junction. I appreciate your commitment to afford this community 
a chance to be heard as part of the Commission's review. 

I just returned from a visit to Fort Greely and Delta 
Junction. While I was there, I met with represent.atives from the 
Delta Junction civilian community and was impressed by their 
thoroughness in preparing for the Commission visit. I strongly 
support their efforts in ensuring that the Commission has all the 
facts concerning the proposed realignment. 

The Delta Junction Community Coalition Committee asked that 
I provide copies of their report to the Commission, reflecting 
their work to date. ~ccordingly, I have enclosed copies of their 
rebuttal for the Commissionis use before the hearing at Delta 
Junction. 

 gain, I appreciate your assistance and look forward to 
working with you and the Commission as you review this matter. 

With best wishes, 

Enclosure 



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 10, 1995 REBECCA COX GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

The Honorable Ted Stevens 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 205 10 

Dear Ted: 

S. LEE: KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG J08SUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Commission's regional hearing in Delta 
Junction, Alaska on April 24. The Commission looks forward to visiting Alaska and hearing from 
representatives of the Delta Junction Community Coalition Committee. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Department of Defense in making its recommendation regarding Fort Greely. I can assure 
you that the report submitted by the Delta Junction Coalition Committee will be considered by the 
Commission in our review and analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations. 

Ted, if I can be of assistance as we go through this difficult and challenging process, 
please do not hesitate to give me a call. 

Sincerely, 

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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 3, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECZCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

Major General Jay Blume (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 

Special Assistant to the Chief of StafF 
WENDll LOUISE STEELE 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF ;=i:>.-f +L2 ,-*% ..# Jw r - !  
1670 Air Force Pentagon a-3 ,=.::- G w 4 - W  
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 

Dear General Blume: 

Thank you for your April 3 letter to Mr. Henry, the BRAC economist, concerning the 
differences in "outs" for a number of Air Force installations. After reviewing your information, 
unexplained differences in direct "outs" between the Economic Impact Data (ED) and the Cost 
Data (COBRA) remain for two. We would appreciate any additional infisrmation to either 
reconcile these differences or, at least, explain them. The installations are: 

Kelly AFB where the EID shows 44 military disestablished while the COBRA shows 10, 
and E D  shows 486 civilians disestablished while the COBRA shows 458; and 

Reese AFB where the EID shows 300 military relocated while the COBRA shows 5 19; 
EID shows 460 military disestablished and COBRA shows 217; E D  shows 234 civilians 
relocated and the COBRA shows 225; and EID shows 50 civilians disestablished and COBRA 
shows 0. 

Now that we have almost concluded our review of the differences between the EID and 
COBRA "outs", we are doing the same thing for the "ins." Attached is a spreadsheet with the 
Air Force installations for which we need to resolve the differences in "ins." Mr. Henry would 
appreciate a response to this request by no later than April 1 1. Thank you for your assistance in 
this matter. 

Fr sinM cis A. ~ril o Jr., PE 
Air Force Team Leader 

Enclosure: ED-COBRA Comparison spreadsheet 
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

HQ USAFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr Cirillo 

This is in response to your letter of April 3, 1995, requesting information to resolve the 
differences for the "ins" between COBRA and the Economic Impact Data. 

We have revalidated the numbers for Kelly AFB and "outs" agree between the COBRA 
and the E D .  A copy (Atch 1) of the Adder Economic Impact Report for Kelly AFB from out 
depot recommendation is attached. 

We have provided a revised COBRA run and E D  Input sheets (Atch 2) for our Reese 
recommendation. In the COBRA, 24 enlisted and 20 civilians remained at Reese after closure 
and 65 tenants were not moved. The attached COBRA and EID correctly moves the 44 
authorizations and 65 civilian tenants. Because Reese does aircraft maintenance by contract, the 
piece of the mission that goes to Laughlin requires an additional 26 civilian authorizations than 
Reese has. This was captured in COBRA by buying back 26 civilian positions. This interim 
COBRA run will be revised after the site survey is completed and approved by the BCEG. Also 
note, that as these 26 civilian authorizations do not take place at Reese AFB, they are not 
included in either EID manpower input or employment impact numbers in this base's economic 
area. Finally, while the mix of numbers between relocatees and disestablished for each military 
and civilian has changed on the attached E D  one-pager, none of the E D  economic impact 
numbers change. 



Our remaining comments regarding the "ins" are located at attachrnent 3. Please don't 
hesitate to call on us if you have additional questions. 

Sincerely 

/ Major General, USAF 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realignment and Transition 

Attachments: 
1. Kelly COBRA 
2. Reese COBRA and EID 
3. Comments with ED'S attached 



ADDER ECONOMIC IMPACT REPORT (ADDER v5.08) 
Report Created 09:39 03/01/1995 

Instal lat ion:  KELLY 

State: TX Service: AIR FORCE Year: 1996 

Current Base Pers- Off :  801, Enl: 3,419, Civ: 

Action: REALIGNED 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
Mi 1 Re loc(0UT) 0 0 0 0 0 
M i l  Ois (OUT) 0 0 0 0 44 
Civ Reloc(0UT) 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Ois (OUT) 0 0 0 0 486 
Stu Reloc(0UT) 0 0 0 0 0 

M i l  Reloc ( I N )  0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Reloc ( I N )  0 0 0 0 0 
Stu Reloc ( I N )  0 0 0 0 0 

- Page 2 

12,678, Stu:  
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As of: 1353 06 April 1995 
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As of: 1354 06 Aoril 1995 
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COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 112 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1997 
R O I  Year : 1999 (2 Years) 

NPV i n  2015($K): -285,671 
1-Time Cost($K): 39,356 

Net Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - - - - - -  

Mi lCon -1,200 0 
Person 0 484 
Overhd 1,787 5,247 
Mov i ng 0 8,304 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 7,000 15,479 

TOTAL 7,587 29,514 - 23,834 - 23,834 - 23,834 - 23,834 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 30 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 187 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 21 7 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 31 9 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 224 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 140 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 31 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 993 0 0 0 0 

Tota 1 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

Beyond 

Summary : 
- - - - - - - - 
Close Reese 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As O f  07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - - 

Mi lCon 0 0 
Person 0 5,931 
Overhd 1,787 8,525 
Movi ng 0 9,157 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 7,000 15,479 

TOTAL 8,787 39,092 9,736 9,736 9,736 9,736 

Savings ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - - 

Mi lCon 1,200 0 
Person 0 5,447 
Overhd 0 3,278 
Mov i ng 0 852 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 1,200 9,578 33,570 33,570 33,570 33,570 

T o t a l  

T o t a l  
- - - - -  
1,200 
45,477 
97,531 

852 
0 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
5,001 
4,734 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 
10,007 
23,563 

0 
0 
0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  07:55 04/06/1995, Report  Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Reese 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.C8R 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Year 
- - - -  
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
201 0 
201 1 
201 2 
201 3 
2014 
201 5 

cos t  ($) 
- - - - - - -  

7,587,102 
29,514,484 

-23,834,578 
-23,834,578 
-23,834,578 
-23,834,578 
-23,834,578 
-23,834,578 
-23,834,578 
-23,834,578 
-23,834,578 
-23,834,578 
-23,834,578 
-23,834,578 
-23,834,578 
-23,834,578 
-23,834,578 
-23,834,578 
-23,834,578 
-23,834,578 

Ad jus ted  Cost ($) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

7,484,883 
28,337,560 

-22,271,675 
-21,675,596 
-21,095,471 
-20,530,872 
-19,981,384 
-19,446,602 
-18,926,133 
-18,419,595 
-17,926,613 
-1  7,446,825 
-16,979,878 
-16,525,429 
-16,083,143 
-15,652,694 
-15,233,765 
-14,826,049 
-14,429,245 
-14,043,060 

NPV ($) 
- - - - - - 

7,484,883 
35,822,443 
13,550,767 
-8,124,829 

-29,220,300 
-49,751,171 
-69,732,555 
-89,179,158 

-108,105,291 
-126,524,886 
-144,451,499 
-161,898,324 
-178,878,202 
-195,403,632 
-211,486,774 
-227,139,468 
-242,373,233 
-257,199,282 
-271,628,527 
-285,671,587 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

(ALL values i n  D o l l a r s )  

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Const ruc t ion  

M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  
Family Housing Const ruc t ion  
I n fo rma t i on  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - Const ruc t ion  

Personne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i a n  Ear l y  Retirement 
C i v i  Lian New H i r e s  
E l iminated Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

T o t a l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothba l l  / Shutdown 

T o t a l  - Overhead 

Mov i ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i  l i a n  PPS 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
F re igh t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

T o t a l  - Other 

Cost Sub-Tota 1 
- - - - - - - - - - -  - -  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Costs 39,356,179 

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoidances 1,200,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 852,510 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Savings 2,052,510 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 37,303,669 



TOTAL M I L I T A R Y  CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) 
D a t a  A s  O f  07:55 04/06/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  10:46 04/06/1995 

D e p a r t m e n t  : A i r  F o r c e  
O p t i o n  P a c k a g e  : R e e s e  
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

ALL C o s t s  i n  $K 
T o t a  1 I MA L a n d  C o s t  

B a s e  Name M i  l C o n  C o s t  P u r c h  A v o i d  
- - - - - - - - - - - 
COLUMBUS 
LAUGHLIN 
RANDOLPH 
REESE 
VANCE 
BASE X 
SHEPPARD 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a  1s: 0 0 0 -1.200 

T o t a  1 
C o s t  

- - - - - 
0 
0 
0 

-1,200 
0 
0 
0 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: COLUMBUS, MS 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

378 .. 535 152 221 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: REESE, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
O f f i c e r s  0 60 0 0 0 0 60 
E n l i s t e d  0 20 0 0 0 0 20 
Students 0 3 7 0 0 0 0 37 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 12 0 0 0 0 12 
TOTAL 0 129 0 0 0 0 129 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  COLUMBUS, 
1996 1997 1998 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 60 0 
En l i s t e d  0 20 0 
Students 0 3 7 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 12 0 
TOTAL 0 129 0 

MS) : 
1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 0 0 60 
0 0 0 20 
0 0 0 3 7 
0 0 0 12 
0 0 0 129 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

438 555 189 233 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: LAUGHLIN, TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

350 51 9 162 745 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: REESE, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 64 0 0 0 0 64 
En l i s t e d  0 2 7 0 0 0 0 2 7 
Students 0 40 0 0 0 0 40 
C i v i l i a n s  0 137 0 0 0 0 137 
TOTAL 0 268 0 0 0 0 268 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  LAUGHLIN, TX): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 64 0 0 0 0 64 
E n l i s t e d  0 27 0 0 0 0 27 
Students 0 40 0 0 0 0 40 
C i v i l i a n s  0 137 0 0 0 0 137 
TOTAL 0 268 0 0 0 0 268 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - m e - - - m  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

41 4 546 202 882 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: RANDOLPH, TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  

- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  
1,851 2,472 0 3,137 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

1,851 2,472 0 3,137 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: REESE, TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

349 41 1 140 21 9 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - .. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  65 0  0 0 0  0  65 
TOTAL 65 0 0 0 0 0 65 

BASE POPULATION ( P r i o r  t o  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: COLUMBUS, MS 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 60 0 0 0 0 60 
En l i s t e d  0 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 
Students 0 37 0 0 0 0 37 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 12 0 0 0 0 12 
TOTAL 0 129 0  0  0  0 129 

To Base: LAUGHLIN, TX 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 64 0 0 0 0 64 
En l i s t e d  0  27 0 0 0 0  2 7 
Students 0 40 0  0  0  0  40 
C i v i  l i a n s  0  137 0 0 0 0 137 
TOTAL 0 268 0 0 0 0 268 

To Base: VANCE, OK 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  - - - - - - - - - - - - - "  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0  60 0 0 0 0 60 
En l i s t e d  0 20 0 0 0 0 20 
Students 0 37 0 0 0 0  37 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 12 0 0 0 0 12 
TOTAL 0 129 0 0 0  0 129 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.C8R 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

To Base: BASE X 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 93 0 0 0 0 93 
E n l i s t e d  0 143 0 0 0 0 143 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 141 0 0 0 0 141 
TOTAL 0 377 0 0 0 0 377 

To Base: SHEPPARD, TX 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 42 0 0 0 0 42 
E n l i s t e d  0 14 0 0 0 0 14 
Students 0 26 0 0 0 0 26 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 8 0 0 0 0 8 
TOTAL 0 90 0 0 0 0 90 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  
1996 1997 
- - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 31 9 
E n l i s t e d  0 224 
Students 0 140 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 31 0 
TOTAL 0 993 

REESE , 
1998 

TX) : 
1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
" - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
0 0 0 31 9 
0 0 0 224 
0 0 0 140 
0 0 0 31 0 
0 0 0 993 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 - 30 0 0 0 0 - 30 
E n l i s t e d  0 -187 0 0 0 0 -187 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 26 0 0 0 0 26 
TOTAL 0 -191 0 0 0 0 -191 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - m e -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: VANCE, OK 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Act ion) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

320 378 149 95 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: REESE, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 60 0 0 0 0 60 
En l i s t e d  0 20 0 0 0 0 20 
Students 0 3 7 0 0 0 0 37 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 12 0 0 0 0 12 
TOTAL 0 129 0 0 0 0 129 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
1996 
- - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 
En l i s t e d  0 
Students 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 
TOTAL 0 

( I n t o  VANCE, OK): 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
60 0 0 0 0 60 
20 0 0 0 0 20 
37 0 0 0 0 37 
12 0 0 0 0 12 
129 0 0 0 0 129 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

380 398 186 107 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BASE X  

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

729 1,111 0 1,166 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: REESE, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 93 0 0 0 0 93 
En l i s t e d  0 143 0 0 0 0 143 
Students 0  0  0 0 0 0  0  
C i v i  l i a n s  0 141 0 0 0 0 141 
TOTAL 0 377 0 0 0 0 377 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  
1996 1997 
- - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 93 
En l i s t e d  0 143 
Students 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 141 
TOTAL 0 377 

BASE X) : 
1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - 
0 0  0 0 93 
0 0 0 0 143 
0  0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 141 
0 0  0  0 377 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0  0  0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 26 0 0 0 0 26 
TOTAL 0 26 0 0 0  0 2 6 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

822 1,254 0 1,333 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: SHEPPARD, TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

684 2,827 0 1,493 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 6 0 0 0 0 6 
En l i s t e d  0 2 2 0 0  0 0 2 2 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0  -106 0 0 0 0 -106 
TOTAL 0 -78 0 0 0 0 - 78 

BASE POPULATION ( P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - m e - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

690 2,849 0 1,387 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: REESE, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 42 0 0 0 0 42 
E n l i s t e d  0 14 0 0 0 0 14 
Students 0 26 0 0 0 0 26 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 8 0 0 0 0 8 
TOTAL 0 90 0 0 0 0 90 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  SHEPPARD, TX): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 4 2 0 0 0 0 42 
E n l i s t e d  0 14 0 0 0 0 14 
Students 0 2 6 0 0 0 0 26 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 8 0 0 0 0 8 
TOTAL 0 90 0 0 0 0 90 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Ear l y  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement* 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i  l i a n  P o s i t i o n s  Avai l a b l e  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear l y  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i  l i e n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Avai lab l e  t o  Move 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  
31 0 
3 1 
16 
4 7 
31 
185 
125 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 3 1 0  0 0 0 0 310 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 0 1 8 5  0 0 0 0 185 
New C i v i  l i a n s  H i red  0 1 2 5  0 0 0 0 125 
Other C i v i l i a n  Add i t i ons  0 5 2 0 0 0 0 5 2  

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 3 1  0 0 0 0 31 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 3 1  0 0 0 0 3 1  
T O T A L C I V I L I A N P R I O R I T Y P L A C E M E N T S #  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 177 0 0 0 0 177 

* E a r l y  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move a re  not app l i cab le  f o r  moves under f i f t y  m i l es .  

+ The Percentage o f  C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  t o  Move (Vo luntary  RIFs) va r i es  from 
base t o  base. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements i nvo l ve  a Permanent Change o f  S ta t i on .  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 113 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 

Civ RIF 
Civ R e t i r e  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi l es  
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F r e i g h t  
Vehi c les  
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i r e  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi l e s  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
ELim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 213 
Data As O f  07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.C8R 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
08M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Salary 
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

TOTAL COST 8,787 39,092 9,736 9,736 9,736 9,736 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - - ($K) - - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O8M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Movi ng 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C i v  Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Salary 
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  
6,934 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  
1,541 

TOTAL SAVINGS 1,200 9,578 33,570 33,570 33,570 33,570 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 313 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
Civ Re t i  r /RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Movi ng 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental  
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi 1 Salary 
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

-6,934 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 
-1  ,541 

TOTAL NET COST 7,587 29,514 -23,834 -23,834 -23,834 -23,834 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA 16.08) 
Data As O f  07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Base 
- - - -  
COLUMBUS 
LAUGHL I N 
RANDOLPH 
REESE 
VANCE 
BASE X 
SHEPPARD 

Base 
- - - - 
COLUMBUS 
LAUGHLIN 
RANDOLPH 
REESE 
VANCE 
BASE X 
SHEPPARD 

Base 
- - - - 
COLUMBUS 
LAUGHLIN 
RANDOLPH 
REESE 
VANCE 
BASE X 
SHEPPARD 

Personne 1 
Change %Change 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

129 10% 
268 15% 

0 0% 
-1,184 -100% 

129 14% 
403 13% 

90 2% 

RPMA($) 
Change %Change ChgIPer 

RPMABOS($) 
Change %Change ChglPer 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

1,030,219 5% 7,986 
1,360,926 7% 5,078 

0 0% 0 
-20,522.191 -100% 17,333 

1,338,168 5% 10,373 
756,402 5% 1,877 
248,864 1% 2,765 

Change 
- - - - - -  

0 
0 
0 

- 1 ,960,000 
0 
0 
0 

Change 
BOS($) 

%Change ChglPer 



RPMAIBOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report  Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Reese 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  Beyond 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
RPMA Change 0 -800 -1,684 -1,684 -1,684 -1,684 -7,536 -1,684 
BOS Change 0 3,027 -14,104 -14,104 -14,104 -14,104 -53,387 -14,104 
Housing Change 0 -770 -1,541 -1,541 -1,541 -1,541 -6,934 -1,541 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
TOTAL CHANGES O 1,457 -17,329 -17,329 -17,329 -17,329 -67,858 -17,329 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Mode 1 Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - - 
COLUMBUS, MS 
LAUGHLIN. TX 
RANDOLPH, TX 
REESE. TX 
VANCE, OK 
BASE X 
SHEPPARD, TX 

Summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
C Lose Reese 

Realignment 
Rea l ignment 
Realignment 
Closes i n  FY 1997 
Rea li gnment 
Realignment 
Realignment 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
COLUMBUS, MS 
LAUGHLIN. TX 
REESE, TX 
REESE. TX 
REESE, TX 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - - 
REESE. TX 
REESE. TX 
VANCE, OK 
BASE X 
SHEPPARD. TX 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers  from REESE. TX t o  COLUMBUS, US 

O f f i c e r  P o s i t i o n s :  
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( t ons ) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( t ons ) :  
M i l i t a r y  L i g h t  Veh ic les :  
HeavyISpecia 1 Vehicles:  

Transfers  from REESE, TX t o  LAUGHLIN, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  0 64 0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  0 2 7 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  0 137 0 0 0 
Student Pos i t i ons :  0 40 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt ( tons) :  0 500 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( t ons ) :  0 250 0 0 0 
Mi li t a r y  L i g h t  Vehic les:  0 0 0 0 0 
HeavylSpecial  Veh ic les :  0 0 0 0 0 

Distance: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers  from REESE. TX t o  VANCE, OK 

1996 
- - - - 

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  0 
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  0 
C i v i l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  0 
Student Pos i t i ons :  0 
Missn Eqpt ( tons) :  0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) :  0 
Mi l i t a r y  L i g h t  Vehic les:  0 
HeavyISpecia 1 Veh ic les :  0 

Transfers  from REESE, TX t o  BASE X 

1996 1997 1998 1999 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  0 93 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  0 143 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  0 141 0 0 
Student Pos i t i ons :  0 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt ( tons) :  0 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( t o n s ) :  0 0 0 0 
Mi li t a r y  L i g h t  Vehic les:  0 0 0 0 
HeavyISpecial Vehic les:  0 0 0 0 

Transfers  from REESE. TX t o  SHEPPARD, T X  

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  
En l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( tons) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( t o n s ) :  
M i l i t a r y  L i g h t  Vehic les:  
HeavyISpecia 1 Vehic les:  

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: COLUMBUS, MS 

To ta l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
Tota 1 Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i ce r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
T o t a l  Base Faci  l i t i es (KSF) :  
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e ) :  

RPMA Non-Payrol l  ($KlYear) :  
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payro l l  ($KlYear): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($KIYear): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: LAUGHLIN, TX 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
T o t a l  En l i s t e d  Employees: 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i  1 l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
T o t a l  Base Faci  li ties(KSF):  
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

Name: RANDOLPH, TX 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
En l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
T o t a l  Base Faci  li ties(KSF) : 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) :  

Name: REESE, TX 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i  1 l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
T o t a l  Base Faci  li t ies(KSF) : 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) :  

Name: VANCE, OK 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 320 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 378 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 149 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 95 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 34.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 10.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  0 
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 0 
T o t a l  Base Fac i  l i t i es (KSF) :  1,473 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 0 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 0 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 66 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) :  0.10 

RPMA Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro 11 ($K/Year) : 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

Yes 
NO 

RPMA Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 4,514 
Communications ($K/Year): 677 
BOS Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 12,065 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 0 
Fami l y  Housing ($KIYear): 3,864 
Area Cost Factor :  1 . O O  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  0 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  0 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 20.9% 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 74 

Homeowner Assistance Program: No 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  No 

RPMA Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: Yes 
Unique A c t i v i t y  I n fo rma t i on :  No 

RPMA Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

Yes 
No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BASE X 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i  1 l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
En l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
T o t a l  Base Fac i  l i t i es (KSF) :  
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F re igh t  Cost ($/TonlMi l e ) :  

Name: SHEPPARD, TX 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
T o t a l  Base Faci  l i t i e s ( K S F ) :  
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F re igh t  Cost ($/TonlMi le) :  

RPMA Non-Payro 11 ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($KIYear): 
BOS Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

RPMA Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

Name: COLUMBUS, MS 
1996 
- - - - 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
I -T ime Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recur r ing  Cost ($K) : 0 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 1 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 100% 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  0 
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s IY r :  0 
Faci  l ShutOown(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 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% 0% OX 
OX 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: 

Yes 
No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: LAUGHLIN, TX 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Mi sc Recurr ing Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 1 0% 90% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s IY r :  0 0 0 0 0 
Faci  1 ShutDown(KSF) : 0 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Name: RANDOLPH, TX 
1996 
- - - - 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recur r ing  Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/ -Sa les)  ($K) : 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 1 0% 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  100% 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  0 
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s IY r :  0 
Faci  1 ShutDown(KSF) : 0 

Name: REESE, TX 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-mi LCon Reqd($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts IYr :  
F a c i l  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 

90% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% OX 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc  F a m i l y  Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - - - - - a  - - - -  

15,000 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 1.500 1,500 1,500 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 

100% OX 0% OX 
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 DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REEO9002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: VANCE, OK 
1996 
- - - - 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recur r ing  Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 1 0% 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  100% 
Mi [Con Cost Avoidnc($K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  0 
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts IYr :  0 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 

Name: BASE X 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 
Misc Recur r ing  Cost($K): 
Misc Recur r ing  Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts IYr :  
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: SHEPPARD, TX 
1996 
- - - -  

1 -Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) :  0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 10% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 100% 
Mi lCon Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  0 
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts IYr :  0 
F a c i l  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 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
90% 0% 0% 0% 
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: 

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 
90% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

P e r c  Family Housing ShutDown: 

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 
90% 0% 0% 0% 
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 Fami l y  Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
Data As O f  07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  .F i  Le : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: REESE, TX 
1996 
- - - - 

O f f  Force S t ruc  Change: 0 
En1 Force St ruc  Change: 0 
Civ Force S t ruc  Change: 65 
Stu Force St ruc  Change: 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 
En 1 Scenario Change: 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 
O f f  Change(No Sa l  Save): 0 
En1 Change(No Sa l  Save) : 0 
Civ Change(No Sa l  Save): 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: BASE X 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - 

O f f  Force S t ruc  Change: 
En1 Force St ruc  Change: 
Civ Force St ruc  Change: 
Stu Force St ruc  Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En 1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sa l  Save): 
En1 Change(No Sa l  Save) : 
Civ Change(No Sa l  Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  

Name: SHEPPARO, TX 

O f f  Force S t ruc  Change: 
En1 Force St ruc  Change: 
Civ Force S t ruc  Change: 
Stu Force St ruc  Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En 1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Off  Change(No Sa l  Save): 
En1 Change(No Sat Save): 
Civ Change(No Sa l  Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8 
Data As O f  07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied :  76.80% 
Percent E n l i s t e d  Marr ied :  66.90% 
En l i s t e d  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
O f f i c e r  Salary($lYear) :  78,668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
E n l i s t e d  Salary($/Year) :  36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174 .OO 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  l i ty(Weeks):  18 
C i v i  l i a n  Salary($/Year) :  46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  E a r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Regular R e t i r e  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor :  39.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: F i n a l  Factors  

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA B u i l d i n g  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs popu la t i on ) :  0.54 

( I nd i ces  a re  used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor :  10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF1Care): 162.00 
Mothba l l  Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF):  256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ E a r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor :  9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service:  60.00% 
PPS Act ions  I n v o l v i n g  PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($) :  28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Home Pr i ce ($ ) :  114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
Mi lCon Design Rate: 
Mi lCon SIOH Rate: 
Mi lCon Contingency P Lan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Prepara t ion  Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPTIRO1: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPTIRO1: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Mater ia l lAss igned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per O f f  Fami ly (Lb):  14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Fami l y  (Lb): 9,000.00 
H H G P e r M i l S i n g l e ( L b ) :  6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
T o t a l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport  ($/Pass M i l e ) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($ /D i rec t  Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mi 1 L i g h t  Vehic le($/Mi l e ) :  0.43 
HeavylSpec Vehi c le ($ lMi  l e )  : 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Rout ine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5,761.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category UM 
- - - - - - - - - - 
Ho r i zon ta l  (sy) 
Waterfront (LF) 
A i r  Operat ions (SF) 
Operationa 1 (SF) 
Admin i s t ra t i ve  (SF) 
Schoo 1 Bui l d i  ngs (SF) 
Maintenance Shops (SF) 
Bachelor Quar te rs  (SF) 
Fami l y  Quarters (EA) 
Covered Storage (SF) 
D in ing Faci  l i t i e s  (SF) 
Recreat ion Faci  li t i e s  (SF) 
Communications F a c i l  (SF) 
Shipyard Maintenance (SF) 
ROT & E F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 
POL Storage (EL) 
Ammunition Storage (SF) 
Medical  F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 
Environmental ( 1 

Category UM 

other  (SF) 
Op t i ona l  Category B ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category C ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category D ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category E ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category F ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category G ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category H ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category I ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category J ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category K ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category L ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category M ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category N ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category 0 ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category P ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category Q ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category R ( ) 



ADDER ECONOMIC IMPACT REPORT (ADDER ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - 
Report Created 09:39 03/01/1995 

I n s t a l  la t ion:  KELLY 

State: TX Service: AIR FORCE Year: 1996 

Current Base Pers- O f f :  801,Enl:  3,419,Civ: 

Action: REALIGNED 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
Mi 1 Reloc(0UT) 0 0 0 0 0 
M i l  Ois (OUT) 0 0 0 0 44 
Civ Re loc(0UT) 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Dis  (OUT) 0 0 0 0 486 
Stu Re loc(0UT) 0 0 0 0 0 

Mi 1 Reloc ( I N )  0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Reloc (IN) 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu Reloc (IN) 0 0 0 0 0 

Page 2 



COMMENTS ON EIDS 

Columbus AFB- Revised COBRA and EID are located at attachment 2. They reflect 
very slightly changed military manpower increases, and a somewhat different mix of 
trainees. Economic area employment impact percentages remain the same and there is a 
very slight increase in economic area employment. 

Dobbins AFB- The COBRA and the E D  agree. COBRA does not realign any military 
into Dobbins. 

Edwards AFB- The COBRA and the EID agree. COBRA realigns 3 rnilitary into 
Edwards (2 from AFEWS and 1 from Redcap). 

Hanscom AFB- A revised EID for Hanscom is attached. Economic area employment 
impact percentages remain the same and there is a very slight decrease in economic area 
employment. 

Kelly AFB- The difference occurs because the 485 EIG was funded to move from Griffiss 
AFB to Hill AFB in BRAC 93. Therefore, the money is still available to move the 485 EIG 
into Kelly AFB, McClellan AFB and Tinker AFB. COBRA did not move the EIG 
personnel. The EID reflects the actual employment impact "ins" of the 485th redirect. The 
COBRA numbers and EID numbers should not match. Finally, if your military EID "in" 
numbers reflect improvements in from Kirtland and Brooks as well as the Griffiss EIG 
redirect, then we believe your number should be 540 instead of 542. 

Kirtland AFB- The realignment proposal for Kirtland AFB assumed a civilianization of 670 
military positions. The Economic Impact model accurately reflects the net impact of these 
actions. The COBRA model treats the civilianization of Kirtland AFB as a force structure 
change to be completed only if the Kirtland realignment proposal is approved. 

Laughlin AFB- Revised COBRA and EID are located at attachment 2. They reflect very 
slightly changed military manpower increases, and with somewhat different mix of 
trainees. Economic area employment impact percentages remain the same and there is a 
very slight increase in economic area employment. 

MacDill AFB- The COBRA numbers more accurately portray what is going to occur at 
MacDill AFB. There are no disestablished military or civilians at Mal~nstrom AFB. 

McClellan AFB- The COBRA model reflects the correct number for civilians into 
McClellan AFB. The difference occurs because the 485 EIG was funded to move from 
Griffiss AFB to Hill AFB in BRAC 93. Therefore, money is still available to move the 485 
EIG into Kelly AFB, McClellan AFB and Tinker AFB. COBRA did not move the EIG 
personnel. The EID reflects the actual employment impact "ins" of the 485th redirect. The 
COBRA numbers and EID numbers should not match. 



Mountain Home AFB- It appears you counted the contractor line for the EID instead of the 
civilian line which is zero. 

Nellis AFB- There are two BRAC actions that make up the "ins" at Nellis AFB, the Eglin 
move of EMTE and the DNA move from Kirtland. It appears you only counted the COBRA 
numbers from the DNA move. 

Sheppard AFB- Revised COBRA and EID are located at attachment 2. They reflect very 
slightly changed military manpower increases, and somewhat different mix of trainees. 
Economic area employment impact percentages and employment growth both remain the 
same. 

Stewart LAP AGS- Numbers have been reduced very slightly in the EID one-page sheet 
because of savings. EID and COBRA should match. 

Tinker- The difference occurs because the 485 EIG was funded to move from Griffiss AFB 
to Hill AFB in BRAC 93. Therefore, the money is still available to move the 485 EIG into 
Kelly AFB, McClellan AFB and Tinker AFB. COBRA did not move the EIG personnel. 
The EID reflects the actual employment impact "ins" of the 485th redirect. The COBRA 
numbers and EID numbers should not match. Finally, the military E D  "personnel ins" 
should be 69 instead of 146 as 77 military positions will be disestablished. 

Travis AFB- The 14 military and 1 contractor for EID should be removed. 

Vance AFB- Revised COBRA and EID are located at attachment 2. They reflect very 
slightly changed military manpower increases, and somewhat different mix of trainees. 
Economic area employment impact percentage remain the same and there is a very slight 
increase in economic area employment. 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

i,j 13 APR IN. 

HQ USAFRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Henry 

This is in response to your March 28, 1995, request for clarification on why the "outs" 

from the Economic Impact database don't match the "outs" from the COBRA model. An 

explanation for each of the bases you had questions about is attached. Also attached are 

Economic Impact Database worksheets for Brooks AFB and Reese AFB. 

Sincerely 

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

for Realignment and Transition 

Attachment: 
1. Explanation of Economic Model and COBRA 

Numbers 
2. Economic Impact Database Worksheet for 

Brooks AFB 
3. Economic Impact Database Worksheet for 

Reese AFB 



Bergstrom ARB- The reported Economic Impact numbers reflect the actual impact to the 
community when Bergstrom ARB closes. The COBRA run numbers are different from 
the economic numbers because 210 manpower authorizations were talten as part of the 
programmed AFRES fighter force reduction. 

Brooks AFB- see attached worksheet. The 300 military in training status were treated as 
300 military in COBRA. 

Grand Forks AFB- The reported Economic Impact numbers reflect the actual impact to 
the community when the missile field is deactivated. The COBRA run numbers are 
different from these numbers because part of the missile manpower was reported as 
eliminated and the residual was taken as a force structure change directly related to 
BRAC. 

Kelly AFB- The COBRA output numbers and the Economic Impact numbers agree. 

Kirtland AFB- The realignment proposal for Kirtland AFB assumed a civilianization of 
670 military positions. The Economic Impact model accurately reflects the net impact of 
these actions. The COBRA model treats the civilianization of Kirtland AFB as a force 
structure change to be completed only if the Kirtland realignment proposal is approved. 

Malmstrom AFB- The COBRA numbers more accurately portray what is going to occur 
at Malmstrom AFB. There are no disestablished military or civilians at Malmstrom AFB. 
This will not change the results of the economic impact calculation. 

Minot AFB- The reported Economic Impact numbers reflect the actual impact to the 
community when the missile field is deactivated. The COBRA run numbers are different 
from these numbers because a part of the missile manpower was reported as eliminated 
and the residual was taken as a force structure change directly related tc:, BRAC. 

Moffett Field AGS- The reported and corrected economic impact number should be 88 
and 217 as they appear in the relocated column out of Moffett. Some 13 of the positions 
going out of Moffett are disestablished. The 88 and 217 positions relocate to McClellan. 

North Highlands AGS- No Economic impact is reported because the unit moves within 
the same economic area. 

Ontario AGS- No Economic impact is reported because the unit moves within the same 
economic area. 

Reese AFB- see attached worksheet. 

Robins AFB- The COBRA output numbers and the Economic Impact numbers agree. 



Roslyn AGS- Relocated out of Roslyn to Stewart are 6 military and 33 civilians. Two 
military and two civilian positions will be disestablished. Relocated to Stewart are 6 
military positions and 33 civilian positions. 

Springfield-Beckley AFS- No Economic impact is reported because the unit moves 
within the same economic area. 

Tinker AFB- The COBRA output numbers and the Economic Impact numbers agree. 

Additional Information 

Other Notations: (1) The 1506 military positions from Grand Forks should be in the 
disestablished column rather than the relocation column. (2) The one-pager for Brooks is 
redone per the proportions between relocated and disestablished (see attached one-pager). 
This change does not effect employment impacts. (3) The one-pager for Reese is redone 
per the proportions relocated and disestablished (see attached one page). This change 
does not effect employment impacts. (4) Grand Forks has 119 disestablished in the 
Commission table. This number can only be arrived at by adding 53 civilians to 66 
contractors which is the correct number of contractors. However, we believe that the 
Commission staff wanted to exclude contractors from this table. We believe the 119 
should be replaced with 53. (5)We believe that the Commission staff overlooked putting 
in 140 students to be relocated. See (3) above and the attached table for the correct 
proportions. 
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