
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3300 DEFENSE: PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 2030 1 -3300 

0 9 JUH 1995 
I 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 
I I 

I appreciate the opportunity to respond to 
concerning the Department's 
Air Force Base (AFB), North 
group. 

The Department's response to the questions poised by the 
Commission is enclosed. I trust this information !is helpful. 

I 
Sincerely, ' 

Enclosure 

DCN 275



DASD I /BCU 

Don Response t.o Questions 

by tbe I 

I 
Defense Base Cloeure and Realiunmant ~+osion 

Question 1. Under the Department's recomrnendatio?, will any 
ICBMs or silos remain in place after inactivationiof the 321st 
Missile group? 

I 

on the 

Recolmnsndad Realignment of G r a n d  rorke 

I Response. All ICBMs will be removed from the silos. As for the 
silos themselves, as stated in our recommendation,l a small number 
may be retained if required. The Department has dot yet 
determined whether retention uE a small number ofisilos will be 
required. Further resolution of this issue will ot likely be 
necessary ~ntil the time comes to eliminate che sjlos. 

AFB 

J Question 2. If the 321st Missile Group is inacti ated and all 
ICBMs are removed from Grand F o r k s  Air Force Eased does Grand 
Forks Air Force Ease remain an X l M  site Lnder the terms of the 
ABM Treaty? I 

Response. We have determined that inactivation ob the 321st 
Missile Group and removal of the ICBMs would not Affect our right 
to retain an ABX system deployment area at Grand horks. 

Question 3. If the 321st Missile Group is inactidated, will ic 
be necessary to demolish or relocate any of the ~tand Forks ABK 
facilities? I 

Response. As indicated in the response to the pr ceding 
question, inactivation of the 321st Missile Group f would not 
affect our right to an ABM system deployment arealat Grand Forks. 
As a result, it. would not be necessary as a result of 
inactivation of the missile group to demolish or relocate any of 
the Grand Forks ABM facilities. 

Question 4. Are there any ABM-related iated with the 

- 

-- ---- 

recommendat~on to inactivate the 321st 
- _ _ =__=___ _ what are- these costs ,  and will they be -xc-F;iJ-a-t-r5n7 - -= <--- -- A-- - 4- - 

- - - --I_________._^ - - - - - - - -- - - - . -- - - - 

Response. No ABM-related costs are included in the 
recommendation. I I 
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WASHINGTON DC 203 30- 1 O& 
P 

OFFICE OF THE SE(:RETARY 

May 19,1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
C'hairman, Defense Base Closure and 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Commission has requested that the Air Force provide copies of 
correspondence pertaining to the Secretary of Defense's 1995 Base 
Closure and Realignment recommendations. This information is 
provided at Tabs 1-7 and is dated May 1-19, 1995. We will continue to 
keep the Commission updated on an incremental basis. 

We trust the information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

S T E ~ H E N  D. BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 

Division 
Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 20330 

11Q USAFICC 
1.670 Air Force Pentagon 
FVashington, DC 20330-1670 

0 9 MAY 1995 

The Honorable Conrad Burns 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-2603 

13ear Senator Burns 

I enjoyed our conversation this morning. Based on our phone 
call, I would like to reaffirm the Air Force's support for implementing 
ithe results of the Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) approved by the 
President. As you know, among other things, the NPR called for the 
retention of three wings and a range of 450 - 500 Minuteman I11 
~missiles. 

The range of 450 - 500 missiles provides the latitude to retain any 
three of the four existing missile fields. All things being equal, the most 
prudent course of action is to support the high end of the NPR 
recommendation. This allows the ICBM force to make its greatest 
military contribution while protecting future negotiating options. 
Furthermore, the Air Force evaluation and recommendation regarding 
missile bases is consistent with this course. 

Thank you for your intere have provided a 
copy of this letter to  tihe other m 

Chief of Staff 
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SAFLLP/MAJOR SNY DER/CFM/7 7 9 50/ 11 MAY 9 5 
moyer/bses95/kirt8MayIN 

May 11, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable James M. Inhofe 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-3603 

Dear Senator Inhofe 

This is in response to your letter of May 8, 1995, concerning 
the relocation of the Air Force ~nspection and Safety Agencies 
from Kirtland Air Force Base (AFB), New Mexico, to Kelly AFB, 
Texas. 

As part of the base closure and realignment process, the Air 
Force conducted an extensive capacity analysis of all of its 
installations. The Air Force selected Kelly AFB as the receiving 
location for the Air Force Inspection and Safety Agencies based on 
the capacity analysis results; Kelly AFB has excess capacity 
deemed sufficient for the relocation of both agencies. However, 
the Air Force continues to explore other options for relocating 
missions realigning from Kirtland AFB. A final decision will be 
made once the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
completes its analysis. 

We trust the information provided is useful. 

Sincerely 

Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

COORD AF/RT DBCRC 



1 5 - 0 8 - 9 5  : 40PM F3;M SENATOR INHOFE 

JAMES M. INHOFE 
QUIIQul 
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TULSA OFFKT 

United States #enate 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3603 

May 8, 1995 

Major General Norman Lezy 
Director, Legislative Liaison 
USAF 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear General Lezy: 

I wanted to let you know that I am concerned over the proposed 
relocation of the Air Force Inspection and Safety Agencies from 
Kirtland AFB to Kelly AFB. 

As you may know, the Federal Aviation Agency's Transportation 
Safety Institute is located at th.e Mike Monroney Aviation Center in 
Oklahoma City. Accident investigation, and other functions similar 
to those procedures followed by the Air Force are conducted for 
commercial aviation at thie location. In addition, it is my 
understanding the Air Force Safety Agency relies heavily upon 
Tinker AFB to process data from crash recorders. 

In light of this, it eeems logical that the Air Force 
Inspection and Safety Agencies should be relocated to Tinker AFB. 
I believe significant cost savings could be achieved through the 
collocation of the civilian and military safety agencies. Please 
inform me as to whether or not the Air Force considered this 
information in making their initial recommendation and if not when 
a revised recommendation may be sent to the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commiseion. 

Sincerely, 

mes M. lnhofe 
/fhited ,' States Senator 
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SAFLLP/MAJOR SNYDER/CFM/77950/10 MAY 95 
moyer/bases95/kirt8May 

May 10, 1995 

SAF,/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Pete V. Domenici 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Domenici 

 his is in response to your joint letter of May 8, 1995, to 
the Secretary of the Air Force requesting access to information 
developed in pursuit of alternatives to the recommendation 
regarding Kirtland Air Force Base (AFB), New Mexico. You 
specifically requested that all documents provided to the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment  omm mission (DBCRC) regarding any 
alternative be provided to you the same day. 

We will provide you a copy of any information given to the 
Commiss.ion, and will ensure that it comes to your office that same 
day. Further, we will provide any information, even if not 
providecl to the Commission, once appropriately developed and 
approved. 

It is not our i n t e n t  to provide any new proposal to the 
cornmissinn concerning the Kirtland AFB recommendation. We may, 
however, provide further information including potential 
a:!ternative receiver sites for consideration by the Commission 
staff in evaluating the original recommendation. 

We appreciate your continued interest in Kirtland AFB. A 
si;nilar letter is being provided to Senator Bingaman and 
Representative Schif f. 

sincerely 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

office of ~egislative Liaison 

ORD AF/RT DBCRC 
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ltinfted State# Senate 
WASHINGTON, IDC 205 10 

May 8, 1995 

The Honorable Sheila E, WidnalI 
sea eta^^ of the Air Force 
The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

Dcar Madam Secretary: 

As you are well aware, the New Mexico delegation and the Dcfcnsc Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (BRAC) received the refined cost dotn on the proposd ralignmcnt at 
Kirtland Air Forcc Base h m  General Lczy last week. We have shared the cost data that includes 
Dqartment of Energy costs with the commission because \vc believe the cornrnission will take a very 
different view of other agency costs than did the DOD directive on this matter. - 

In his May 3 letter, General Ley indicated that the Base Closure Exautivc Group (BCEG) is 
planning to almost totally change its Kirtland mlignment proposal in thc wccks ahcad. The B C F i  
has essentially conceded our criticisms with ~egard to Air Force costs, cost shifting to other agetlcies, 
security and the synergy of the nuc lw agencies. Yet tile BCEG insists on trying lo salvage its 
reputation by now changing almost every colnponent of the original proposal. 

We regret this decision. But if this is the course the Air Forcc will take, wc and the Kirtland 
Retention Task Force must have routine access over the next nlotltll and a half to tile data and options 
king provided to the BCEG and by Be BCEG to the BRAC. We can't wait for days or wccks fi)r 
BCEG minutes. We can't wait for two months for refined cost data for the new realignment options, 
as we had to wait ior the refinement we rcccivcd Inst wcck. 

We therefore ask for your assurance that the Air Force will provide routine updates to our staff 
and the Kirtland Retcntion Task Force on thc cvolving BCEG proposal. We ask that all docunlents 
provided to the BRAC to justify the new Kinland proposal (or proposals) be provided to us the same 
day. We ask for your assumncc that wc will not be caught by surprise by a totally ncw BCEG 
proposal with no time to analyzc it just before the commission votes in late Julie. 

Thank you for your ongoing attention to this matter and for your corlsidcrrilion of our request. 

Stcvcn Schiff 
House of Representativcs 
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D E P A R T M E N T  OF THE A I R  F O R C E  
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20330 

3 MAY 1995 

H[Q USAFICV 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1 670 

The Honorable Pete V. Domenici 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

IDear Senator Domenici 

Thank you for your April 13, 1995, letter concerning the 
consolidation of the SMCITE (formally SMC/CU) at Kirtland Air Force 
Elase (AFB), New Mexico. I appreciate the opportunity to respond to your 
concerns regarding SMC/TE. 

The actions outlined in my April 5, 1995, memo take a prudent 
course of action pending the final outcome of the 1995 BRAC process. 
This course allows SMCPTE to ensure the vital operational support to the 
space and missile missions is continued while holding actions that can 
reasonably be delayed. I can assure you the ability of SMCPTE to perform 
its mission is in no way jeopardized by awaiting the final decision 
concerning the Secretary of Defense's recommendation to realign 
Edrtland AFB. However, we would be severely criticized for allowing the 
fu l l  SMCPTE consolidation to proceed as originally planned if the 
recommended realignment is eventually approved. 

I trust this information is useful.. A similar letter is being provided 
to Senator Bingaman and Representative Schiff. 

THOMAS S. MOORMAN, Jr. 
General, USAF 
Vice Chief of Staff 



DEPARTMENT O F  T H E  AIR FORCE 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, [LC. 20330 

3 MAY 1995 

IlQ USAF'JCV 
1.670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

The Honorable Jeff Bingaman 
IJnited States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Bingaman 

Thank you for your April 13, 1995, letter concerning the 
consolidation of the SMCPTE (formally SMCICU) a t  Kirtland Air Force 
13ase (AFB), New Mexico. I appreciate the opportunity to respond to your 
concerns regarding SMCETE. 

The actions outlined in my April 5, 1995, memo take a prudent 
course of action pending the final outcome of the 1995 BRAC process. 
This course allows SMC/TE to ensure the vital operational support to the 
sipace and missile missions is continued while holding actions that can 
~~easonably be delayed. I can assure you the ability of SMCR'E to perform 
i.ts mission is in no way jeopardized by awaiting the final decision 
concerning the Secretary of Defense's recommendation to realign 
IKirtland AFB. However, we would be severely criticized for allowing the 
full SMCmE consolidation to proceed as originally planned if the 
  recommended realignment is eventually approved. 

I trust this information is useful. A similar letter is being provided 
ito Senator Domenici and Representative SchiE 

THOMAS S. MOORMAN, Jr. 
General, USAF 
Vice Chief of Staff 



DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20330 

3 MAY 1995 

I3Q USAFICV 
I1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

The Honorable Steven Schiff 
IKouse of Representati.ves 
IiVashington, DC 20515 

IDear Mr. Schiff 

Thank you for your April 13, 1995, letter concerning the 
  consolidation of the SMCRE (formally SMCICU) at Kirtland Air Force 
:Base (AFB), New Mexico. I appreciate the opportunity to respond to your 
(concerns regarding SMCfI'E. 

The actions outlined in my April 5, 1995, memo take a prudent 
course of action pending the final outcome of the 1995 BRAC process. 
'This course allows SMCA'E to ensure the vital operational support to the 
space and missile missions is continued while holding actions that can 
reasonably be delayed. I can assure you the ability of SMCA'E to perform 
its mission is in no way jeopardized by awaiting the final decision 
concerning the Secretary of Defense's recommendation to realign 
Kirtland AFB. However, we would be severely criticized for allowing the 
full SMOTE consolidation to proceed as originally planned if the 
recommended realignment is eventually approved. 

I trust this information is useful. A similar letter is being provided 
to Senators Domenici and Bingaman. 

THOMAS S. MOORMAN, Jr. 
General, USAF 
Vice Chief of Staff 



WASHINGTCIN. DC 206 10 

April 13, 1995 

Geceral Thomas S ,  Moorman, Jr. 
Vice Chief of Staff 
United States MY Force 
Room 4E936 
The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20301 

Dear General Nooman: 

Thank you for  roviding us w i t h  a copy of your memo dated K April 5 .  1995 on t e space t e s t  and experimentation consolida~ion 
a t  Kirtland A i r  Force Baee. 

We are, however, very disappointed w l t h  the contents of your 
mero to Gereral Yates. Eesentially you direct A i r  Force flateriel 
Command to proceed w i t h  the Lor Angalre portion of the relocatifin 
(121 positlono includLng contractore), to plan for the San 
Bernardino port ion o f  the transfer beginning October 1, 1995 ( 5 7  
poeiticns including eontractore), and to limit eke Onizuka 
trans£ or ( 3 5 7  positions including contractors) to no mere than 2 0 
personnel pending rhe final re~ults of the 1995 BRAC proceoe. 
You also limit t o t a l  m i l i t a r y  paraorlrlal in the apace test and 
cxpezimentation u n i t  at Kirtland to 6 2  in anticipation of 
implementing the Air Force recommendation on r e a l i m e n t  of 
KirLland. You put a f t  a final decision on whether the SMC/TS 
u n i t e  a t  San  Bernadine and Onizuka will be consolidated at 
Kirtland until resolution of the BRAC 95 rtcemmendationa. 

In its December 8 .  i994 repoxt to the Secretary of the Air 
Force, Materiel Command concluded that: 

"The becefits of this consolidatian, modernization, and 
r.elocrrcLon oS SMC/CU (now !:MC/TE) far out~eigh the relatively 
small cost involved. The air Force space mission will be 
strengthened; satellite c o ~ ~ t r n l  operating ~d ~ i n t e n ~ c c  
caste w i l l  be reduced; cus1:omecs will benefit from better 
support and lower costs; AFSPC will gain access to a 
spacecraft residual eperst.Lane ceneer; the AtSCN CCS upgrade 
efforts will benefit from lesson8 learned with actual on-line 
open architecture sygtems:  he DOE will gain access to a 
wsrldwidr sat ell it^ control system w i t h  minimal investment; 
and the DOD v r i l l  preeewe and strengthen the csaencr of i t s  
space and missile RbThE assets. There can be no qulucrkion 
chat t h i s  is the r i gh t  action to take - -  and with downsizing 
and declining budgets ahead, this is the  right time to take 
it! 

" Not j u s t  SMC, and not just AFMC, but the entire Air 
Force top management ie ~ommitted LO ~ h i a  forward-looking 



TI: i175;ij4 

move which w i l l  strengthen its space capability while cut t ing 
caste! 

The only changr! eince thia report w a s  writtun is the A i r  
Farce BRAC recommendation. Aa we understand it, the Base Cloauxe 
Executive Group imgoscd an arbitrary loo -persou limit on m l l i t a q  
personnel at  Kirtland as part af t he  real~gnmcnt proposal in 
order to inaura t ha t  the wppoz-t now provided to Kirtland tenanta 
by the 377th Air BaSC wing wcau1.d no longer be necessary- That 
arbitrary l i m i t  now appears t o  be denying the A i r  Force the f u l l  
benefits of a ace T&E caneolida~tion whi ch were so eloquently and P enthusiaetica ly described in t;he AF?4C repozt c i t e d  above. 

We obviously aro f ighting t:o reverse the Air Force 
realignment propaaal for Kirtland before the Defense Base closure 
and Realignment Commission. We hope to be succeesful. But i n  
any case it makes no sense ca clelay the consolidation of SMC/TE, 
which would clearly reside in  t:he Phillips Lab cantonment even 
under the Air Force proposal. 

We understand that ~hillipn Laboratory and AFMC have already 
argued fhat the minimum number of military personnel remaining aL 
Phkllips under the Air Force proposal is 212. Your April 5 memo 
allows 62 more military pertionziel as part oE SMC/TE, Obviously, 
the 100-military personnel limxt i s  now moot. Accordingly, we 
see no reason not to proceed with the full SMC/TE consolidation, 
which would add another 97 milrtary personnel under December 
AFMC plan. 

We therefore request that you roconeider your A p r i l  S 
decision and that you direct that the full SMC/TE consolidation 
proceed as planned. In any case, w e  request that no act ion be 
taken by the A i r  Force t f ~ n t  would preclude che f u l l  consolidat~on 
from taking place and the f u l l  benefits from being aehiaved a r '  
originally planned by AFMC. 

6 

Thank you for  your c0nside:ration of our views,  

United States Senator 

Steven Schiff 
Membex of  Congress 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 20330 

5 APR 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR HQ AFMUCC 

FROM: HQUSAF/CV 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

SUBJECT: Space Test and Experimentation (SMUCU) Consolidation at Kirtland AFB, NM 
(HQ USAF/CC 14 Mar 95 Memo, sarne subject) 

1. Refert:nce HQ USAFICC letter placed the entire consolidation of the SMUCU (now 
SMC/TE) on hold pending the final outcome of the 1995 BRAC process. After an on-site review 
at Kirtlarld, the following direction is provided: 

a, Continue the relocation of the Los Angeles portion of SMC/TE to Kirtland. This unit, 
which is in transition, is unable to efficiently accomplish :its mission. Reconstitution of this 
mrtion sf the SMCJTE will ensure the vital operational support to the space and missile missions 
IS continiued 

b. Proceed with the planning for transfer (beginning 1 Oct 95) of all SMC/TEB Rocket 
Systems Launch Program Office (RSLP) military and civilian positions and personnel from 
San Beniardino (Norton AFB) CA to Kirtland AFB NM. This action will be accomplished in 
accordar~ce with the Brown hendment. 

. .  . 
c;. Mmmue the transfer of SMCITEO wet 2, ShdC) positions and personnel (to no more 

than 20) from Onizuka AS CA to Kirtland AFB NM pending final results of the BRAC 95 
process. Thest personnel are required to maintain and operate already installed satellite 
wrnrnarld and control equipment at Kirtland AFB which will be required to prevent a break in 
mission capability associated with the transferet 

ti. Delay any decision on where to locate SMUTl2O's deployable telemetry system and 
their associated support personnel from Onizuka AS CA pending results of the BRAC 95 
process.. 

2. The Air Force will work to include SMC/TE as an organization that will remain at 
Kirtland AFB NM if the Secretary of Defense's recornrn~:ndation on Kirtland - AFB realignment is 
approvtd by the BRAC. 



3. In ariticipation of Kirtland AFB realignment under B:RAC, SMCITE will take no action which 
would preclude reaching an end state during the BRAC '95 implementation period of a maximum 
of 62 military personnel. A final decision on whether SIvlC/TE units at San Bemarciino CA and 
O n i n h  AS will be consolidated at W a n d  AFB will be provided after resolution of the BRAC 
95 rtco~mmendations. 

- 
THOMAS S. MOORMAN, Jr. 
General, USAF 
Vice Chief of Staff 

CC: 

HQ SMCICC 
S M m E  
Phillips Lab Director 
377 Wu1g/CC 
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D E P A R T M E N T  OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

:>FcICE 13F 7 - E  SECRETARY MAY 0 3 1995 

SAFJLL 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Pete V. Domenici 
United States Senate 
VVashington, DC 20510 

Ilear Senator Domenici 

This is a follow-up to my April 28th response to your April 25, 1995, 
letter to the Secretary of the Air Force requesting the refined cost data 
associated with Kirtland Air Force Base (AFB), New Mexico. 

Attachment 1 summarizes the differences between the estimated 
costs for the original Air Force C0BR.A and the results of the site surveys, 
;as provided to the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) on May 2, 1995. 
Attachment 2 is a COBRA run incorporating the revised numbers, from 
,which Attachment 1 was derived. This information will also be provided 
to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRC) for 
their evaluation. 

As we indicated in our previous letter, we found significant cost 
increases in some of the actions, pa~rticularly the relocation of the 58th 
Special Operations Wing (SOW) to 13olloman AFB. After reviewing the 
cost information, as well as the concerns raised by you and others 
relating to security, transferred costs, and the synergy of nuclear 
agencies, the BCEG directed that alternatives to some portions of the 
original recommendation be evaluated. The alternatives will examine 
retention of the Defense Nuclear Agency (DNA) a t  Kirtland, military 
security for the Kirtland Underground Munitions Storage Center 
(KUMSC), and continued Air Force control of the land associated with 
Department of Energy (DOE) activities, as well as lower cost 



01)portunities for the relocating units, such as the 58th SOW. 
Additionally, because of the need to retain a higher number of active 
duty personnel, we will also evaluate the level of Kirtland AFB support 
activities that will be required. 

In addition to the COBRA run that incorporates the new cost 
estimates, we are also providing a COBRA run that responds to your 
request to include DOE one-time and 10ecurring costs. Since this COBRA 
is not consistent with Department of Dlefense guidance, we do not believe 
it; represents a valid COBRA estimate of the proposed action and this 
illformation will not be provided to the Commission. 

We trust the information provided is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senator Bingarnan and Representative Schiff. 

Sincerely 

Major General, US 
Director, Legislati 



DEPARTMENT OF TI-IE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

KAY 0 3 1995 

SAF/LL 
1:160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Jeff Bingaman 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Bingaman 

This is a follow-up to my April 213th response to your April 25, 1995, 
letter to the Secretary of the Air Force requesting the refined cost data 
associated with Kirtland Air  Force Base (AFB), New Mexico. 

Attachment 1 summarizes the differences between the estimated 
costs for the original Air Force COBRA and the results of the site surveys, 
as provided to the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) on May 2,1995. 
Adtachment 2 is a COBRA run incorporating the revised numbers, from 
which Attachment 1 was derived. This information will also be provided 
to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRC) for 
their evaluation. 

As we indicated in our previou~s letter, we found significant cost 
increases in some of the actions, particularly the relocation of the 58th 
Special Operations Wing (SOW) to Holloman AFB. After reviewing the 
cost information, as well as the concerns raised by you and others 
relating to security, transferred costs, and the synergy of nuclear 
agencies, the BCEG directed that alternatives to some portions of the 
original recommendation be evaluated. The alternatives will examine 
retention of the Defense Nuclear Agency (DNA) at  Kirtland, military 
5;ecurity for the Kirtland Underg~round Munitions Storage Center 
(KUMSC), and continued Air Force control of the land associated with 
Department of Energy (DOE) activities, as well as lower cost 



olpportunities for the relocating units, such as the 58th SOW. 
Additionally, because of the need to retain a higher number of active 
duty personnel, we will also evaluate the level of Kirtland AFB support 
activities that will be required. 

In addition to the COBRA run that incorporates the new cost 
estimates, we are also providing a COBRA run that responds to your 
request to include DOE one-time and recurring costs. Since this COBRA 
is; not consistent with Department of Defense guidance, we do not believe 
i t  represents a valid COBRA estimate of the proposed action and this 
information will not be provided to the Commission. 

We trust the information provided is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senator Domenici antd Representative Schiff. 

Sincerely 

Major General, 
Director, Legislative Liaison 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR F O R C E  
WASHINGTON DC 213330- 1000 

MAY 0 3 1995 
OFFICE OF THE CECRET4RY 

S.AF/LL 
1 160 Air Force Pentagon 
IVashington, DC 20330-1 160 

The Honorable Steven Schiff 
H[ouse of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Schiff 

This is a follow-up to my April 28th response to your April 25, 1995, 
letter to the Secretary of the Air Force requesting the refined cost data 
associated with Kirtland Air Force Base (AFB), New Mexico. 

Attachment 1 summarizes the differences between the estimated 
costs for the original Air Force COBRA and the results of the site surveys, 
aLs provided to the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) on May 2, 1995. 
Attachment 2 is a COBRA run incorporating the revised numbers, from 
which Attachment 1 was derived. This information will also be provided 
t,o the Defense Base Closure and Rea:lignment Commission (DBCRC) for 
their evaluation. 

As we indicated in our previous letter, we found significant cost 
increases in some of the actions, particularly the relocation of the 58th 
!special Operations Wing (SOW) to H:olloman AFB. After reviewing the 
cost information, as well as the concerns raised by you and others 
relating to security, transferred costs, and the synergy of nuclear 
;agencies, the BCEG directed that alternatives to some portions of the 
(original recommendation be evaluatled. The alternatives will examine 
.retention of the Defense Nuclear A,gency (DNA) a t  Kirtland, military 
security for the Kirtland Underground Munitions Storage Center 
(KUMSC), and continued Air Force control of the land associated with 
Department of Energy (DOE) activities, as well as lower cost 



opportunities for the relocating units, such as the 68th SOW. 
A.dditionally, because of the need to retain a higher number of active 
duty personnel, we will also evaluate the level of Kirtland AFB support 
activities that will be required. 

In addition to the COBRA run that incorporates the new cost 
estimates, we are also providing a C'OBRA run that responds to your 
request to include DOE one-time and recurring costs. Since this COBRA 
is not consistent with Department of Defense guidance, we do not believe 
it; represents a valid COBRA estimate! of the proposed action and this 
information will not be provided to the Commission. 

We trust the information provided is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senators Domenici and Bingaman. 

Sincerely 

Major General, U S W  
Director, Legislative Liaison 
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May 12, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Flashington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Sherwood L. Boehler't 
House of Representatives 
IJashington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Boehlert 

This is in response to your request of May 10, 1995, for re- 
fined Air Force costs and savings information relating to the rec- 
ommended closure of Rome Laboratory, Rome, New York. The refined 
cost data was developed during site surveys conducted after the 
Department of Defense (DoD) recommendations were submitted to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The data reflect 
a cooperative effort of Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) and Air 
Force Headquarters personnel. 

The attached information is a portion of the briefing given 
by AFMC representatives to the Ba.se Closure Executive Group (BCEG) 
on May 2, 1995, on a number of AF'MC-related closure recommenda- 
tions. These numbers do not represent a final Air Force position, 
and have not been transmitted to the Commission staff because the 
BCEG has asked for clarification of some items. We expect those 
issues to be resolved soon, after an additional briefing by AFMC 
to the BCEG. The Rome Laboratory estimates attached are the best 
and most refined to date. 

When final, we will provide the BCEG-approved costs and sav- 
ings figures with a final COBRA run incorporating these estimates. 
We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is being 
provided to Senators Moynihan anti DtAmato. 

Sincerely 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 
Attachments 

COORD AF/RT DBCRC 



May 12, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
I160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Alfonse M. DIAmato 
IJnited States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator DtAmato 

This is in response to your request of May 10, 1995, for re- 
fined Air Force costs and savings information relating to the rec- 
ommended closure of Rome Laboratory, Rome, New York. The refined 
cost data was developed during site surveys conducted after the 
Department of Defense (DoD) recommendations were submitted to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The data reflect 
a cooperative effort of Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) and Air 
Force Headquarters personnel. 

The attached information is a portion of the briefing given 
by AFMC representatives to the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) 
on May 2, 1995, on a number of AFMC-related closure recommenda- 
tions. These numbers do not represent a final Air Force position, 
and have not been transmitted to the Commission staff because the 
BCEG has asked for clarification of some items. We expect those 
issues to be resolved soon, after an additional briefing by AFMC 
to the BCEG. The Rome Laboratory estimates attached are the best 
and most refined to date. 

When final, we will provide the BCEG-approved costs and sav- 
ings figures with a final COBRA run incorporating these estimates. 
We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is being 
provided to Senator Moynihan and Representative Boehlert. 

sincerely 

.d STEP HE^. . BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 
Attachments 



May 12, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1.160 Air Force Pentagon 
Flashington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Daniel Patrick Moynihan 
ilnited States Senate 
17ashington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Moynihan 

This is in response to your request of May 10, 1995, for re- 
fined Air Force costs and savings information relating to the rec- 
ommended closure of Rome Laboratory, Rome, New York. The refined 
cost data was developed during site surveys conducted after the 
Department of Defense (DoD) recommendations were submitted to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The data reflect 
a cooperative effort of Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) and Air 
Force Headquarters personnel. 

The attached information is a portion of the briefing given 
l~y AFMC representatives to the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) 
on May 2, 1995, on a number of AF'MC-related closure recommenda- 
tions. These numbers do not represent a final Air Force position, 
and have not been transmitted to the Commission staff because the 
:BCEG has asked for clarification of some items. We expect those 
issues to be resolved soon, after an additional briefing by AFMC 
.to the BCEG. The Rome Laboratory estimates attached are the best 
and most refined to date. 

When final, we will provide the BCEG-approved costs and sav- 
ings figures with a final COBRA run incorporating these estimates. 
We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is being 
provided to Senator DIAmato and Representative Boehlert. 

sincerely 

I 

STEPHEN D.-'BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
~ivision 

Office of Legislative Liaison 
Attachments 



BRAC W 

Rome COBRA 
Costs Comparisons 

One Time Recurring Return on 
Cost a1rinas Investment 

(DO0 BRAC 95 $52.8M $1 1.5MIYr 4 Years 
Recommendation, 
20 Feb 95) 

PFVlSED COBRA EST 

(AFMC Budget $83.8M $1 2.8M 6 Years 
Inputs) 

BRAC '95 

ROME LAB 
SUMMARY* 

CLOSE ROME LAB. RELOCATE TO HANSCOM SURVEILLANCE, 
INTELLIGENCE & RECONNAISSANCE SOIFWARE TECHNOLOGY, 
ADVANCED C2 CONCEPTS, SPACE COM!dUNICATIONS. RELOCATE 
TO FT MONMOUTH PHOTONICS, ELECTROMAGNETIC & RELIABILITY, 
COMPUTER SYSTEMS, RADIO COMM & COMM NETWORK. TEST 
SITES REMAIN f HEN YR $M 

DESCRIPTION 96 97 98 99 00 01 TOTAL 

MILCON 0 20.1 27.0 0 0 0 47.1 
MIL FAM HOUSING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
OPS & MAlNT 0.6 326 29  0.4 0 0 36.5 
ENVIRONMENTAL -01 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 
OTHER 
PROCUREMENT 0 7.8 0 0 0 0 7.8 

TOTAL 0.7 60.5 29.9 0.4 0 0 91.5 

19 Does Not Include Milpers & AFBCA Costs Which are Estimated in COBRA m 

Page 8 



BRAC W - Rome L.ab 
MILCON 

THEN YR $M 

Eru 
Renovate BLDG 1105A (OC) 4.5 
Reconflgure BLDG 1302F (DO) 1.4 

Plannlng and Design 0.5 

Fac preservation & security Q.A 
SUBTOTAL 

EL94 
Renovate BLDG 1614 (IRlC3) . - -  

Planning and Deslgn 
Fac preservation & security 

n 
SUBTOTAL 

Rome I-ab 
MILCON 

BRAC '95 

FOR Ft. MONMOUTH 

EYSZ 
Alter Meyer Center 
Alter BLDG 207 (ER) 
Planning and Design 
SUBTOTAL 

TOTAL (HanscomlFt Monmouth) 

Page 9 



Rome Lab 
Other O&M 

FOR HANSCOM AFB THEN YR $M 
m 
Install 63 work stations in 11021F 0.3 

F 
E u Z  
Renovate BLD 101 

TOTAL 

Rome Lab 
Current Estimates vs 

BMCW COBRA Model (20 Feb 95) 

Personnel 2.8 2.5 
(Early Retirement, 
New Hires, RIF, 
Unemployment) 

Prog Plannlng/Mthball 1.2 1 .O 

HAPIRSE, CIV Moving, 18.7 16.3 
Civilian PPS 

Freight, One-Time 7.0 3.0 
Moving Cost 

Page 10 

- (From COBRA) 



Rome Lab 
Current Estimates vs 

BRAC 'QS COBRA Model (20 Feb 95) 

One Time Unique 1.2 23.2 
(Comm, Equipment, 
Purchased Servlces 
Annual LV, BCA Charge) 

Mllitary ElimlMoving 3 QLl = (From COBRA) 

TOTAL 528 83.6 -1 
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8AFL~p/Major Snyder/cfm/77950/10 May 95 
OYER/BASES9 5/romelMay 

May 10, 1995 

!S AF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
l'dashington, DC 20330-1160 

'The Honorable Daniel Patrick Moynihan 
'United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Moynihan 

This is in response to your joint letter of May 1, 1995, to 
the Secretary of the Air Force concerning the Phillips Laboratory 
Geophysics Directorate. 

The proposal to change the laboratory affiliation of the 
Geophysics Directorate would be an Air Force administrative action 
independent of the BRAC 95 process. The proposal, if approved, 
would not involve a physical move of the Geophysics Directorate. 

The Air Force will not take any action that would 
inappropriately impact the BRAC 95 process. 

We trust this information i:; useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senator D'Amato and Representative Boehlert. 

Sincerely 

COORD 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

DBCRC 



SAFLLP/Maj or Snyder/cfm/77950/10 May 95 
OYER/BASES9 5/romelMay 

May 10, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Alfonse M. DIArnato 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator DIArnato 

This is in response to your joint letter of May 1, 1995, to 
the Secretary of the Air Force concerning the Phillips Laboratory 
Geophysics Directorate. 

The proposal to change the laboratory affiliation of the 
Geophysics Directorate would be an Air Force administrative action 
independent of the BRAC 95 process. The proposal, if approved, 
would not involve a physical move of the Geophysics Directorate. 

The Air .Force will not take any action that would 
inappropriately impact the BRAC 95 process. 

We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senator Moynihian and Representative Boehlert. 

sincerely . . . . 

/- 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

COORD DBCRC 



May 10, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Sherwood L. Boehlert 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Clear Mr. Boehlert 

This is in response to a joint letter of May 1, 1995, to the 
S.ecretary of the Air Force concer~ling the Phillips Laboratory 
G;eophysics Directorate. 

The proposal to change the laboratory affiliation of the 
G;eophysics Directorate would be an Air Force administrative action 
independent of the BRAC 95 process. The proposal, if approved, 
would not involve a physical move of the Geophysics Directorate. 

The Air Force will not take action that would 
i.nappropriately impact the BRAC 95 process. 

We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senators D'Amatl:, and Moynihan. 

sincerely 
L .  

@.;:-. " ' . I  ;., 
.r ? 

* \ -  3 Ui&,iJ JL 
STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



0 5 / 0 4 / 9 5  TIIU 0 8 :  21 FAX - .-. ,, 

WASHINGTON, OC 206 10 

May 1, 1995 

The Honorable Sheila Widnall 
Office of the Secretary 
Department of the Air Force 
The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

Clear Secretary Widnall: 

We are concerned about the decision to realign the 
I'hil l ips Laboratory Geophysics Directorate from Phillips 
Laboratory to Rome Laboratory effective October 1, 1995. The 
C3eophysics Directorate was assigned to Phillips several years 
ago when the Air Force consolidated to four superlabs. Since 
then there have been unsuccessful efforts to move the 
geophysics products center at Han.scom AFB to Phillips as 
well. 

Now, right in the middle of the 1995 BRAC process, 
General Yatee has decided to move the geophysics directorate 
to Hanscom. This is not the appx-opriate time for such a 
decision as it affects at least three bases that are under 
consideration by the Commission. We believe such a 
realignment and the accompanying planning process should be 
put on hold until the Commission has finished its work. 
Further, the timing of this annoi~ncement raises questions 
that we may want to pursue. 

In the interest of fairness and objectivity you should 
postpone this decision until the Commission has made its 
final determinations in June. 

. Sincerely, - 

United States Senate 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 18, 1995 

!;AF / LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable David L. Hobson 
13ouse of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Hobson 

This is in response to your letter of May 16, 1995, to the 
'Under Secretary of the Air Force requesting information regarding 
manpower requirements, support costs, dining hall construction 
costs, and COBRA model requests .for relocating Springfield Air 
Guard Station, Ohio, to Wright-Patterson Air Force Base (AFB), 
Ohio. 

The 22 manpower position savings you referenced were not 
driven by force structure changes, but are attributed to BRAC. 
The personnel savings started with 35 manpower positions being 
identified. However, AF/PEP validated 13 requirements, six BOS 
and seven mission support for aircraft security, that must 
transfer to Wright-Patterson AFB. The net savings is 22 
positions. The original 35 positions identified are: 

17 aircraft security 
2 civil engineering environmental positions 
4 civil engineering 
4 communications 
7 air traffic control 
1 crash, fire, rescue 

Regarding your statement th.at the ANG manpower bill should be 
39 rather than 13, AFI 38-204 states HQ USAF/PEP is the final 
authority in resolving disagreements between losing and gaining 
commands on manpower issues. A review of host-tenant agreements 
for ANG flying units at other AI'MC bases like Wright-Patterson AFB 
shows the ANG is not paying any manpower bill for similar base 
operational support (BOS) requirements. A review of all BOS 
functions on the base shows there should be a small additional 
manpower requirement to support the ANG. AF/PEP and the Base 
Closure Executive Group have det:ermined that seven BOS and six 
weapons security positions are more correct at Wright-Patterson 
AFB . 



The mandatory support categories have been considered in 
~~alculation of annual recurring savings/costs. The Wright- 
Patterson AFB support agreement catalog describing support 
services and costs was researched by the Air National Guard 
logistics, manpower, finance, and plans people. They could find 
no additional costs from the mandatory support categories that 
could be attributed to the Air National Guard. 

The COBRA models you requested are attached. One model 
contains 100 percent of the air traffic control, 33 113 percent of 
the crash, fire, and rescue, and the dining hall. The second 
contains 100 percent of the air traffic control, 33 113 percent of 
tlhe crash, fire, and rescue, the (lining hall, and 39 people for 
support. The final disposition of the dining hall issue is still 
being addressed. 

We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senators Glenn and DeWine. 

ST HEN D. BULL, I11 
col "$ nel, usAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 OOO 

May 18, 1995 

LSAF / LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Iidashington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable John Glenn 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Glenn 

The following information is provided in response to a letter 
'of May 16, 1995, to the Under Sec:retary of the Air Force from the 
:Honorable David L. Hobson, House of Representatives, which 
requested information regarding nlanpower requirements, support 
costs, dining hall construction c:osts, and COBRA model requests 
for relocating Springfield Air Guard Station, Ohio, to Wright- 
Patterson Air Force Base (AFB) , Ohio. 

The 22 manpower position savings you referenced were not 
driven by force structure changes, but are attributed to BRAC. 
The personnel savings started with 35 manpower positions being 
identified. However, AF/PEP validated 13 requirements, six BOS 
and seven mission support for aircraft security, that must 
transfer to Wright-Patterson AFB. The net savings is 22 
positions. The original 35 positions identified are: 

17 aircraft security 
2 civil engineering environmental positions 
4 civil engineering 
4 communications 
7 air traffic control 
1 crash, fire, rescue 

Regarding the statement that the ANG manpower bill should be 
39 rather than 13, AFI 38-204 states HQ USAFIPEP is the final 
authority in resolving disagreements between losing and gaining 
commands on manpower issues. A review of host-tenant agreements 
for ANG flying units at other AFMC bases like Wright-Patterson AFB 
shows the ANG is not paying any manpower bill for similar base 
operational support (BOS) requirements. A review of all BOS 
functions on the base shows there should be a small additional 
manpower requirement to support the ANG. AF/PEP and the Base 
Closure Executive Group have determined that seven BOS and six 
weapons security positions are more correct at Wright-Patterson 
AFB. 



The mandatory support categories have been considered in 
calculation of annual recurring savings/costs. The Wright- 
Patterson AFB support agreement catalog describing support 
services and costs was researched by the Air National Guard 
logistics, manpower, finance, and plans people. They could find 
no additional costs from the mandatory support categories that 
could be attributed to the Air National Guard. 

The COBRA models you requested are attached. One model 
contains 100 percent of the air traffic control, 33 113 percent of 
the crash, fire, and rescue, and the dining hall. The second 
contains 100 percent of the air traffic control, 33 113 percent of 
the crash, fire, and rescue, the dining hall, and 39 people for 
support. The final disposition of the dining hall issue is still 
being addressed. 

We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senator DeWine and Representative Hobson. 

Sincerelv 

S ~ ~ P H E N  D. BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 

Division 
Office of Legislative Liaison 



DEPARTMENT OF THE: AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 203 30- 1000 

May 18, 1995 

SAF/ LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

T:he Honorable Mike DeWine 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator DeWine 

The following information is provided in response to a letter 
clf May 16, 1995, to the Under Secretary of the Air Force from the 
H:onorable David L. Hobson, House of Representatives, which 
requested information regarding minnpower requirements, support 
c!osts, dining hall construction costs, and COBRA model requests 
for relocating Springfield Air Gu$ard Station, Ohio, to Wright- 
Patterson Air Force Base (AFB) , 0:hio. 

The 22 manpower position savings you referenced were not 
driven by force structure changes, but are attributed to BRAC. 
The personnel savings started with 35 manpower positions being 
identified. However, AF/PEP validated 13 requirements, six BOS 
and seven mission support for aircraft security, that must 
transfer to Wright-Patterson AFB. The net savings is 22 
positions. The original 35 posit.ions identified are: 

17 aircraft security 
2 civil engineering erlvironmental positions 
4 civil engineering 
4 communications 
7 air traffic control 
1 crash, fire, rescue 

Regarding the statement that the ANG manpower bill should be 
39 rather than 13, AFI 38-204 states HQ USAF/PEP is the final 
authority in resolving disagreements between losing and gaining 
commands on manpower issues. A review of host-tenant agreements 
for ANG flying units at other AFMC bases like Wright-Patterson AFB 
shows the ANG is not paying any manpower bill for similar base 
operational support (BOS) requirements. A review of all BOS 
functions on the base shows there should be a small additional 
manpower requirement to support the ANG. AF/PEP and the Base 
Closure Executive Group have determined that seven BOS and six 
weapons security positions are more correct at Wright-Patterson 
AFB . 



The mandatory support categories have been considered in 
calculation of annual recurring savings/costs. The Wright- 
Patterson AFB support agreement catalog describing support 
services and costs was researched by the Air National Guard 
logistics, manpower, finance, and plans people. They could find 
no additional costs from the mandatory support categories that 
could be attributed to the Air National Guard. 

The COBRA models you requested are attached. One model 
contains 100 percent of the air traffic control, 33 1/3 percent of 
the crash, fire, and rescue, and the dining hall. The second 
contains 100 percent of the air traffic control, 33 1/3 percent of 
the crash, fire, and rescue, the dining hall, and 39 people for 
support. The final disposition (of the dining hall issue is still 
being addressed. 

We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senator Glenn and Representative Hobson. 

Sincerelv 

S PHEN D. BULL, I11 
co 7 onel, usAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 
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COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA rrS.08) - Page 112 
Data As Of 11:47 0511511995, Report Crnated 13:39 05115/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion Pac:kage : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F'iie : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SPR13501.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

Starting 'fear : 1996 
Final Yeal- : 1997 
ROI Year : 2008 (11 Years) 

NPV in 2015($K): -14,177 
1-Time Cost($K): 25,047 

Net Costs ($K) Constant 
1996 - - - -  

Mi lCon 1,727 
Person 0 
Overhd 169 
Movi ng 0 
Mi ssi o 0 
Other 702 

Do1 lars 
1997 - - - -  

15,547 
-401 
31 1 
652 
0 

1,723 

TOTAL 2,598 17,832 1,212 -2,787 -2,787 -2,787 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 22 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 7 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 5 4 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 233 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 294 0 0 0 0 

T o t r  1 

Tota L - - - - -  

Beyond 

Summary : 

CLOSE SI'RINGFIELD ANG BASE AND RELOCATE FORCE STRUCTURE TO WRIGHT PATT 
Community pays for Control Tower (100%). and CFR (33 113%). Dining Hall 
addition of $380 K added at Wright-Patt 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As O f  11:47 05/15/1995, Report Created 13:36 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SPR13501.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

Costs ( $ K )  Constant 001 Lars 
1996 1997 
- - - -  -. - - 

M i  LCon 1.727 15,547 
Person 0 333 
Overhd 169 540 
Mov i ng 0 652 
Miss io  0 0 
Other 702 1,723 

TOTAL 2,598 18,795 4.495 495 495 495 

Savings ($K)  Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 - - - - - - - -  

M i  lCon 0 0 
Person 0 734 
Overhd 0 228 
Mov i ng 0 0 
Miss io  0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 0 963 3,283 3,283 3,283 3.283 

T o t a l  Beyond 

Beyond 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA 6.08) 
Clrta As O f  11:47 05/15/1995. Report Created 13:36 05/1!i/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPRl3501.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\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 
201 4 
2015 

cost ($) - - - - - - -  
2,598,541 

Adjusted Cost($) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
2,563,531 
17,121,061 
1,132,969 
-2,535,026 
-2.467.179 
-2.401.147 
-2,336.883 
-2,274.338 
-2.213.468 
-2.154.227 
-2.096,571 
-2.040.459 
-1,985,848 
-1,932.699 
-1,880,972 
-1,830.629 
-1,781.635 
-1,733,951 
-1,687,543 
-1,642,378 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA vS.08) 
Oata As Of 11:47 05/15/1995, Report Created 13:36 0511511995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion  Pa.ckage : SPRINGFIELO FOCUSED 
Scenar io F l  l e  : C : \ C O B R A \ R E P O R T ~ ~ \ C O M - A U O T \ S P R ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . C B R  
Std Fctr:; F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

(ALL va lues i n  D o l l a r s )  

Category - - - - - - - - 
Cons t ruc t i on  

Mi l i t a r y  C ~ f l ~ t r ~ ~ t i ~ n  
Fami ly  Housing Cons t ruc t i on  
I n fo rma t i on  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - C o n s t r u c t i o n  

Personne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i a n  Ear l y  Ret i rement 
C i v i  l i a n  New H i r e s  
E l i m i n a t e d  Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemp l.oyment 

T o t a l  - Personne l  

Overheacl 
Progrlim P lann ing  Support 
~ o t h b l i  1 1 I Shutdown 

T o t a l  - Overhead 

Movi 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 r e i g h t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

Cost Sub-Tota 1 - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 

Env i ronmenta l  M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 6,425,000 

T o t a l  - Other 6,425,000 
_ _ _ _ _ _ . , _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
T o t a l  One-Time Costs 25,047.460 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Sav ings 

M i l i l a r y  C o n s t r u c t i o n  Cost Avoidances 
Fami ly  Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Land Sa les  
One-Time Moving Savings 
Env i ronmenta l  M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

T o t a l  One-Time Savings 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 25,047,460 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Oata As Of 11:47 05/15/1995,  Report Created 13:36 05/l!i11995 

Departmenst : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario I F i  i e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTOS\COM-AUDT\SPRl3501.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

A L L  Costs i n  6K 

Base Name .-.------ 
SPRINGFIELD 
WRIGHT -PP.TTERSOH 

Tota 1 I MA Land Cost Tota 1 
M i  icon Cost Purch Avoid Cost 

_________-_------------------------------------..---.---..----.---.----------- 
Tota ls :  17,275 0 0 0 17,275 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
D a t a  A s  O f  11:47 05/15/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  13:36 05/15/1995 

O 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  : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C : \ C O B R A \ R E P O R T 9 5 \ C O M - A U O T \ S P R ~ ~ ~ O ~ . C B R  
S t d  F c t r : ;  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: SPRINGFIELD,  OH 

BASE POPJLATION (FY 1996): 
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  

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 
E n l i s t e d  0 - 2 0 0 0 0 - 2 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  11 a n s  0 -14 0 0 0 0 -14 
TOTAL 0 -16 0 0 0 0 -16 

BASE POI'ULATION ( 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  S t u d e n t s  C i v i l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  ---.------ - - - - - - - - - -  

7 54 0 255 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
T o  B a s e :  WRIGHT-PATTERSON. OH 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - -.-- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 7 0 0 0 0 7 
E n l i s t e d  0 54 0 0 0 0 5 4 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l.ians 0 233 0 0 0 0 233 
TOTAI. 0 294 0 0 0 0 294 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( O u t  o f  
1996 1997 
- - - - - - - - 

O f f  i1:ers 0 7 
E n l i s t e d  0 5 4 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 233 
TOTAL 0 294 

SPRINGFIELD, OH):  
1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 0 0 0 T 
0 0 0 0 5 4 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 233 
0 0 0 0 294 

SCENARIO P O S I T I O N  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 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v -  l i a n s  0 -22 0 0 0 0 - 2 2  
TOTAL 0 - 22 0 0 0 0 -22 

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

0 0 0 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, 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 l i s t e d  S t u d e n t s  C i v i  l i a n s  --.------- 

14,109 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - P a g e  2 
D a t a  A s  O f  11:47 05/15/1995. R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  13:36 05/15/1995 

O 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  : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SPR13501.C8R 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
F r o m  B a s e :  SPRINGFIELD. 

1996 - - - -  
O f f  i c e r ! s  0 
E n l i s t e ~ i  0 
S t u d e n t s  0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 
TOTAL 0 

OH 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  WRIGHT-PATTERSON, 
1996 1997 1998 1999 
- - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - -. 

O f f i c e r s  0 7 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 54 0 0 
 student:^ 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i c ~ n s  0 233 0 0 
TOTAL 0 294 0 0 

OH) : 
2000 2001 T o t a l  

BASE POPIJLATION ( A f  t a r  BRAC A c t i o n )  : 
O f  f i c e l - 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  
- - - - - - - - - -  --.------- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

3,716 3,047 0 14,342 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 11:47 05/15/1995, Report  Created 13:36 0511511995 

Departzent : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion Pa(:kage : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenarlo ' i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SPR13501.CBR 
Std Fccrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

Rate 
- - - - 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
E a r l y  Retirement' 10.00% 
Regular Retirement' 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover' 15.00% 
Civs  Hat Moving (RIFs)'+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder)  
C i v i  1ia.n P o s i t i o n s  Avai l a b l e  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear Ly f let i rement 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement 5.00% 
C i v i  L i r~n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)'+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i  Li i lns Avai  t ab le  t o  Move 
C i v i  Liitns Moving 
C i v i  i i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder)  

To ta l  
- - - - -  
233 
0 
0 
0 
0 

233 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 233 0 0 0 0 233 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 233 0 0 0 0 233 
New C i v i  l i a n s  H i r e d  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
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 0 2 0 0 0 0  2 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 3 0 0 0 0  3 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 13 0 0 0 0 13 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

Ear l y  Ret i rements,  Regular Ret i rements ,  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 r ~ g  t o  Move are  not  a p p l i c a b l e  f o r  moves under f i f t y  m i l e s .  

+ 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 lun ta ry  RIFs) v a r i e s  from 
base l:o base. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements i n v o l v e  a Permanent Change o f  S t a t i o n .  The r a t e  
o f  PP:S placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS D E T A I L  REPORT (COIlRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - P a g e  113 
D a t a  AS of 1 1 : 4 7  0 5 / 1 5 / 1 9 9 5 ,  R e p o r t  C r o r t o d  1 3 : 3 6  0 5 / 1 5 / 1 9 9 5  

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  : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13501.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDf\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME 1:OSTS 
- - - - - ( $ K ) . - - - -  
CONSTRUCT ION 

MILCON 
F a n  H o u s i n g  
L a n d  Purl:h 

om 
C I V  SALARY 

C i v  R I F  
C i v  R e t i r e  

C I V  MOVING 
P e r  D i e m  
POV M i  les 
Home P u r c h  
HHG 
M i  sc 
H o u s e  H u n t  
PPS 
R I T A  

FREIGHT 
P a c k i n g  
F r e i g h t  
V e h i c  10s 
D r i v i n q  

Unemp l o l f m e n t  
OTHER 

P r o g r a r r  P Lan 
S h u t d o r r n  
New H i r e  
1 - T i m e  M o v e  

M I L  PERSONNEL 
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 

O f  HER 
HAP / RSE 
E n v i r o n m e n t a l  
I n f o  M a n a g e  
1 - T i m e  O t h e r  

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  - - -. - 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 213 
Data As Of 11:47 05/15/1995. Report Created 13:36 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Op t i on  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenar io  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13501.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - - - - (SK) - - - - - - - - - - * - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Tota  1 - - - - - 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
om 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
C i v  S a l i ~ r y  
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa l i a r  y 
En1 Sa la ry  
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
M iss ion  
Misc  Recur 
Unique 3 ther  

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COST 2,598 18,795 4,495 495 495 495 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - - ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

MILCON 
Fam Hoc s i n g  

om 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERJ;ONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Si t les 
Env i ronmenta l  
I -T ime  Other  

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota  1 - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - - ( $ I ( )  - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
o m  

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
C i v  Sa la ry  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa l a r y  
E n l  Sa la ry  
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
M iss ion  
Misc  Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL I?ECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond ----.- 
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 963 3,283 3,283 3,283 3,283 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Pago 313 
Data As Of 11:47 05/15/1995, Report Created 13:36 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTSS\COM-AUDT\SPR13501.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

o m  
Civ R e t i  r /R IF  
C i v  Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 M0v.i ng 

OTHER . 
HAP 1 R:SE 
Envi roncnenta 1 
I n f o  Manage 
1 -Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET - - - - -  ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
o m  

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C iv  Sa la ry  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi 1 Sal.ary 
House k 1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurciment 
Mi ssiolt 
Misc Ra3cur 
unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  - -. - - 

Tota  1 .---- 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL NIET COST 2.598 17,832 1,212 -2,787 -2,787 -2,787 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Oata A s  Of 11:47 05/15/1995, Report Created 13:36 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Op t i on  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenar io F i l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT~~\COM-AUDT\SPR13501.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

Personne 1 
Base Change %Change - - - -  - - - - - -  -.----- 
SPRl NGF I E:LO -316 -100% 
WRIGHT -PATTERSON 294 1% 

SF 
Change XChange ChglPer 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

-262,000 -100% 829 
39,130 0% 133 

RPMA($) BOS($) 
Base Change %Change ChglPer Change %Change ChgIPer - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  -.---- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
SPRINGFIELD -345,000 -100% 1,092 -1.690.410 -100% 5,349 
WRIGHT -P,4TTERSON 22,199 0% 7 5 43,449 1% 148 

Base 
RPMABOS($) 

Change XChange ChglPer - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  --.--.- 
SPRINGFIELD -2,035,410 -101% 6,441 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON 65,648 0% 223 



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 11:47 05/15/1995. Report Created 13:36 05/1511995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion P ~ ~ c k a g e  : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SPR13501.CBR 
S t d  Fctr:; F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  Beyond 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
RPMA Change 0 -164 -323 -323 -323 -323 -1,455 -323 
BOS Change 0 -21 -1.647 -1,647 -1,647 -1,647 -6,609 -1,647 
nousi ng Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ______________---.-----------------------.-----------.------.-..--------------- 
TOTAL CHANGES 0 -185 -1.970 -1,970 -1,970 -1,970 -8,064 -1,970 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 11:47 05/15/1995, Report Created 13:36 05/15/1995 

Oepar tmetrt : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion  Pilckage : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : c:\COBRA\REPORT~~\COM-AUDT\SPR13501.CBR 
Std Fctr:; F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Ye.ar One : FY 1996 

Model do,rs Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base ~ a m e  S t ra tegy :  
- - - - - - - - -  .-.--..--- 
SPRINGFIELD. OH Closes i n  FY 1997 
WRIGHT-PITTERSON, OH Realignment 

Summary : ---.---- 
CLOSE SPRINGFIELD ANG BASE AND RELOCATE FORCE STRUCTURE TO WRIGHT PATT 
Community pays fo r  Con t ro l  Tower (100%). and CFR (50%). D in ing  H a l l  
a d d i t i o n  o f  5380 K added a t  Wr igh t -Pa t t  

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: - - - - - - - - - -  
SPRINGFIELD, OH 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - -  
WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers  f rom SPRINGFIELD. OH t o  WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  
EnListet l  P o s i t i o n s :  
C i v i  Lian Pos i t i ons :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( t ons ) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( t o n s ) :  
Mi t i t a r : (  L i g h t  Vehic les:  
Heavy/Special Veh ic les :  

INPUT SI2REEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: SPRINGFIELD, OH 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 7 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 56 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 0 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i e n  Employees: 269 
M i l  Fami l i es  L i v i n g  On Base: 0. 0% 
C i v i l i a n s N o t W i l l i n g T o M o v e :  6.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  Ava 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) :  262 
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): 7 8 
F re igh t  Cost ($/TonlMi le ) :  0.07 

Distance: 
- - - -  - - - -  - 

16 m i  

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  I n fo rma t i on :  

345 
0 

1,776 
0 
0 

0.89 
0 
0 

20.9% 
SPRING 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  - Page 2 
Oata AS O f  11:47 05/15/1995, Report Created 13:36 05/'15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion  Pilckage : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13501.CBR 
Std Fctr!s F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: WIIIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

To ta l  Of f icer  Employees: 
To ta l  En l i s t e d  Employees: 
To ta l  Student Emptoyees: 
To ta l  C iv 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  lian!; Not W i  1 Ling To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
To ta l  Ba!ie Faci li ties(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  \'HA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le ) :  

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/'faar) : 
Communications ($K/Yenr) : 
BOS Nan-Payrol l  (WIYlmr):  
BOS P a y r o l l  (%/Year): 
Fami ty Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor:  
CHAMPUS In-Pat  ($/Vi s'i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Vi!r i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medi1:are: 
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  Inforaaation: 

Name: SF'RINGFIELD. OH 
1996 - - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 702 
1-Time Ur~ique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Mc~ving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Mclving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-kli lCon Reqd($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mis.sion Cost ($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SK): 0 
Mi sc R e c ~ ~ r  r i ng Cost ($K) : 0 
Mi sc Recu~rri ng Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Construct i o n  Schedu le(X) : 100% 
Shutdown Schedule (X) :  0% 
Mi LCon Cc~st Avoidnc($K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS In -Pa t ien ts /Yr :  0 
CHAHPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Faci 1 Shu tDown(KSF) : 262 

Name: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

1-Time Unique Cost (8K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Maving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Mc'ving Save ($K): 
Env Non-kli LCon Reqd($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/ -Sa Les) ($K) : 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
Mi \Con Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In -Pa t ien ts /Yr :  
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

1,723 4.000 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

377 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

42 169 169 169 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 

100% 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 Ly Housing ShutClown: 

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 Shutclown: 

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 3 
Oata As Of 11:47 05/15/1995, Report  Created 13:36 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt lon  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenarto F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13501.CBR 
S t d  Fctr:; F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: SI'RINGFIELD, OH 
1996 

O f f  Force S t ruc  Change: 
En1 Force S t ruc  Change: 
C iv  Force S t ruc  Change: 
S tu  Force S t ruc  Change: 
O f f  Scenar io Change: 
En 1 Scenar io Change: 
C i v  Scenar io Change: 
O f f  Change(No S a l  Save): 
En1 Change(No S a l  Save): 
C i v  Change(No S a l  Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: WRIGHT-PATTERSON. OH 

Oescr i p t  i on 

Maintenance 
Mun i t i ons  
POL 
Ops and T r a i n i n g  
Meter u t i  l i t e s  
Corn Other 
P&D 
D i n i n g  A d d i t i o n  

Categ 
- - - - -  
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 

New Mi lCon 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 
8,600 
1,220 

0 
0 

26,910 
0 

2,400 

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 c  Housing Mi LCon: 80.00% 
O f f i c e r  Sa lary($ lYear ) :  78.668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
En l i s t ec l  Salary($/Year) :  36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unen~p toy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  Lity(Weeks): 18 
C i v i  Liar, SaLary($/Year): 46,642.00 
C i v i  l iar1 Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i  Liar1 Ear Ly R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i  Liar1 Regular R e t i r e  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i  Liar1 RIF Pay Fac to r :  39.00% 
SF F i  l e  Desc: F i n a l  Fac to rs  

STANDARO FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bu'i l d i n g  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Indox (RPMA vs  popu la t i on ) :  0.54 

( I n d i c e s  a r e  used as exponents) 
Program Management Fac to r :  10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF1Care): 162.00 
Mo thba l l  Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Baclielor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Fami ly  Quarters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPDET .;?PT I n f  t a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 3.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab Mi lCon 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  

85,782 
3,500 

0 
92,173 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Tota 1 Cost ($K) -------------. 
3,700 
1,250 

440 
5,600 

205 
4,500 
1.200 

380 

C iv  E a r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Fac to r :  9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Serv ice :  60.00% 
PPS Ac t i ons  Invo l v i  nq PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs (9;): 28,800.00 
C i v i  L ian New H i r e  Cost($) : 0.00 
Mat Median Home P r i c e ( $ ) :  114,600.00 
Home Sale  Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimbors($) : 11,191 .OO 
C i v i  l i a n  Homeowning flate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Re imb~~rse  Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 5.00% 
RSEHomeVa lueRe imb~~rseRate :  0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 0.00% 
I n f o  Management AcCOJnt: 0.00% 
Mi lCon Design Rate: 0.00% 
Mi lCon SIOH Rate: 0.00% 
Mi lCon Contingency Plan Rate: 0.00% 
Mi lCon S i t e  Prepara t ion  Rate: 0.00% 
Discount  Rate f o r  NPV.RPTIRO1: 2.75% 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPTIRO1: 0.00% 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 4 
Data AS o f  11:47 05/15/1995, Report Created 13:36 OS/ lS / lgg~  

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SPR13501.CBR 
Std Fctrs. F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

MateriaL/Assigned Person(Lb): 71 0 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHO Per En1 Fami Ly (Lb): 9.000.00 
HMG Per Mi 1 Single (Lb): 6.400.00 
HMG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
T o t a l  HHG Cost (W100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi le ) :  0.20 
Yisc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack 6 Crate(Sl1on): 264.00 
Mi 1 L igh t  Vehicle($/Mi la) :  0.43 
HeavyJSpec Vehic Le($/LIi le) : 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tou~r): 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 - - - - - - - -  
Horizonta 1 
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
Operat ional 
Admin is t ra t ive 
Schoo 1 Bui l d i  ngs 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami l y  Quar ters  
Covered Storage 
Din ing Faci l i t i e s  
Recreat ion Faci li t i e s  
Communications Faci 1 
Shipyard Maintenance 
ROT 6 E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Antmunition Storage 
Medi ca 1 Faci l i t  i e s  
Environmental 

Category UM $/UM - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  
other (SF) 0 
Optional Category B ( ) 0 
OptionaLCategoryC ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category 0 ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category E ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category F ( ) 0 
Opt ionalCategoryG ( ) 0 
Opt iona lCa tegoryH ( ) 0 
O p t i o n a l C a t e g o r y I  ( ) 0 
Optional Category J ( ) 0 
Opt iona lCa tegoryK ( ) 0 
Opt iona lCa tegoryL  ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category M ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category N ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category 0 ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category P ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category Q ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category R ( ) 0 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

NOTE $1.2 M MILCON AVOIDANCE RESULTS FROM NOT MOVING 

ANG FROM RICKENBACKER AND MOVING SPRINGFIELD TO 

WRIGHT PATTERSON 



Document Separator 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 112 
Data As Of 11:53 05/15/1995, Report Created 13:40 05/15/1995 

Departmer~t :AIRFORCE 
Op t i on  Piickage : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenar io F i l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT95\C0MMAUDT\SP~13502.CBR 
S t d  Fctr:; F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Yeitr : 1997 
ROI Year : 2044 (47 Years) 

NPV i n  2015($K): 11,268 
1 -Time Cl~s t ($K) :  25,047 

Net Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Mi (Con 1,727 15,547 
Person 0 508 
Overhd 169 31 4 
Mov i ng 0 652 
M i s s i o  0 0 
Other 702 1,723 

TOTAL 2,598 18,744 3,034 -966 -966 - 966 

--.- - - - - . - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci  v 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 0 0 0 

POSITIOhS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 7 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 5 4 0 0 0 0 
s t u  0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v  0 233 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 294 0 0 0 0 

Summary: 

T o t a l  - - - - -  
17,275 

3,837 
-6,710 

652 
0 

6,425 

T o t a l  - - - - -  

Beyond 

- - - - - - - . .  
CLOSE SI'RINGFIELD ANG BASE AND RELOCATE FORCE STRUCTURE TO WRSGHT PATT 
Community pays f o r  Con t ro l  Tower (100%). and CFR (33  113%). D,ining H a l l  
a d d i t i o n  o f  $380 K added a t  Wr igh t -Pa t t .  22 manpower savings taken out 
no salal-y sav ings.  p l u s  buy back 17 manpower p o s i t i o n s  a t  Wr igh t -Pa t t .  
T o t a l  3!3 manpower a u t h o r i z a t i o n s .  



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRh ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2/2 
Data  As O f  11:53 0511511995. Report C:reated 13:40 05/15/1995 

Department :A IRFORCE 
Opt ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SPR13502.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

Costs (9iK) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 1,727 15,547 
Per son 0 729 
Overhd 169 542 
Moving 0 652 
M i s s i o  0 0 
Other 702 1,723 

TOTAL 2,598 19,194 5.291 1,291 1.291 1.291 

Savings ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 - - - - - - - -  

M i  Icon 0 0 
Person 0 221 
Overhd 0 228 
Mov i ng 0 0 
M i s s i o  0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 0 450 2,257 2,257 2,257 2,257 

Tota 1 Beyond 

T o t a l  Beyond - - - - -  - - - - - -  
0 0 

1.106 221 
8,370 2,035 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 11:53 05/15/1995, Report Created 11:53 05/15/1995 

Depar tmmt : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C : \ C O B R A \ R E P O R T ~ S \ C O M - A U D T \ S P R ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . C ~ R  
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\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 
201 4 
201 5 
201 6 
201 7 
201 8 
201 9 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
2024 
2025 
2026 
2027 
2028 
2029 
2030 
2031 
2032 
2033 
2034 
2035 
2036 
2037 
2038 
2039 
2040 
2041 
2042 
2043 
2044 

cost (S) - - - - - - -  
2.598.541 
18,744.161 
3,034.016 

- 965,984 
-965,984 
-965.984 
- 965,984 
-965,984 
-965,984 
-965,984 
-965,984 
-965.984 
-965,984 
- 965,984 
-965,984 
-965,984 
-965,984 
-965,984 
- 965,984 
-965,984 
-965,984 
- 965,984 
-965,984 
-965,984 
-965,984 
-965,984 
-965,984 

, -965,984 
- 965,984 
-965,984 
-965,984 
- 965,984 
- 965,984 
-965,984 
-965,984 
-965,984 
-965,984 
-965.984 
- 965,984 
-965,984 
-965,984 
- 965,984 
-965.984 
-965,984 
-965,984 
-965,984 
-965,984 
- 965,984 
- 965 ,984 

Adjusted Cost($) ------.--------- 
2,563,531 
17,996,716 
2,835,067 
-878,483 
-854,971 
-832,089 
-809,819 
-788.145 
-767,051 
-746.522 
-726,542 
- 707,096 
-688,172 
-669,754 
-651,828 
-634,383 
-61 7.404 
-600,880 
-584,798 
-569.146 
-553,914 
-539,089 
-524,661 
-510,619 
-496,952 
-483,652 
-470,708 
-458,110 
-445,849 
-433,916 
-422,303 
-411,000 
-400,000 
-389,295 
-378,875 
- 368.735 
-358,866 
-349,262 
-339,914 
-330.81 7 
-321,963 
-313,346 
-304.959 
-296,797 
-288,854 
-281 ,123 
-273,599 
-266,276 
-259,150 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  11:53 05/15/1995. Report Created 11:53 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\CO8RA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13502.CBR 
Std  Fct  r s  F i  i e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

( A l l  values i n  D o l l a r s )  

Category 

Const ruc t ion  
M i l i t a r y  Cons t ruc t i on  
Family Housing Const ruc t ion  
I n fo rma t i on  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Tota 1 - Cons t ruc t i on  

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 l i a n  New H i r e s  
E l im ina ted  Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

T o t a l  - Personnel  

Overhead 
Program Plann ing Support 
Mo thba l l  I Shutdown 

Tota 1 - 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 r e i g h t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total  - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

Other 
HAP I RSE 3 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Costs '0 
One-Time Unique Costs 6,425,000 

T o t a l  - Other 6,425,000 .----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
T o t a l  One-Time Costs 25,047.460 
------------.-----------------------------------------.---*---------.--.------ 
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Cons t ruc t i on  Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances - 0 
Mi L i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land S a l e s  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 0 -----------------------------------------------------------------.------------ 
T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 25,047,460 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08) 
D a t a  As Of  11:53 05/15/1995, Repor t  C r e a t e d  11:53 05/15/1995 

Department  : AIR FORCE 
O p t i o n  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT95 \COM-AUDT\SPR13502 .CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

ALL Costs  i n  $K 

Base Name -.------- 
SPRINGFIELD 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON 
- - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - -  
T o t a l s :  

T o t a l  
M i  lCon --.--- 

0 
17,275 

, - - - - - - -  

17.275 

I MA 
Cost 
- - - - 

0 
0 

0 

Land 
Purch  
- - - - -  

0 
0 

- - - - - - - - -  
0 

I:ost 
A v o i d  - . - - -  

0 
0 

- - - - - -  
0 

T o t a  1 
Cos t  - - - - -  

0 
17.275 

- - - - - - * *  

17,275 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 11:53 05/15/1995. Report Created 11:53 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C : \ C O B R A \ R E P O R T ~ ~ \ C O M - A U D T \ S P R ~ ~ ~ O ~ . C B R  
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: SPRINGFIELD, OH 

BASE POPUI.ATION (FY 1996) : 
Officer!; E n l i s t e d  Students C iv i  l i a n s  ----.-...-- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

7 5 6 0 269 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES : 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  .--- - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 -2 0 0 0 0 - 2 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 -14 0 0 0 0 -14 
TOTAL 0 -16 0 0 0 0 -16 

BASE POPULATION (Pr ior  t o  BRAC Action):  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C iv i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - . -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  ---.-----a 

7 54 0 255 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: YIRIGHT-PATTERSON. 

1996 
- - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 
E n l i s t e d  0 
Students 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 
TOTAL 0 

OH 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  --.- - - - - -  
7 0 0 0 0 7 

5 4 0 0 0 0 54 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

233 0 0 0 0 233 
294 0 0 0 0 294 

TOTAL PERSOYNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  
1996 1997 
- - -. - - - -  

O f f  i c e r s  0 7 
En l i s t e d  0 5 4 
Students 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 233 
TOTAL 0 294 

SPRINGFIELD, OH): 
1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
0 0 0 0 7 
0 0 0 0 5 4 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 233 
0 0 0 0 294 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED (No Salary Savings): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
- - - - - - - -  -.-- - - - -  -. - - - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En l i s ted  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 - 22 0 0 0 0 -22 
TOTAL 0 -22 0 0 0 0 -22 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Act ion) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C iv i  l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  --.------- ------.--- -------.-- 

0 0 0 0 

OERSONNEL SUlllMARY FOR: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

IMSE POPULATION (FY 1996. P r i o r  t o  BRAG Action):  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C iv i  l i ans  ---------. - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

3,709 2,993 0 14,109 



PERSONML SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
Oata As Of 11:53 05/15/1995, Report Created 11:53 05/158/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenar io F i l e  : C : \ C O B R A \ R E P O R T 9 5 \ C O M - A U D T \ S P R ~ ~ ~ O ~ . C B R  
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: SPRINGFIELD. 

1996 - - - - 
O f f i c e r s  0 
E n l i s t e d  0 
Students 0 
C i v i  1ian:s 0 
TOTAL 0 

on 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 To ta l  

TOTAL PERSIINNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  WRIGHT-PATTERSON, 
1996 1997 1998 1999 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 7 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 54 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 233 0 0 
TOTAL 0 294 0 0 

OH) : 
2000 2001 To ta l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
0 0 7 
0 0 54 
0 0 0 
0 0 233 
0 0 294 

SCENARIO PCISITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 To ta l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 17 0 0 0 0 17 
TOTAL 0 17 0 0 0 0 17 

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  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

3,716 3,047 0 14,359 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
D,rta AS Of 11:53 05/15/1995, Report Created 11:53 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13502.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

Rate -.-- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear l y  Ret i rement* 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement*  5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
C ~ V S  Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i  l i a r s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i  Liar1 P o s i t i o n s  Avai tab le  

CIVILIAN F'OSITIONS ELIMINATED 
E a r i y  Ret i rement  10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement  5.00% 
C i v i  l iar, Turnover 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs).+ 
p r i o r i  t:r P lacement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i a ~ i s  Avai  Lab le  t o  Move 
C i v i  l iacis Moving 
C i v i  Lian RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

T o t a l  - - - - -  
2 33 
0 
0 
0 
0 

233 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 233 0 0 0 0 233 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 233 0 0 0 0 233 
New C i v i  l i a n s  H i r e d  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i  l i a n  A d d i t i o n s  0 1 7 0 0 0 0 1 7  

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 2 0 0 0 0  2 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 3 0 0 0 0  3 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 13 0 0 0 0 13 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 1 7 0 0 0 0 1 7  

Ear l y  Ret i rements ,  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 r e  no t  app l i cab le  f o r  moves under f i f t y  mi 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 (Vo luntary  RLFs) v a r i e s  from 
base t c l  base. 

# ~ o t  a l l  P r i o r i t y  P Lacements i n v o l v e  a Permanent Change o f  S ta t i on .  The r a t e  
of  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 113 
Data AS Of 11:53 05/15/1995. Report Created 11:53 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Op t i on  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenar io F i t e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SPR13502.CBR 
S t d  F c t r b  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ($K; , - - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 
ow 

CIV SALI\RY 
C iv  RII: 
C i v  Re ' t i re  

CIV MOV'1NG 
Per Oiem 
POV Mi l e s  
Home P t ~ r c h  
HHG 
Misc 
House i iunt  
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F r e i g h t  
Veh ic les  
O r  i v i  ng 

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program P lan  
Shutdown 
New H i r e  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Oiem 
POV Mi l e s  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
E l i m  F'CS 

OTHER 
HAP I FLSE 
Env i  rorrmenta 1 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE -TIME 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL  REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - P a g e  213 
D a t a  A s  O f  11:53 05/15/1995. R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  11:53 05/15/1995 

Depar tment :  : A I R  FORCE 
O p t i o n  P a c k a g e  : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
S c e n a r i o  I:i Le : C: \COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13502.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

RECURRI NG1:OSTS - - -. - ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
BOS 
U n i q u e  O ~ p e r a t  
C i v  S a l a r y  
CHAMP US 
C a r e t a k e r  

M I L  PERSONNEL 
O f f  S a l a r y  
E n l  S a l a r y  
H o u s e  A 1 Low 

OTHER 
M i s s i o n  
M i r c  R e c u r  
U n i q u e  O t h e r  

TOTAL RECUR 

B e y o n d  
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COST 2,598 19,194 5,291 1.291 1,291 1.291 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  ( O K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCT I O N  

MILCON 
F a n  H o u s , i n g  

om 
l - T i m e  h love  

M I L  PERSCINNEL 
M i  1 M o v i  ng 

OTHER 
L a n d  Sal.es 
E n v i  r o n n t e n t a l  
1 - T i m e  O t h e r  

TOTAL ONII-TIME 

T o t a  1 - - - - -  

RECURR I NGSAVES -.--- ($K') - - - - - 
FAM HOUSlI OPS 
om 

RPMA 
00s 
U n i q u e  I l p e r a t  
C i v  Sa1,s ry  
CHAMPUS 

M I L  PERSIINNEL 
O f f  S a l a r y  
E n 1  S a l a r y  
H o u s e  A 1  l o w  

OTHER 
P r o c u r e m e n t  
M i s s i o n  
M i s c  R e c u r  
U n i q u e  O t h e r  

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a  1 - - - - - 
0 

B e y o n d  
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SP,VINGS 0 450 2,257 2,257 2,257 2,257 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 313 
Data As Of 11:53 05/15/1995, Report C r ta ted  11:53 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Opt ion  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\COM-AUDT\SPRI~~O~.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

MILCON 
Fam Housing 

om 
C i v  R e t i r l R I F  
C iv  Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSClNNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / R!;E 
Env i  ronn~enta 1 
I n f o  Marlage 
1 -Time Clther 
Land 

TOTAL ONt: -TIME 

T o t a l  ---.- 

RECURRING NET 
- - - - - ( $ ) ( I - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
80s 
Unique I lpera t  
Caretak1.r 
C iv  Sa lary  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSlJNNEL 

M i l  Sa lary  
House A 1 tow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
M iss ion  
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  Beyond 
- - - - -  - - - - - -  

0 0 

TOTAL NET COST 2,598 18,744 3,034 -966 -966 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data AS O f  11:53 05/15/1995, Report Created 11:53 05/15/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPRl3502.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

Base - - - - 
SPRINGFIELD 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON 

Base 

Personne 1 
Change XChange - - - - - -  -.----- 

-316 -100% 
31 1 1 % 

SF 
Change XChange Chg/Per 

UPMA($) BOS($) 
Change %Change ChgIPer Change XChange ChgIPer - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - * - - -  - - - - - - -  - - e m - - -  

SPRINGFIELD -345,000 -100% 1,092 -1,690.410 -100% 5,349 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON 22,199 0% 7 1 45.953 1% 148 

Base 
RPMABOS($) 

Change XChange Chg/Per - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  ----.-- 
SPRINGFIELD -2,035,410 -101% 6,441 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON 68,152 0% 219 



RPMAIBOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  11:53 05/15/1995. Report Created 11:53 05/115/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SPR13502.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  Beyond 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
RPMA Change 0 -164 -323 -323 -323 -323 -1,455 -323 
BOS Change 0 -19 -1,644 -1.644 -1,644 -1,644 -6.596 -1,644 
Hous i ng Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ------------------------------------------.----------------------------------- 
TOTAL CHANGES 0 -182 -1,967 -1.967 -1.967 -1,967 -8,052 -1,967 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data AS O f  11:53 05/15/1995. Report Created 11:53 05/15/1995 

Department : A I R  FORCE 
Optlon Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SPR13502.CBR 
Std Fctr:s F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCIIEEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Mode 1 Ye,ar One : FY 1996 

Model do'es Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name Strategy: - - - - - - - - -  -.------- 
SPRINGFIELD, OH Closes i n  FY 1997 
WRIGHT-P.4TTERSON. OH Rea lignmen t 

Summary : - - - - - - - -  
CLOSE SPRINGFIELD ANG BASE AND RELOCATE FORCE STRUCTURE TO WRIGHT PATT 
Community pays for  Control  Tower (100%). and CFR (50%). Dining H a l l  
# d d i t i o n  o f  $380 K added a t  Wright-Patt .  22 manpower savings taken out 
no sa la ry  savings, p lus  buy back 17 manpower pos i t i ons 'a t  Wright-Patt .  
To ta l  39 manpower author izat ions.  

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - OISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: - - - - - - - - - -  
SPRINGFIELD. OH 

To Base: - - - - - - - -  
WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from SPRINGFIELD, OH t o  WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  
En l i s ted  Posi t ions:  
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Posi t ions:  
Missn Ecipt ( tons) :  
suppt ~ c p t  ( tons):  
Mi l i t a r y  L i g h t  Vehicles: 
tieavy/SpeciaL Vehicles: 

INPUT SC:REEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: 5;PRINGFIELD. OH 

To ta l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
To ta l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
To ta l  Student Employees: 
To ta l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fam.i l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i  1ia11s Not W i  1 Ling To Move: 
Of f icer  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 
E n l i s t e d  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 
To ta l  Bsse Faci li ties(KSF) : 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diein Rate ($/Day): 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($Ki'Year): 
Communications ($KIYaar): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/'tear): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year ) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ lV i :s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Distance: - - - - - - - - -  
16 m i  

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

345 
0 

1,776 
0 
0 

0.89 
0 
0 

20.9% 
SPRING 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Pago 2 
Data AS o f  11:53 05/15/1995, Report Created 11:53 0511511995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13502.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

To ta l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
To ta l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
Tota 1 Student Employees: 
To ta 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: 
Of f icer  Hcusing Un i ts  Avai 1: 
E n l i s t e d  klousing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
To ta l  Base: Faci l i t i es (KSF) :  
O f f i c e r  VtIA ($/Month) : 
En l i s ted  \'HA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate (%/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mi Le): 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
80s Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year ): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is 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  1nforrn;ltion: 

Name: SPf\INGFIELD, OH 
1996 - - - -  

1-Time Un.~que Cost ($K): 702 
1 -Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1 -Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mis!sion Cost ($K): 0 
A c t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recusrri ng Cost ($K) : 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 100% 
Shutdown Schedu l e  (X) : 0% 
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 l Y r :  0 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ients IYr  : 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 262 

Name: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
I-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Mcving Cost ($K): 
1 -Time Mc~ving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-kli lCon Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recclrring Cost($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sa les )  ($K) : 
Construct:i on Schedu le(X) : 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
Mi LCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housi ng Avoi dnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS tn -Pa t ien ts IYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ien ts /Yr  : 
Faci 1 Sh'utDown(KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - 

1,723 4,000 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

377 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

4 2 169 169 169 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 

7 00% 0% 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: 

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 

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  11:53 05/15/1995, Report Created 11:53 05/15/1995 

Departmelit : A I R  FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\CDM-AUOT\SPR13502.CBR 
Std  Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN S I X  - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: SPRINGFIELD, OH 
1996 1997 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ  Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenar i o Change : 
En1 Scenario Change: 
C iv  Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ  Change(No Sat Save): 
Caretakers - Mi t i  t a ry :  
Caretakc:rs - C iv i  Lian: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, 

Of f  Forc:e Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ  Force Struc Change: 
S tu  Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En 1 Sce~iar i o  Change: 
Civ  Sce~iar io  Change: 
O f f  Cha~rge(No Sat Save): 
En1 Change(No Sat Save): 
Civ  Chatige(No Sat Save) : 
Caretaklws - M i  l i t a r y :  
Caretakws - C iv i  l ian:  

INPUT SICREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: WRIGHT-PATTERSON , OH 

Descr ip t ion  Cat eg New M i  lCon Rehab Mi lCon 

Maintenance 
Muni t ions 
POL 
Ops and Training 
Meter u t i  l i t e s  
C o n  Other 
PLO 
Dining Addi t ion 

- - - - -  - - -  
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 

Tota 1 Cost ($K) 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 4 
I lata AS O f  11:53 05/1511995, Report Created 11:53 051lti11995 

Oepartmeni: : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario f i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SPR13502.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FIWAL.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Married: 76.80% 
Percent E n l i s t e d  Married: 66.90% 
En l i s ted  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00X 
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  S,nlary($/Year): 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ wi,th Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unempl~~y Cost(S/Week) : 174.00 
Uncnployme~rt E l i g i b i  li ty(Weeks): 18 
C i v i  l i a n  S~tlary($/Year):  46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i  t i a n  Ear Ly R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i  Lian Reigular 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 

R P h U B u i L d i n g S F C o s t I n d e x :  0.93 
BOS Index (I?PMA vs populat ion):  0.54 

( Ind ices  are used as exponents) 
Program Mafliigement Factor:  10.00% 
Caretaker Atlmin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothbal l  Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Fami l y  Cluarters(SF) : 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.002, 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Ear l y  Re t i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Act ions Invo lv ing  P'SS: 50. O M  
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 Price($):  114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reinburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rale: 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 Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.001 

Rehab vs. New Mi lCon Cost : 
I n f o  Management Account: 
M i  [Con Design Rate: 
Mi lCon SIOH Rate: 
Mi [Con Contingency Plan Flate: 
Mi 1Con S i t e  Preparation Flate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPlIRO1: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPTlRO1: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material /Assigned Person(Lb): 710 
Hf f iPer  O f f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mi 1 Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
YHG Per C i v i  Lian (Lb): 18,000.00 
ro ta1  HHG Cost ($1100Lb): 35.00 
Air Transport ($/Pass Mi l e )  : 0.20 
ldisc Exp (S/lI i r e c t  Employ) : 700 .OO 

Equip Pack 8 Crate($lTon): 284.00 
Mi 1 L igh t  Vehicle(S1Mi le )  : 0.43 
HeavyISpec Vehicle($/Mi le )  : 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS(SIPers1Tour): 6.437.00 
One-Time Of f  PCS Cost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5.i61.00 

:ITANOAR0 FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 
. - - - - - - -  
Hor izonta l  
Y'aterfront 
Air Operations 
Cperat ional 
Admin is t ra t ive 
School Bui l d i  ngs 
Maintenance S9op.s 
Bachelor Quar ters  
Fnmi Ly Quar ters  
Cavered Storage 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  
Rl?creation Faci L i t  i e s  
C~>mmunication:; Faci 1 
Sliipyard Main1:enance 
RIIT a E Faci 11 t i e s  
POL Storage 
An~muni t i o n  Storage 
Mtsdical Faci t i  t i e s  
Er vironmenta 1 

Category U M $IUM - - - - - - - -  -. - -. 
other (SF) 
Optional Category B ( ) 
Optional Category C ( ) 
Optional Category D ( ) 
Opt ionaLCategoryE ( ) 
Optional Category F ( ) 
Optional Category G ( ) 
Optional Category H ( ) 
Optional Category I ( ) 
O p t i o n a l C a t e g o r y J  ( ) 
Optional Category K ( ) 
Optional Category L ( ) 
Opt ionalCategoryM ( ) 
Optional Category N ( ) 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 
Optional Category P ( ) 
Optional Category Q ( ) 
Optional Category R ( ) 



Document Separator 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

3FF CE C =  -HE  S E C R E T A R Y  

May 16, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable John Glenn 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Glenn 

The attached COBRA model for the Springfield-Beckley move to 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base (AFB), Ohio, is an update to the 
icecommendation COBRA. The update: contains a more accurate figure 
of 22 personnel as a savings rather than 23. The screen four RPMA 
i3nd BOS Non-Payroll also deducted too much as savings. The 
corrected amounts are reflected j.n the new COBRA. 

We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senator DeWine and Representative Hobson. 

S~EPHEN D. BULL, 111 
colbnel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR F O R C E  
W ASHlNGT ON DC 2013 30- 1 000 

May 16, 1995 

SAF / LLP 
1-160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Mike DeWine 
1Jnited States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator DeWine 

The attached COBRA model for. the Springfield-Beckley move to 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base (AFB), Ohio, is an update to the 
recommendation COBRA. The update contains a more accurate figure 
of 22 personnel as a savings rather than 23. The screen four RPMA 
and BOS Non-Payroll also deducted too much as savings. The 
corrected amounts are reflected in the new COBRA. 

We trust this information is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senator Glenn and Representative Hobson. 

S T ~ P H E N  D. BULL, I11 
coldnel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20:330- 1000 

OF-FICE OF THE SE(3RETARY 

May 16, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Filashington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable David L. Hobson 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Hobson 

The attached COBRA model for the springfield-Beckley move to 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base (.AFB), Ohio, is an update to the 
recommendation COBRA. The update contains a more accurate figure 
of 22 personnel as a savings rather than 23. The screen four RPMA 
and BOS Non-Payroll also deducted too much as savings. The 
corrected amounts are reflected in the new COBRA. 

We trust this infornation is useful. A similar letter is 
:being provided to Senators Glenn and DeWine. 

Sincerely- 

HEN D. BULL, I11 

and Legislation 
Division 

office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



COBRA REALIGNMENT S W R Y  (COBRA 6 - 0 8 )  - Page 112 
Data As Of 15:22 0510911995, Report Created 14:48 0511111Q95 

7 
'.epartment : AIR FORCE 

t i o n  Packagc! : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
enar io  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SS-SPR.CBR 

atd F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1997 
R O I  Year : 2005 (8 Years) 

(let Costs (W) Constant 
1996 - - - -  

111 l b n  1 -689 
I'erson 0 
t ke rhd  253 
16ving 0 
I l i s s i o  0 
Other 702 

Do 1 Lars 
1997 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Of f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v  0 22 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 22 0 .  0 0 0 

POSITIONS RE:ALIGNED 
O f f  0 7 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 54 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i  v 0 233 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 294 0 0 0 0 

T o t a l  

Tota 1 ----- 

Beyond ------ 
0 

-987 
-2.640 

0 
0 - 

Suamary: 
- - - - * - - -  

CLOSE SPRINGFIELD ANG BASE AND RELOCATE FORCE STRUCTURE TO WRIGHT PAT1 



COBRA REALIGNMENT S W R Y  (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2/2 
Oata As Of 15:22 05/09/1995. Report Created 14:48 05/11/1995 

- :partrent : A I R  FORCE 
t ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSEO 
enar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~S\COM-AUOT\SS-SPR.CBR 

std F c t r s  F i i e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgS\COM-AUOT\FIHAL.SFF 

Costs ($K) Ccnstant Dollars 
1996 1997 - - - -  .--- 

Lli (Con 1.689 15.205 
O,orsoa 0 333 
ttverhd 253 602 
8lori ng 0 652 
lll8Sl0 0 0 
Other 702 1.723 

'TOTAL 2.644 18.516 4.494 494 494 

k v i n g t  (SK) Constant 
1996 

Y1 lCon 0 
Parson 0 
Ovorhd 0 
Moving 0 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

TOTAL 0 995 4.120 4.120 4.120 

Total 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

5.723 
11,752 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

260 
233 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA 6 - 0 8 )  
Data As Of 15:22 05/09/1995. Report  Creeted 14:48 0511111905 

*partnent : AIR FORCE ' 

t i o n  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
;enerio F i L e  : C:\CO~RA\REPORT~~\COM-AUDT\SS-S~R.C~R 

S t d  F c t r s  F i t ( ?  : C:\~~~\REPORT~~\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

Year - - - -  
1996 
1997 
1998 
1099 
1000 

Adjusted Cost($) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
2.608.674 
16.822.278 

349.030 
. -3.297.984 

-3.209.717 
-3.123.812 
-3.040.206 
-2.958.838 
-2.879.648 
-2.802.577 
-2.727.569 
-2.654.568 
-2.583.521 
-2.514.376 
-2,447,081 
-2,381,588 
-2.317.847 
-2.255.812 
-2,195,437 
-2,136,679 



TOTAL ONE-TIM COST REPORT (COBRA vS.08) 
Data As Of 15:22 0510911995, Report Created 14:48 0511111'995 

Qepartment : AIR FORCE 
, t ion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
canar io  F i l e  : C:\COBAA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SS-SPR.CBR 

Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\~)M-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

( A l l  values i n  Do l la rs )  

- Cat.gory -------. 
C o n s t r u c t i o ~ i  

Y l  l l t a r y  chns t ruc t ion  
F u i  l y  Hoc~sing Construct ion 
I n f o r u t  ilan Managewnt Account 
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - Construct ion 

Perwnne i 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C l v l  l i a n  E a r l y  Retirement 
C f v l l i a n  New H i res  
E l im ina tad  Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
U n a p  1oy:ent 

T o t a l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program f ' lanning Support 
Mothbal l  I Shutdown 

T o t a l  - Ovcrhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C l v i  l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
F r e i g h t  
Om-Time Moving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

Other 
HAP I RSE 0 
Envi rona~enta l  M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 6,425.000 

T o t a l  - 0l.her 6.425.000 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - - _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . . - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

T o t a l  One-Time Costs 24,814,038 

One-Time Savings 
Yi1 i tar :y  Construct ion Cost Avoidances 
Fami l y  Iiousing Cost Avoidances 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Tlae Moving Savings 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

T o t a l  One-Time Savings 0 
___________------ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - . - - -*-- - - - - - - - - -  
T o t a l  Nel One-Time Costs 24,814,038 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA 6.08) 
Oat4 As O f  15:22 05/09/1995. Repor t  C r e a t e d  14:48 0511111995 

'bepartcent : A I R F O R C E  
, t i o n  Package : SPRINGFIELO FOCUSED 

,ccnar io  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SS-SPR.CBR 
:Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

.ill c o s t s  i n  SK 
T o t a l  IllA . Land Cost Tot. 1 

8.1. Ware Mi  lCon Cost  Purch Avoi 13 Cost --------- ------  * - - -  ----- ----- ----- 
H I H G F I E L D  0 0 0 ID 0 
L I R I H - P A T 7  EIRSON 16.895 0 0 0 16,895 -____.___-___----------------------------------------------------------------- 
T a t r  (8:  16.895 0 0 0 16.895 



PERSONNEL SUWURY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Oata  As Of 15:22 05/09/1995. R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  14:48 05f11119I15 

.par t m e n t  : A I R  FORCE 
: i o n  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 

a n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SS-SPR.CBR 
si:d F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

PI:RSONNEL SUMhlARY FOR : SPRINGF IELO , OH 

&rSE POPULATICIN (FY 1996): 
O f f  l c a 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  

FORCE STRUCTUFLE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 200'; T o t a l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  ---.. - - - - *  

O f f  l a r s  0 0 0 0 0 O 0 
E n 1 i r t . d  0 - 2 0 0 0 0 -2 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 0 0 0 I1 0 
C l v i  l i a n s  0 -14 0 0 0 (1 -14 
TOTAL 0 -16 0 0 0 O -16 

&a 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  S t u d e n t s  C i v i  L ians  ---------. - - - - - - - - - -  - - * - - - - - - -  --------.- 

7 54 0 255 

PllRSONNEL REAI.IGNMENTS : 
TI> Base: WAICiHT-PATTERSON , 

1996 
- - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 
E n l i s t e d  0 
S t u d e n t s  0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 
TOTAL 0 

JTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
1996 - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 
E n l i s t e d  0 
S t u d e n t s  0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 
TOTAL 0 

OH 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - -  . -  - - - -  - 
7 0 0 0 0 7 
5 4 0 0 0 I1 5 4 
0 0 0 0 O 0 

233 0 0 0 0 233 
294 0 0 0 0 294 

(Ou t  o f  SPRINGFIELO. OH): 
1997 1998 1999 2000 20111 T o t a l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  --.- - - - - -  
7 0 0 0 0 ? 

5 4 0 0 0 I1 5 4 
0 0 0 0 I1 0 

233 0 0 0 0 233 
294 0 0 0 13 294 

S'XNARIO POSI'TION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 20111 T o t a l  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 13 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C l v i  L i a n s  0 -22 0 0 0 13 -22 
TOTAL 0 -22 0 0 0 13 -22 

.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  S t u d e n t s  C i v i  l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: WRIGHT-PATTERSON. OH 

BASE POPULAT1,DN (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  S t u d e n t s  C i v i l i a n s  



PERSONNEL S U W Y  REPORT (COBRA vS.08) - P.g* 2 
Oata As Of 15:22 05109/\995, Report Created 14:48 OSlll/l9!K 

qrpnr tmnt  : AIR FORCE 
t l o n  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSEO 
enario F i l e  : C:\COBrU\REPORT95\COU-AUOT\SS-SPR.CBR 

J t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBrU\REPoAT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS : 
f r a  Base: SPRINGFIELD, 

1996 ----  
O f f  t m r s  0 
Lnllsted 0 
Studonts 0 
Ctvt l inns 0 
lOTAL 0 

rOIAL PERSONNEL REALIGWXENTS 
1996 ----  

O f f  i t r r i  0 
Enl lc tad  0 
Students 0 
Cl v l  l I nns 0 
f OTAL 0 

( Into WRIGHT-PATTERSON. 
1997 1998 1999 - - - -  ----  - - - -  
7 0 0 
54 0 0 
0 0 0 

233 0 0 
294 0 0 

OH) : 
2000 2'001 Total  ---- ---- ----- 
0 0 7 
0 0 54 
0 0 0 
0 0 233 
0 0 294 

BASE POPUUliION (After  BRAC Action): 
O f f  l eers  Enlisted, Students - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

3.716 3.047 0 

Civ i  limns 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IWACT REPORT (COBRA ~5 .08)  
Data As Of 15:22 05/09/1995. Report Created 14:48 05/11/19c15 

-partment : AIR FORCE 
t i o n  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 

.enario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT9S\COM-AUOT\SS-SPR.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

Rate - - - - 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear ty  Retiresent' 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement* 5.00% 
C l v l  l i a n  T i~rnover*  15.00X 
Clvs Not Moving (RIFs)'+ 
C l v i l t a n r  bbving ( the  r c ~ a i n d e r )  
C l v i  l i a n  Posi t ions Avai lab le 

CIVILIAN P0S:ITIWS ELIMINATED 
Ear l y Rat f r a e n  t 10.00% 
Rlgular Re'tirement 5.00% 
C t v i  l i a n  T ~ ~ r n o v e r  15.00X 
C i v r  Not Y3ving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placerent# 60.00% 
C l v i  l i ans  hvai lab le t o  Move 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
C l v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

Tota l  - - - - -  
233 

0 
0 
0 
0 

233 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 233 0 0 0 0 233 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 233 0 0 0 0 233 
~ e v  c i v i l i a n s  H i red  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addi t ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS . 0 2 0 0 0 0  2 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 3 0 0 0 0  3 
TOTAL CIVIL1:AN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 13 0 0 0 0 13 
TOTAL CIVILliAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

E a r l y  Ret.irements, 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 ing t o  Move are not  appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  a i  les. 

+ The Percejntage o f  C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  t o  Move (Voluntary RIFs') var ies from 
bate t o  bsse. 

I Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Stat ion.  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements invo lv ing  a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - P.ge 1J3 
Oata As Of 15:22 051691.1995. Report Createcl 14:48 O S l l l l l 9 9 ~  

?epartment :AIRFORCE 
,t ion Package! : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSEO 
<:enario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SS-SPRRC8R 

Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\CoEAA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - .  

CDWSTRUCT ION . 
YILCOW 
F u  Housing 
a d  Purch 

cm 
CIV W Y  

C lv  RIF 
Clv  Rat l re  

CIV W I N G  
h r  Oiem 
wv ui les  
Mom Purch 
)(HO 

ui sc 
House Uunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
Or iv ing 

U n a p  Loymen t 
OTHER . 

Program P lnn 
Shutdown 
M e w  H i r e  
1 - T f n  Move 

TL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per D l a  
WV Ui le* 
nHG 
M i t c  

OTHER 
E l i r  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP I RSE 
Envi ronment:a 1 
I n f o  Managar 
1-Time Othcr 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota l  - - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS OETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 213 
Oat. As O f  15:22 05/09/1995. Report Created 14:48 05/11/1995 

-partment : AtR FORCE 
t i o n  Packaqe : SPRINGFIELO FOCUSEO 

Zenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT9S\COM-AUOT\SS-SPR.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

RECURRINGCOS rs 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAY MUSE OP S 
ow 

RPYA 
84s 
Unlque Operat 
Clv  Salary  
OUYPUS 
C l r a t r k e r  

MIL ERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa l a r y  
En1 Salary  
tiour;. ~ t t o w  

OTMR 
u1+.1on 
Y I t c  Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COST 2,644 18,516 4,494 

ONE-TIWE SAVES 
-----(SKI--  - - -  
COHSTRUCTIOIJ 
MILCON 
F r  t(ousin,a 
om 

1-Ttme W v e  
YIL  PERSONNEL 

Y i l  Moving 
M R  
Land Sales 
Environmental  
1-T1.e Other 

TOTAL ONE-1 IME 

RECURRINGSP,VES - - - - -  (W)- .  - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
01W 

RPUA 
BOS 
Unique Opcsrat 
Clv  Salary  
a w e u s  

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salar y 
En1 Salary  
House Al low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
M iss ion  
Misc  Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAV 1 NGS 0 995 4,120 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIOUS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ ' 5 . 0 8 )  - P.0. 313 
O a t a  A s  O f  15:22 o!j109/1995. R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  14:48 05/11/1995 

+ p a r t m e n  t : A I R  FORCE 
: i o n  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
e n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgS\COM-AUOT\SS-SPR.CBR 

S t d  F c t r s  F i l e !  : C:\COBRA\REPORTQ~\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

OIIE-TIME NET -..--- (*)----.. 
QMSTRUCTION 

11ILQm 
I" Yusing 

am 
r:lv R e t i r l R f I F  
Clv Moving 
other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
YI1 Moving 

OIHER 
w / RSE 
E n v i r o m e n t a  1 
Info Manage 
1 - T i n  O t h e r  
L a n d  

IOTAL ONE-TILE 

T o t a  l -----  

flEQIRRING NET ..- -. - (%) - - - .. - 
IrM1 HOUSE OPS 
4m 

RPYA 
80s 
U n i q u e  Oper  n t  
a r e t a k e r  
C l v  S a l a r y  

m u s  
UIL PERSONNEL 

'$1 S a l a r y  
ause A l l o w  

.4T)(ER 
P r o c u r e m e n t  
U i s s i o n  
Y i r c  R e c u r  
U n i q u e  Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a  1 Beyond - ----  - - - - - -  
0 0 

TOTAL NET COST 2,644 17,521 373 -3,626 -3,626 -3,626 



PERSONNEL. SF. RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 15:22 05/09/1995. Report Created 14:48 M11111995 

Iepartment : A I R  FORCE 
t i o n  Package : SPRIMGFlELO FOCUSED 

;enario F i l e  : c:\COBRA\REPORT~S\M~M-AUDT\SS-SPR.C~R 
: td  F c t r s  F i  I e  : C:\COBRA\AEPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

Personne 1 
Change XChang.e ------ ------- 

-316 -100% ' 

294 1% 

SF 
Change ICh~nge Chg/Per - - - - - -  ---..--- - - - - - - -  

-262.000 -'lorn 829 
36.730 0% 125 

RW(S) BO.S(S) 
Change %Change ChglPer Change IChrnge -/Per 

RPLIABOS($) 
Change XChanga ChglPer ------ -------  - - - - - - -  

-2,873.000 -1OlX 9,092 
64.287 0% 219 



RPlul0OS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  
oat. AS of 15:22 05/09/1995. Report Created 14:48 05/11/1%!)5 

Qepartment : AIR FORCE 
tion Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
anar i o  FI Lc: : C: \COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SS-SPR .CBR 

jtd Fctrs Fi1.e : C:\COBRA\REWRT95\COM-AUOT\FIWAL.SFF 

hlet Change(Lt:) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond .___.--__--_.._ - - - -  - - - -  --.- ----  - - - -  -.--- ---- - -  
~ ~ P Y A  &nge 0 -164 -324 -324 -324 -324 -1.460 -324 
IIOS Change - 0 -53 -2.484 -2.484 -2.484 -2.484 -9,991 -2.484 
I-ing Chanl3e 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
,.________-_-.----------*-----.-.--.-.-.---------------------------.----------- 

'IOTM QUWCE:S 0 -217 -2.809 -2.809 -2.809 -2.809 -11.452 -2.809 



INPUT OATA REPORT (COBRA vS.08) 
Data As Of 15:22 05/09/1995, Report Created 14:48 M/11/199!j 

'rpartment : A I R  FORCE 
t i o n  Packag,e : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
.enario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\COL(-AUOT\SS-SPR.CBR 

Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\WBRA\REPORT~~\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Yodel Year One : FY 1996 

Yod.1 does Time-Phasing o f  Conctructfon/Shutdown: Wo 

Ir# N u 4  Strategy: .-------- --------- 
aPRINGFIELD. OH Closes I n  FY 1 
URICHT-PATtERSON. OH R e a l i g r w n t  

Iumary :  .------- 
CLOSE SPRINGFIELD ANG BASE AND RELOCATE FORCE STRUCTURE TO WRIGHT PATT 

(SH f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

f'roa Base: 
a , - - - - - - - - -  

:;PRINGFIELO, OH 

To Base: - - - - - - - -  
WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

1:WPUT SCREEN THREE -.MOVEMENT TABLE 

'Iransfers from SPRINGFIELD, OH t o  WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

I l f f i c e r  Posi t ions:  
i l i s t e d  P0s.i t ions:  
, v i  Lian Pos.itions: 

.Studant Posit ions: 
Idlssn Eqpt ('tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt ('tons): 
"4 l l t a r y  L i g h t  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Specia 1 Vehicles: 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

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: 
To ta l  Student Eaployees: 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 F u i  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 Un i ts  Avai l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
To ta l  Base Faci t i  ties(KSF) : 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l l s t e d  VHP. ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F re igh t  Cost: ($/Ton/Mi le )  : 

Distance: - - - - - - - - -  
16 m i  

RPMA Non-Payroll (*/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (%/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (=/Year): 
Family Housing ($KIYear): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is 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: 

345 
0 

2,656 
0 
0 

0.89 
0 
0 

20.9% 
SPRING 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data, AS O f  15:22 05109/1995, Report Created 14:48 05/11/1995 

"Iepartment : A I R  FORCE 
ption Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSEO 

~ e n a r i o  FiLt! : C:\COBRA\REPORTgS\WM-AUDT\SS-SPR.CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi1.e : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

N w :  WRIGHT-PATTERSON. OH 

t o t a l  O f f  leer Emp loyees: 
rota 1 En listc!d Employees: 
Total Student: Employees: 
Total Civi 1id1n Employees: 
W 1 F u l  l i es  L iv ing On Base: 
Civ i l ians Wol: W i  l l i n g  To Move: 
Officer Housling Uni ts Avail :  
Enlisted Hous;ing Uni ts Avai 1: 
Total Base F41ci 14 tles(KSF) : 
O f f  (car mA (:SIUonth): 
Enllsted VHA ($/Month) : 
Par 01- Rate ($/Day): 
Frr lght  Cost (SITonlMi le)  : 

RPMA Non-Payroll (EK/Year): 
Communications (SUlYear): 
BOS Nan-Payroll (s/Year): 
BOS Payrol l  (SKlYaar): 
F u i  l y  Housing (S/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
W U S  In-Pat (SIVisi t) : 
W U S  Out-Pat ($/Visit):  
CHALlPUS Sh i f t  t o  Medicare: 
Ac 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  Informaticln: 

1-Time Uniquc? Cost ( a ) :  
1-Time Uniquc? Save (W):  
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Yoring Save (W): 
Env Won-Mi IQan Reqd(W) : 
k t i v  Uissioci Cost (a): 
k t i v  Uissiocr Save (a): 
'418~ Recurring Cost(SK) : 
l i s c  Recurring Save(%) : 
land (+Buy/-:So les) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedu l e  (X) : 
M i  (Con Cast (Avoidnc(SK) : 
F a  Housing ,Avoidnc(W) : 
Procurement ,Avoidnc($K) : 
-US In-PntientsIYr: 
W U S  Out-IPatients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutOadn(KSF) : 

Hue: WRIGHT-PATTERSON. OH 

1-Time Unique Cost ($lo: 
1-Time Unique Save ($to: 
1 - T i n  Moving Cost (SK) : 

- 1-Time Moving Save (W): 
Env Won-Mi [Con Reqd(SK) : 
Activ Mission Cast (W): 
Activ Mission Save (W): 
Misc Recurring Cost(*) : 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (W)  : 
Construction8 Schedu Le(%) : 
Shutdown Sch~edu le  ( X )  : 
U i  [Con Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Far Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc(8K): 
CHAMPUS In-PatientslYr: 
OLAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutOcwn(KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  -. - -  

1.723 4.000 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
377 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

42 169 169 'I 69 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 

100% 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 2900 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
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 : 

Yes 
No 

(See f ina t  page for Explanatory Notes) 



INPUT OATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 3 
Data A s  Of 15:22 05/09/1995., Report Created 14:48 05/11/1995 

"+partment :AIRFORCE 
t i o n  Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
maria F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SS-SPR.C8R 

a t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN 5IX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

W m n a :  SPRINGFIELD. OH 
1996 1997 1998 ---- -*-- * - - -  

O f f  Force S t r ~ r c  Change: 0 0 0 .  
En1 Force S t r~ rc  Change: 0 - 2  0 
CIv Force Strlrc Change: 0 -14 0 
S tu  Force Strtrc Change: 0 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 0 
Elm1 Scenario Change: 0 0 0 
C Iv  Scenario Change: 0 -22 0 
O'lf Change(M0 Sa 1 Save) : 0 0 0 
€111 Change(No Sat Save): 0 0 0 
Clv Change(No Sat Save): 0 0 0 
Orretakers - b l i  li tary: 0 0 0 
Grretakars - C:ivi Lian: 0 0 0 

II(PU1 SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Y t m :  WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

-..-----..--- 
h i n t e n o n c e  
Mt~ni  t ions 
POL 
QIS and Training 
Yoter u t i  t i  tes 
Qm Other 

0 

Cat eg - - - - -  
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
Of HER 
OTHER 

New Mi [Con 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 
8,600 
1,220 

0 
0 

26.910 
0 

aI'AMDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Pa~rcant O f f f i x r s  Married: 76.80% 
Pc~rcent Enl is ted Married: 66.90% 
L t ~ l i s t e d  Housing Mi LCon: 80.00% 
Ol'f i c e r  Salary(S1Year) : 78,668.00 
O l f  EAO wi th  Oependents($): 7,073.00 
E r ~ l i s t e d  Salary($/Year): 36.148.00 
Er11 BAQ w i th  Dependents($): 5.162.00 
At'g Unemp toy Cost(SIYeek) : 174 -00 
Ur~apLo) lent  E l i g i b i  lity(Weeks): 18 
C1vi t i a n  Salary($/Year): 46.642.00 
C l v i  l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v l l i a n  Early Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C l v i H a n  Regular Re t i re  Rate: 5.00% 
C l v l  l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 

. SF F i  Le Oesc: F i n a l  Factors 

Sl'ANOARO FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

R f W B u i l d i n g S F C o s t I n d e x :  0.93 
BLlS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Ptogram Management Factor: 10.00% 
O r e t a k e r  Admin(SF1Care) : 162.00 
Wlthba 11 Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
A lg  Bachelor Quarters(SF) : 256 .OO 
A lg  Fami l y  Quarters(SF): 1.320.00 
AFPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
15196: 0.00% 1997: 2.907. 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab Mi lCon 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  

85.782 
3.500 

0 
92,173 

0 
0 
0 

Tota l  Cost($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

3.700 
1,250 

440 
5,600 

205 
4.500 
1.200 

Civ Ear l y  Re t i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.001. 
PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: SO. 001. 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New Hire Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reiaburs($): 11,191 .OO 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
MAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Hoc~eValueReimburseRate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MiLCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
Mi lCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Preparation Rate: 
Oiscount Rate f o r  NPV.RPTIRO1: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5 .08 )  - Page 4 
Data As Of 15:22 05/09/1995, Report Created 14:48 05/11/1995 

Dcparhrnt : AIR FORCE 
l t i o n  Packag4, : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
enario F i l e  : C:\CO8RA\REPORT95\COU-AUOT\SS-SPR.COR 

t d  Fctrs F i l l ?  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COU-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

STANOARO FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

~ a t e r i a l I ~ + s i ~ l n e d  Person(Lb) : 710 
H f f i P o r O f f F t u i l y  (Lb): 14,500.00 
I H O  Per En1 F t u i  l y  (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHI h r  M i l  Slnglq (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHO Per C iv i  lilan (Lb) : 18.000.00 
t o t a l  w C o t t t  (S/lOOLb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi la): 0.20 
w t r  Exp (SlOiirect Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate(S/Ton): 
Mi 1 Light Vehicle(S/Mi la): 
H.avy1Sp.c V.hicle(SlUi la) : 
POV R~imbursewnt(S/Yile): 
Avg M i l  tour Length (Yurs): 
Routine PCS(S/Pers/lwr): 
One-Tima O f f  PCS Cost($): 
One-Time Em1 PCS Cost(S): 

SlA((DARO FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category ..------ 
H ~ r l z o n t a l  
Urter f  ront 
A l r  Operatiant: 
Qwrational 
k h i n i s t r a t i v o  
t h l  8ui ld icqs 
Ynintenance Shops 
Clchetor Quarters 
Flmi l y  Quarters 
Owered Storasle 
Olning Faci 1 i i . ies  ' 
R~wreation Fac:i t i t i e s  
Q u n i c a t i o n r ;  Faci 1 
Shipyard h i n t  ensnce 
WIT & E Faci li t i e s  
.tK Storage 

munit ion Stc~rage 
.dial Faci l i t i e s  

E~wironmenta 1 

Category W 
- - - - * - - -  - - 
other (SIC) 
Optional Category B ( ) 
OptionalCategoryC ( ) 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 
OptionalCategoryE ( ) 
Optional Category F ( ) 
Optional Category G ( ) 
Optional Category H ( ) 
Optional Category I ( ) 
Optional Category J ( ) 
Optional Category K ( ) 
Optional Category L ( ) 
OptionalCategoryM ( ) 
Optional Category N ( ) 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 
Optional Category P ( ) 
Optional Category Q ( ) 
Optional Category R ( ) 

MITE $1.2 M MILCON AVOIDANCE RESULTS FROM NOT MOVING 

AllG FROM RICKENBACKER AND MOVING SPRINGFIELD TO 

WIIICHT PATTERSON 



Documenlt Separator 



O! i / lB /QS 10:21 B202 225 1984 CONG . EOBSOH 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITE.0 STATES 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

~ Q f m A l l O N I  COM**TrrE 
UInwreCurm 

VLc HM.  an0 8-norrr w r  

eumm co(I#TTBE 
. r r rw 's  a- 

ST- OF ORIQAL CONOUCT 

~W~ WnR O(IGmNKuTI0CI 

at 2 p.m. (xi -, May 18, 1995, in 
the  of:fice the United States Senatcu: M3ce DeWint-, I am wriw in regard to 
the pl,cpsEd closme of tbe c$rhg&M (aI.i.0) I& E h t w  mad (AEJ3) Base. 

I. Sbdng a lace of 22 pecple in fiscal year 1997 is xmt a base 
c l r w r r ~ a n d d i g x m u t  sanringsbecaumitiElck?~enbyirrrae- 
~ a m t b y h s e d ~ .  ~ f ~ s t r u c t u r e ~ d r i ~ t b e e e e a v i n g s  
i s t h ~ ~ r c d u c t i m ~ a f t h e c h a n g e f r a a ~ h r i . m a r y ~  
Alxr;dk (PPIA) t o 1 2 P A A a n d t w o l d ~ r r a ~ .  l h i S S m h g S d d  
be md,hed at @ringfield if the unit does not m. (- #1) 

2 .  T b e m w l a l r e a m i n g ~ a n d f i r ~ i a l c a s t : i n a u r e d b y A i r  
xif&mal Guard (zw) units xT3locating to W r i g h t ; - P a m  Air Fbrce Base is 39 
pecple--mt 13 peop;le--acmrdbg to AFI 38-204 and AFI 65-503,. 'Xhjs is the 
d r r e q = = t d b y A E W .  ~ t i s y a a a u W ~ t y f a r s e t ~ t h a t ~ a t  
U ~pw? In 1991, W d $ f h t - P a t w  WM for 99 if 
Ri&* AEJG Base, Ohio, w3.e relclcated to WriEplt-Patterscn. 

3. Mandatacy sqpxt categaies msts have been anitted fmn the 
calahm of annual yeauriaFs sa*/mSts. (masure #1, Enclosure #2) 

- ~ ~ d o t h s e ~ e h o w u p ?  marecr i t i ca l tnthe-  
aost far the 178th F'ighter Grarp if nuved ta Wkight-Pat-. 

' w* 

4. What is, andwhere is, the ~ S m a a s t  of W dinSng hall? 

UNGFIEID OFFICE 
Aoom 220 FbaOffia 
160 N. Lin:scuna SL 

SpringCeId. 0!f A550lcll21 

LANCAStER OFFICE 
212 S. Srozd St. 

Room 55 
L;mcnner. OH GI304389 



IL. th2 abve d 

3 .  ~ a b x c h a q R s d t h e c i t y a f ~ ~ ~ a )  100*of 
1- afx &c antml cust ($480,000) d b) 33 1.34 af t b  ash, 
: E i r e ,  and mete ($400,000) . 

Brigadier Oen. Fxd Fieaver 
AtG 



Annual Recurring SavingsilCW 
Springfield -Beckley Airport 

l78FO (ANG) 

Page 

H~SBOU-9goz1 ossr szz z o z s  zc:sr se/rr/so 
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m-16-1355 03:a FW311 12- mIP( TO 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

BASS COMMANDER'S U T E R  

pD m R M  11Y BASIS FOR -Nfi COST 
FOR N O F i a w  A- 

m m: 1144, BMIS F O R R E V -  m 
MRDPOF 



05/16/93 10: 23 B202 225 1984 mNC.HOBSON 
Ww-16-1%S 09:21 naOM 121W SECTION TO 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR !FORCE 
n ~ S . ~ * I f t B * B w l r 4 G ; ~  
wmf=n'raaIIERliONm MRCeU)ti. WK) 



DISTRIBUTION 

EQAFMtOIPX 

~ ~ ~ / C C V / I i O n C / M O C l M O S f P ~ ~ u s U :  

74MDSUSiCSR 

$8 ABW/CP-JACmCISL 

~CISC/CUJZ 

fbCWLM= 

88 I X K ; / L I C M E f f i M G m M T f f i M W  

W ~ E E l D P F I D P ~  

8t OSS~'C~ISAX)SWB 

sew- 

% A B W ' '  401 W. Van MCP~ St, Suite 106, Egiin AFB n 32U268M 

66 ABvKC 3 Rabim St, -m AEB MA 01731-1710 

70 ABG;/CC 3203 Stsoad Sc, Suite I, Broalu AFB'IX 7WSSfOd 

nmvcCnu4thst.mnAFBm810S65t06 
- 

'12 A F W K X , 7 ( 6 0  Secoad St, W c  234, lUW AFB OK 73145-94M8 

SMCIFM, 3430 E El -do Bmd, Sufta 3010. Log ulgcln Mi3 CX 9924W687 

18 AZIWItC,ZlS Page Rd, Suite 141. Robins AFB GASl[Wglb(2 

WRCK:C,  4890 S. Wickenbnq Av$ Bldg 7507, Davis-Monthan AFB AZ 851014333 

377 ,@W/CC, 2000 Wyoming NK muq~er'iw a f l11T-SQ6 
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05/16/93 10:25 S 2 0 2  225 1084 CONG. HOBSON 
WW-16-1956 89122 a # Z W  §CTlOE( To 

-PORT AGREEMENT BOILER PUT€ (NON DSOF ACTNlTIES) 

I ~ s C O N I ' D @ ~ ~ * W ~ ~ ~ ~ O ~  
-a 
A M  INsPEmR- 

cat0 PFmOCI)L- 

la11 FAMILY SUPPORT CENIER 

1u12 - c m ! ~ A m  COMMAM)POSC 

rU -[ON USE F A a L m  -TICINS 

t 14 DlS.4STER PREP- 

.As E N v l P . ~ A L ~ C T  

M MdIUUZ AND FITNESS SUPPORT 

A9.1.1 whM3Ar ARMS (ATM) IRMNING 

A03 INFORMATIONSECURTN 

ASGN PER I 

BASISFOR 
R E R a u R ! S ~ f u N l T  
am' 
ASGN PEP. @ m.09 

ESTIMATED ~~ 

I 

ASGNPaL@#M10 
i 

ASGN Pmt @ $130 

ASm PER@ Sa.26 

SQ =@.5O.l4 

A W N  PER @ S636 
4 

ASGN PER @ S 16.90 I 
SQ n so.01 

w 

ASGNPEX@$721 

ASGN PIX@ S25.14 



SUPPORT AGREEMENT BOILER PUT€ (NON OBOF ACTIVITIES) 

7A COICD (Spccifywhot, when,- uad haw 
md) 

813 M1M AND P U B L I C A m  

B2 AUDIOMSUAL SERVICES 

8 3  AUTOMATED DATA PROCESSING AND 
A ~ M I ~ O N  SERVICES 

B32 WI?AFB bmUlZb DIRECTORY 
sERVTCI3 

Bj3 U W  AREA F O R K  (LAN) SUPPORT 

BTS QIm AUTOMATED DATA PROCESSING 
AND Aljmmnm SERVICES 

B63 CblSER COMMUMCATXON SERVICES 

07 C D ~ ~ R T S E R V I C E S  

-....... . . . . . -. .. i i .- - 

p%gq-=--1 
ASGW PER @ Sl.72 

w-XXX 
PAGE 4 OF-3; 



e"taPORT AGREEMENT BOILER PLATE (NON DBOF ACTIVITIES) 

7A (Spm w h y  wbcn, rshat, tad how 
mh) 

BO CUSl0P~WSERvICEs 

81 o E D U C A T ~ O N W G  SWYZCES 

BIa1 EWcA11m !mvICES 

Bl02 -10 SERWCES . 

BjJ ]EN<UNEma SUPPORT 

B'l2 EQUrPM~OFEMTIONS, 
M-W=I,ANDREPAIR. 

BK.1 VEMaES 
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DEPARTMENT C)F THE :4iR FCFCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- t OCC 

The Honorable John R. Kasich 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205105 

Dear Mr. Kasich: 

This is in response to your joint letter of March 6, 1995, to 
the Secretary of Defense regarding closure and privatization in 
place (PIP) of the Newark Air Force Base (AFB), Ohio, Aerospace 
Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) workload. 

The Air Force supports the 1993 Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (BRAC) recommendation to close Newark AFB 
and is adhering to a viable strategy to achieve that end. This 
strategy, developed in response to concerns raised by the GAO, 
includes assessing other alterna.tives for sustaining mission 
capability and closing Newark AF'B while aggressively pursuing the 
privatization in place option. Upon a comprehensive review of 
other alternatives and the actua.1 PIP proposals, the Air Force 
will render a determination as to the best direction for 
disposition of the workload at Newark. 

In order to thoroughly evaluate the merits of the options for 
closing Newark, the Air Force has engaged Coopers and Lybrand to 
independently assess the costs of transferring AGMC workloads to 
other organic depots, the costs for PIP, and the PIP proposal 
evaluation process. Coopers and Lybrand will observe the 
evaluation process and advise the source selection board members 
and chairman. In addition, Coopers and Lybrand will submit their 
independent certification expressing the extent of their agreement 
with methodologies and conclusions of the source selection board. 
On April 19, 1995, Coopers and Lybrand briefed Air Force officials 
at the Pentagon on the results of their assessment of organic 
alternatives. We would welcome the opportunity to meet with you 
to discuss the Air Force's approach to the closure of Newark. 

The Air Force received many substantive comments from 
contractors responding to the draft Request for Proposal (RFP) for 
PIP. All comments presented through this process were considered 
and incorporated as deemed appropriate during the acquisition 
planning and RFP preparation process. As a result of the comments 
received, we remain confident that the resultant RFP will ensure a 
fair, best value competition for privatization. In addition, 
based on the responses received, we believe that the majority of 
contractors will propose to accomplish the work in place at Newark 
AFB . 



In summary, the Air Force cl-osure strategy for Newark AFB is 
consistent with the BRAC 93 reconunendations, and is one which we 
are confident should not obstruct competition for privatization. 
We are enclosing a point paper which addresses your specific 
concerns with respect to the long-term viability, competition and 
costs of closing Newark AFB. Please be assured that your concerns 
were considered during the acquisition planning and request for 
proposal preparation process. 

We appreciate your interest in Newark AFB and trust the 
information provided is useful. A similar letter is being 
provided to those who joined you in your letter. 

Sincerely, 

- -  - ~ - 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 



OHIO CONGRESSIONAL D:ELEGATION CONCERNS 
ON THE CLOSURE AND PIilIVATIZATION IN PLACE 

OF NEWARK AIR FORCE BASE, OHIO 

LONG-TERM VIABILITY: 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Current workloads are systematically being 
moved from Newark and in some cases given to the companies on a sole source 
basis. 

Response: The AF is maintaining als much of the original AGMC workloads 
for inclusion in this solicitation as possible. The AF workloads moving to other 
clepots have never been considered part of the PIP effort. They were consciously 
segregated since they are non-guidance related efforts which were moved to AGMC 
when there was excess work at other depot,s. The magnitude of these workloads 
has decreased from 9% of the AGMC total in Mar 94 to under 5% today. In 
addition, the Army and Navy have decided to remove two of their workloads from 
AGMC prior to awarding the PIP contracts. The disposition of Army and Navy 
workloads is controlled via interservice agreements and is beyond the control of the 
riir Force. This results in the loss of another 5% of the work. There has been no 
change in the AF commitment to PIP. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: The &aft request for proposal (DRFP) permits 
bidders to perform the work at Newark or at another location. 

Response: The future location of the work has generated a constant barrage 
of questions and comments from industry, some wanting to keep the status quo and 
others wanting to move work to their home plants. I t  has been the considered 
decision of HQ AFMC to allow industry to propose to accomplish the work at the 
1.ocation it deems "best." We expect most work to be proposed at  Newark AFB 
because we are offering to provide significa.nt amounts of specialized test equipment 
]in place, the facility will be provided to the community at  little or no cost, and a 
~ ~ ~ e d  work force exists at AGMC. There wi l l  be some exceptions where good 
lbusiness decisions will demonstrate a benefit to accomplishing specific pieces of the 
.work at  other locations. The RFP has been structured to allow industry to propose 
the "best" arrangement and for us to consitier this information as part of our source 
:selection process. No preference will be given to workload location; however, the 
cost, schedule, and technical risks of condu.cting repair operations a t  a new location 
.will be evaluated. 



COMPETITION: 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders are required to negotiate for the use of 
m~anufacturers' proprietary data for the repair of Government equipment under a 
G.overnment contract. 

Response: Proprietary Data Rights have been handled before by the Air 
Force and by Industry. The AF has determined that some portion of the data is 
rightfully limited in use by OEMs. Rather than risk inappropriate or illegal 
disclosure of data, we will only release that data for which the AF clearly has 
rights. Currently, this amounts to over 80% of the data listed in the RFP. 
A.dditionally, the AF is seeking Government Purpose License Rights (GPLR) 
agreements with 6 of the 12 OEMs who have agreed to allow use of the data. The 
remaining 6 OEMs are willing to work out other arrangements directly with the 
potential offerors. When these GPLR agreements are finalized, the additional data 
urill be released for use in preparing proposals and on the repair contract. We 
believe there is adequate experience among: the potential offerors to gain the needed 
access to the remaining restricted data at reasonable cost. We will ask for the cost 
associated with proprietary data rights as part of the proposals. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders are required to acquire parts fiom sole 
source providers in different ways depending on the type of system (i.e., missile, 
aircraft or support equipment). This will add new risks and necessitate the need 
for creation of costly logistics plans. 

Response: The AF has decided to provide GFM for all workloads, except the 
Navy's DMINS and San Antonio managed test equipment, for the initial 2 years of 
the contract. After 2 years, the contractor(s) should have gained enough experience 
to take over the parts supply function for the aircraft workloads. The ICBM parts 

continue to be GFM-supplied due to their nuclear hardness requirements. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: The miaintenance and metrology workloads 
]nay potentially be split between bidders requiring additional contract 
:~dministration and management oversight.. 

Response: The AF has already made the major decision to keep all repair 
.work together as a single contract due to the commonality of support areas. The 
:repair workloads represent over 90% of the AGMC effort and this action alone 
captures the bulk of potential savings through a single management organization. 
Additionally, there are considerably more interested offerors for the metrology work 
than for repair. A combined proposal for both efforts may limit the competition for 
metrology, possibly discouraging a number of small businesses. While there is the 
potential to realize some efficiencies fiom a common management structure for a l l  



of' AGMC, these savings are assessed to be small. These savings would be balanced 
by the probability that a combined team would still need to retain technical and 
management competence in both areas and would then add a layer of management 
to control the overall contract effort. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders have been directed to incorporate two 
separate wage scales. 

Response: The Department of Labor has determined the metrology 
workload to be covered by the Services Contract Act. The Walsh-Healey Act 
pirovides wage scales for the repair. The result is the application of separate wage 
sc:ales. Since the repair and metrology efforts will be awarded separately, this 
should be workable. 

Ohio Delegation Concerns: Despite 30 years of historical experience, the 
Air Force has not stipulated the level or amount of workloads projected. 

Response: Aggressive Air Force dovvnsizing efforts, system modernization, 
and the need for wartime surge capability make accurate workload predictions in 
the out-years diff5cult. The RFP will providle an estimated amount of work for all 
workloads, and the Air Force will make his1:orical data available to potential 
offerors for use in this proposal process. 

The Air Force believes these actions yJvill provide for a fair, best value 
competition. 



DEPARTMENT OF TlHE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

MAY 0 5 1995 

The Honorable Frank A. Cremeans 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205105 

Dear Mr. Cremeans: 

This is in response to your joint letter of March 6, 1995, to 
the Secretary of Defense regardi:ng closure and privatization in 
place (PIP) of the Newark Air Force Base (AFB) , Ohio, Aerospace 
Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) workload. 

The Air Force supports the 1993 Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (BRAC) recommendation to close Newark AFB 
and is adhering to a viable strategy to achieve that end. This 
strategy, developed in response to concerns raised by the GAO, 
includes assessing other alternatives for sustaining mission 
capability and closing Newark AFB while aggressively pursuing the 
privatization in place option. Upon a comprehensive review of 
other alternatives and the actual PIP proposals, the Air Force 
will render a determination as to the best direction for 
disposition of the workload at Newark. 

In order to thoroughly evaluate the merits of the options for 
closing Newark, the Air Force has engaged Coopers and Lybrand to 
independently assess the costs of transferring AGMC workloads to 
other organic depots, the costs for PIP, and the PIP proposal 
evaluation process. Coopers and. Lybrand will observe the 
evaluation process and advise th.e source selection board members 
and chairman. In addition, Coopers and Lybrand will submit their 
independent certification expresising the extent of their agreement 
with methodologies and conclusions of the source selection board. 
On April 19, 1995, Coopers and 1,ybrand briefed Air Force officials 
at the Pentagon on the results of their assessment of organic 
alternatives. We would welcome the opportunity to meet with you 
to discuss the Air Force's approach to the closure of Newark. 

The Air Force received many substantive comments from 
contractors responding to the draft Request for Proposal (RFP) for 
PIP. All comments presented through this process were considered 
and incorporated as deemed appropriate during the acquisition 
planning and RFP preparation process. As a result of the comments 
received, we remain confident that the resultant RFP will ensure a 
fair, best value competition for privatization. In addition, 
based on the responses received,, we believe that the majority of 
contractors will propose to accomplish the work in place at Newark 
AFB . 



In summary, the Air Force closure strategy for Newark AFB is 
consistent with the BRAC 93 recommendations, and is one which we 
are confident should not obstruct competition for privatization. 
We are enclosing a point paper which addresses your specific 
concerns with respect to the long-term viability, competition and 
costs of closing Newark AFB. Please be assured that your concerns 
were considered during the acquisition planning and request for 
proposal preparation process. 

We appreciate your interest in Newark AFB and trust the 
information provided is useful. A similar letter is being 
provided to those who joined you in your letter. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 



OHIO CONGRESSIONAL D:ELEGATION CONCERNS 
ON THE CLOSURE AND PR:IVATIZATION IN PLACE 

OF NEWARK AIR FORCE BASE, OHIO 

L,ONG-TERM VIABILITY: 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Current workloads are systematically being 
moved from Newark and in some cases given to the companies on a sole source 
b asis. 

Response: The AF is maintaining as much of the original AGMC workloads 
for inclusion in this solicitation as possible. The AF workloads moving to other 
depots have never been considered part of the PIP effort. They were consciously 
segregated since they are non-guidance related efforts which were moved to AGMC 
when there was excess work at other depots. The magnitude of these workloads 
has decreased from 9% of the AGMC total in Mar 94 to under 5% today. In 
addition, the Army and Navy have decided to remove two of their workloads from 
A.GMC prior to awarding the PIP contracts. The disposition of Army and Navy 
workloads is controlled via interservice agreements and is beyond the control of the 
Air Force. This results in the loss of another 5% of the work. There has been no 
change in the AF commitment to PIP. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: The draft request for proposal (DRFP) permits 
bidders to perform the work at Newark or  at  another location. 

Response: The future location of the work has generated a constant barrage 
o:l questions and comments fiom industry, some wanting to keep the status quo and 
others wanting to move work to their home plants. It has been the considered 
decision of HQ AFMC to allow industry to propose to accomplish the work at  the 
location i t  deems "best." We expect most work to be proposed at Newark AFB 
because we are offering to provide sigmficant amounts of specialized test equipment 
in place, the facility will be provided to the community at little or no cost, and a 
s:killed work force exists at  AGMC. There v d l  be some exceptions where good 
business decisions will demonstrate a beneiit to accomplishing spec& pieces of the 
work a t  other locations. The RFP has been structured to allow industry to propose 
the "best" arrangement and for us to consider this information as part of our source 
stelection process. No preference will be given to workload location; however, the 
cost, schedule, and technical risks of conducting repair operations at  a new location 
 dl be evaluated. 



COMPETITION: 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidder:; are required to negotiate for the use of 
m~anufacturers' proprietary data for the repair of Government equipment under a 
Government contract. 

Response: Proprietary Data Rights have been handled before by the Air 
Force axid by Industry. The AF has determined that some portion of the data is 
rightfully Limited in use by OEMs. Rather than risk inappropriate or illegal 
&isclosure of data, we will only release that data for which the AF clearly has 
rights. Currently, this amounts to over 80% of the data listed in the RFP. 
A.dditionally, the AF is seeking Government; Purpose License Rights (GPLR) 
agreements with 6 of the 12 OEMs who have agreed to allow use of the data. The 
remaining 6 OEMs are willing to work out other arrangements directly with the 
potential offerors. When these GPLR agreements are finalized, the additional data 
m i l l  be released for use in preparing propos;ds and on the repair contract. We 
believe there is adequate experience among the potential offerors to gain the needed 
access to the remaining restricted data at reasonable cost. We will ask for the cost 
associated with proprietary data rights as part of the proposals. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders are required to acquire parts fiom sole . 

siource providers in different ways depending on the type of system (i-e., missile, 
aircraft or support equipment). This will add new risks and necessitate the need 
for creation of costly logistics plans. 

Response: The AF has decided to pi:ovide GFM for all workloads, except the 
Navy's DMINS and San Antonio managed test equipment, for the initial 2 years of 
the contract. After 2 years, the contractor(s) should have gained enough experience 
tco take over the parts supply function for th.e aircraft workloads. The ICBM parts 
will continue to be GFM-supplied due to their nuclear hardness requirements. 

COST: 

Ohio Delegation Concern: The maintenance and metrology workloads 
naay potentially be split between bidders requiring additional contract 
administration and management oversight. 

Response: The AF has already made the major decision to keep all repair 
work together as a single contract due to the commonality of support areas. The 
repair workloads represent over 90% of the AGMC effort and this action alone 
c:aptures the bulk of potential savings through a single management organization. 
Additionally, there are considerably more toterested offerors for the metrology work 
t.han for repair. A combined proposal for both efforts may limit the competition for 
metrology, possibly discouraging a number of small businesses. While there is the 
potential to realize some efficiencies from a common management structure for all 



o:F AGMC, these savings are assessed to be small. These savings would be balanced 
by the probability that a combined team would still need to retain technical and 
management competence in both areas and would then add a layer of management 
to control the overall contract effort. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders have been directed to incorporate two 
sleparate wage scales. 

Response: The Department of Labor has determined the metrology 
workload to be covered by the Services Contract Act. The Walsh-Healey Act 
provides wage scales for the repair. The result is the application of separate wage 
scales. Since the repair and metrology efforts will be awarded separately, this 
should be workable. 

Ohio Delegation Concerns: Despite 30 years of historical experience, the 
PLir Force has not stipulated the level or amount of workloads projected. 

Response: Aggressive Air Force downsizing efforts, system modernization, 
and the need for wartime surge capability rnake accurate workload predictions in 
the out-years difficult. The RFP will provide an estimated amount of work for all 
viiorkloads, and the Air Force will make historical data available to potential 
olfferors for use in this proposal process. 

The Air Force believes these actions .will provide for a fair, best value 
competition. 



DEPARTMENT OF TkrE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

The Honorable Robert W. Ney 
House of Representatives 
l'dashington, DC 205105 

Dear Mr. Ney: 

This is in response to your joint letter of March 6, 1995, to 
the Secretary of Defense regarding closure and privatization in 
place (PIP) of the Newark Air Force Base (AFB), Ohio, Aerospace 
Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) workload. 

The Air Force supports the 1.993 Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (BRAC) rec:ommendation to close Newark AFB 
and is adhering to a viable strategy to achieve that end. This 
strategy, developed in response t:o concerns raised by the GAO, 
includes assessing other alternatives for sustaining mission 
capability and closing Newark AFB while aggressively pursuing the 
privatization in place option. Upon a comprehensive review of 
other alternatives and the actual PIP proposals, the Air Force 
will render a determination as to the best direction for 
disposition of the workload at Newark. 

In order to thoroughly evaluate the merits of the options for 
closing Newark, the Air Force ha:; engaged Coopers and Lybrand to 
independently assess the costs of transferring AGMC workloads to 
other organic depots, the costs for PIP, and the PIP proposal 
evaluation process. Coopers and Lybrand will observe the 
evaluation process and advise the source selection board members 
and chairman. In addition, Coopeers and Lybrand will submit their 
independent certification expressing the extent of their agreement 
with methodologies and conclusions of the source selection board. 
On April 19, 1995, Coopers and Lybrand briefed Air Force officials 
at the Pentagon on the results of their assessment of organic 
alternatives. We would welcome the opportunity to meet with you 
to discuss the Air Forcers approach to the closure of Newark. 

The Air Force received many substantive comments from 
contractors responding to the draft Request for Proposal (RFP) for 
PIP. All comments presented through this process were considered 
and incorporated as deemed apprclpriate during the acquisition 
planning and RFP preparation process. As a result of the comments 
received, we remain confident that the resultant RFP will ensure a 
fair, best value competition for privatization. In addition, 
based on the responses received, we believe that the majority of 
contractors will propose to accomplish the work in place at Newark 
AFB . 



In summary, the Air Force closure strategy for Newark AFB is 
consistent with the BRAC 93 recomm~endations, and is one which we 
are confident should not obstruct competition for privatization. 
We are enclosing a point paper which addresses your specific 
concerns with respect to the long--term viability, competition and 
costs of closing Newark AFB. Please be assured that your concerns 
were considered during the acquisition planning and request for 
proposal preparation process. 

We appreciate your interest in Newark AFB and trust the 
information provided is useful. A similar letter is being 
provided to those who joined you .in your letter. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 



OHIO CONGRESSIONAL DIELEGATION CONCERNS 
ON THE CLOSURE AND PR.NATIZATION IN PLACE 

OF NEWARK AIR FORCE BASE, OHIO 

L,ONG-TERM VIABILITY: 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Current workloads are systematically being 
moved from Newark and in some cases given to the companies on a sole source 
basis. 

Response: The AF is maintaining als much of the original AGMC workloads 
for inclusion in this solicitation as possible. The AF workloads moving to other 
d.epots have never been considered part of tihe PIP effort. They were consciously 
segregated since they are non-guidance related efforts which were moved to AGMC 
when there was excess work at  other depots. The magnitude of these workloads 
has decreased from 9% of the AGMC total in Mar 94 to under 5% today. In 
a.ddition, the Army and Navy have decided to remove two of their workloads from 
AGMC prior to awarding the PIP contracts. The disposition of Army and Navy 
viiorkloads is controlled via interservice agreements and is beyond the control of the 
liir Force. This results in the loss of anoth'er 5% of the work. There has been no 
change in the AF commitment to PIP. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: The draft request for proposal (DRFP) permits 
kidders to perform the work at  Newark or ;at another location. 

Response: The future location of the work has generated a constant barrage 
of questions and comments from industry, some wanting to keep the status quo and 
others wanting to move work to their home plants. It has been the considered 
decision of HQ AFMC to allow industry to propose to accomplish the work at  the 
location i t  deems "best." We expect most work to be proposed at  Newark AFB 
because we are offering to provide sigrufrcamt amounts of specialized test equipment 
in place, the facility will be provided to the community at Little or no cost, and a 
zjkilled work force exists at AGMC. There will be some exceptions where good 
I~usiness decisions will demonstrate a benefit to accomplishing specific pieces of the 
.work at other locations. The RFP has beer1 structured to allow industry to propose 
the "best" arrangement and for us to consider this information as part of our source 
;selection process. No preference will be given to workload location; however, the 
cost, schedule, and technical risks of conducting repair operations at  a new location 
,will be evaluated. 



Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders are required to negotiate for the use of 
manufacturers' proprietary data for the re pi^ of Government equipment under a 
Government contract. 

Response: Proprietary Data Rights have been handled before by the Air 
Force and by Industry. The AF has determined that some portion of the data is 
rightfully Limited in use by OEMs. Rather than risk inappropriate or illegal 
disclosure of data, we will only release that data for which the AF clearly has 
rights. Currently, this amounts to over 80% of the data listed in the RFP. 
Additionally, the AF is seeking Governmeni; Purpose License Rights (GPLR) 
agreements with 6 of the 12 OEMs who have agreed to allow use of the data. The 
remaining 6 OEMs are willing to work out other arrangements directly with the 
potential offerors. When these GPLR agreements are finalized, the additional data 
will be released for use in preparing proposals and on the repair contract. We 
believe there is adequate experience among the potential offerors to gain the needed 
access to the remaining restricted data at reasonable cost. We will ask for the cost 
associated with proprietary data rights as part of the proposals. 

Ohi-o Delegation Concern: Bidders are required to acquire parts from sole 
source providers in different ways depending on the type of system (i.e., missile, 
aircraft or support equipment). This will add new risks and necessitate the need 
for creation of costly logistics plans. 

Response: The AF has decided to provide GFM for all workloads, except the 
Navy's DMINS and San Antonio managed .test equipment, for the initial 2 years of 
the contract. After 2 years, the contractor(:j) should have gained enough experience 
tlo take over the parts supply function for the aircraft workloads. The ICBM parts 
v d l  continue to be GFM-supplied due to their nuclear hardness requirements. 

COST: 

Ohio Delegation Concern: The m.aintenance and metrology workloads 
rnay potentially be split between bidders requiring additional contract 
administration and management oversight.. 

Response: The AF has already made the major decision to keep all repair 
work together as a single contract due t o  the commonality of support areas. The 
1:epair workloads represent over 90% of the AGMC effort and this action alone 
captures the bulk of potential savings through a single management organization. 
Additionally, there are considerably more jsterested offerors for the metrology work 
i;han for repair. A combined proposal for both efforts may limit the competition for 
inetrology, possibly discouraging a number of small businesses. While there is the 
potential to realize some efficiencies from a common management structure for all 



of AGMC, these savings are assessed to be small. These savings would be balanced 
b'y the probability that  a combined team would still need to retain technical and 
management competence in both areas and1 would then add a layer of management 
to control the overall contract effort. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidde:rs have been directed to incorporate two 
separate wage scales. 

Response: The Department of Labor has determined the metrology 
~vorkload to be covered by the Services Contract Act. The Walsh-Healey Act 
provides wage scales for the repair. The result is the application of separate wage 
sicales. Since the repair and metrology efforts will be awarded separately, this 
should be workable. 

Ohio Delegation Concerns: Despite 30 years of historical experience, the 
Air  Force has  not stipulated the level or amount of workloads projected. 

Response: Aggressive Air Force downsizing efforts, system modernization, 
;md the need for wartime surge capability make accurate workload predictions in 
1;he out-years difficult. The RFP will provide an estimated amount of work for all 
workloads, and the Air Force will make hiijtorical data available to potential 
offerors for use in this proposal process. 

The Air Force believes these actions will provide for a fair, best value 
competition. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

The Honorable David L. Hobson 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205105 

Dear Mr. Hobson: 

This is in response to your joint letter of March 6, 1995, to 
the Secretary of Defense regardi:ng closure and privatization in 
place (PIP) of the Newark Air Force Base (AFB), Ohio, Aerospace 
Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) workload. 

The Air Force supports the 1993 Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (BRAC) re~zommendation to close Newark AFB 
and is adhering to a viable strategy to achieve that end. This 
strategy, developed in response to concerns raised by the GAO, 
includes assessing other alternatives for sustaining mission 
capability and closing Newark AF:B while aggressively pursuing the 
privatization in place option. Upon a comprehensive review of 
other alternatives and the actual PIP proposals, the Air Force 
will render a determination as to the best direction for 
disposition of the workload at Newark. 

In order to thoroughly evaluate the merits of the options for 
closing Newark, the Air Force has engaged Coopers and Lybrand to 
independently assess the costs of transferring AGMC workloads to 
other organic depots, the costs for PIP, and the PIP proposal 
evaluation process. Coopers and Lybrand will observe the 
evaluation process and advise the source selection board members 
and chairman. In addition, Coopers and Lybrand will submit their 
independent certification expres:sing the extent of their agreement 
with methodologies and conc1usio:ns of the source selection board. 
On April 19, 1995, Coopers and Qybrand briefed Air Force officials 
at the Pentagon on the results of their assessment of organic 
alternatives. We would welcome the opportunity to meet with you 
to discuss the Air Forcefs approach to the closure of Newark. 

.The Air Force received many substantive comments from 
contractors responding to the draft Request for Proposal (RFP) for 
PIP. All comments presented through this process were considered 
and incorporated as deemed appropriate during the acquisition 
planning and RFP preparation process. As a result of the comments 
received, we remain confident that the resultant RFP will ensure a 
fair, best value competition for privatization. In addition, 
based on the responses received, we believe that the majority of 
contractors will propose to acco:mplish the work in place at Newark 
AFB . 



In summary, the Air Force closure strategy for Newark AFB is 
consistent with the BRAC 93 recommendations, and is one which we 
are confident should not obstruct competition for privatization. 
We are enclosing a point paper which addresses your specific 
concerns with respect to the long-term viability, competition and 
costs of closing Newark AFB. Please be assured that your concerns 
were considered during the acquisition planning and request for 
proposal preparation process. 

We appreciate your interest in Newark AFB and trust the 
information provided is useful. A similar letter is being 
provided to those who joined you in your letter. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 



OHIO CONGRESSIONAL DEiLEGATION CONCERNS 
ON THE CLOSURE AND PR:IVATIZATION IN PLACE 

O F  NEWARK AIR FORCE BASE, OHIO 

LONG-TERM VIABILITY: 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Current workloads are systematically being 
moved from Newark and in some cases given to the companies on a sole source 
b iasis. 

Response: The AF is maintaining as much of the original AGMC workloads 
folr inclusion in this solicitation as possible. The AF workloads moving to other 
depots have never been considered part of the PIP effort. They were consciously 
segregated since they are non-guidance related efforts which were moved to AGMC 
when there was excess work a t  other depots. The magnitude of these workloads 
h,as decreased from 9% of the AGMC total in1 Mar 94 to under 5% today. In 
addition, the Army and Navy have decided t.o remove two of their workloads from 
AGMC prior to awarding the PIP contracts. The disposition of Army and Navy 
workloads is controlled via interservice agreements and is beyond the control of the 
Air Force. This results in the loss of another 5% of the work. There has been no 
change in the A .  commitment to PIP. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: The draft request for proposal (DRFP) permits 
biidders to perform the work at  Newark or a t  another location. 

Response: The future location of the work has generated a constant barrage 
of questions and comments from industry, some wanting to keep the status quo and 
others wanting to move work to their home ]plants. It has been the considered 
decision of HQ AFMC to allow industry to p:ropose to accomplish the work a t  the 
lc~cation it deems "best." We expect most work to be proposed at Newark AFB 
because we are offering to provide s igd icar~t  amounts of specialized test equipment 
irk place, the facility will be provided to the community a t  little or no cost, and a 
sidled work force exists a t  AGMC. There will be some exceptions where good 
business decisions wiU demonstrate a benefit to accomplishing specific pieces of the 
work at  other locations. The RFP has been structured to allow industry to propose 
the "best" arrangement and for us to consider this information as part of our source 
selection process. No preference will be givctn to workload location; however, the 
cost, schedule, and technical risks of conducting repair operations at a new location 
m i l l  be evaluated. 



%oust of Beprteentatibee 96 HAR -7 r " ~  12: 45 
rnasfiington, BQC 20515 

March 6, 1995 

The Honorable William J. Perry 
Secretary of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

As Members of the Ohio Congressional Delegation, we are writing to you regarding a 
situation we believe demands your immediate attention, the closure of Newark Air Force 
Base and the ongoing "Privatization-in-Place" process. We have been following this issue 
from the beginning of the 1993 BRAC decision process and are seriously concerned that 
the Air Force is reneging on its commitment to privatize-in-place the work at Newark AFB. 

As you know, the GAO has found the decision process regarding closure of Newark 
AlFB to be seriously flawed. In an unprecedented move, the GAO recommended 
reconsidering the decision to close this facility. In light of the GAO report, we believe the 
BIMC should remove Newark AFB from the list of those bases slated for closure. Should 
the BRAC choose to ignore the GAO recommendation, we would continue to support the 
Air Force's commitment to privatize-in-place. 

It has come to our attention that actions taken by the Air Force are undermining this 
e*Ffort. Specifically, the Air Force has issued a Draft Request for Proposal (DRFP) that 
would lead to a single source of supply, thus escalating costs and obstructing competition. 
While we are concerned with this aspect of the draft, we have additional concerns which 
are outlined in the enclosure which accompanies this letter. These concerns illustrate why 
we believe the DRFP is not consistent with the Air Force's commitment to privatize-in- 
place. 

Since the Request for Proposal (RFP) will be issued on April 1 I th of this year, we would 
greatly appreciate hearing your plan on how the Air Force intends to fulfill its commitment 
to privatize-in-place the workload at Newark AF:B by March 17, 1995. In the meantime, we 
strongly urge you to keep all current workloads at Newark AFB until this process is 
c;oncluded. 

We look forward to working with you and ,the Air Force on this vital issue. 



Secretary of Defense William J. Perry 
March 1, 1995 



e.ctions that undermine the lona-term viabilitv of ~rivatization-in-place 

- Current workloads are systematically being moved from Newark and in some 
cases given to the companies on a sole source basis. 

- The DRFP permits bidders to perform the work at Newark or at another location. 

These actions directly affect DoD's core capability and have long-term 
in~plications on costs to the government if sole source suppliers are fostered. This is 
piarticularly troubling in light of the Peacekeeper Inertial Guidance System example. It 
is my understanding that it costs the government $169,648 to perform this work at 
Newark AGMC and it costs $623,000 with the manufacturer. Another example is the 
ESGN workload for which the manufacturer now charges $80,000, while last year 
AGMC charged $24,373 to perform the identical procedures. 

Actions that restrict and undermine fair com~etition 

- Bidders are required to negotiate for the use of manufacturers' proprietary data 
for the repair of government equipment under a government contract. 

- Bidders are required to acquire parts from sole source providers in different ways 
depending on the type of system (i.e., missile, aircraft or support equipment). This will 
add new risks and necessitate the need for creation of costly logistics plans. 

These actions seem to drive the workloads again toward the sole source 
suppliers which violate every standard of fair and open competition. More importantly, it 
means that the taxpayer will be forced to spend more and more over the years for this 
work. 

The proprietary data rights issue is especially troubling because it appears to 
violate current policy directions under Title 10 U.S.C. 2320, Rights in Technical Data. 
This was prepared by the section 807 Technical Data Advisory Committee, underwent 
public comment, and is now undergoing final review by DoD prior to implementation. 

&tions that arbitrarilv and unnecessarilv drive UD costs to the aovernment 

- The maintenance and metrology workloads may potentially be split between 
bidders requiring additional contract administration and management oversight. 

- Bidders have been directed to incorporate two separate wage scales creating 
workforce confusion and disruption. 

- The Air Force has not stipulated the level or amount of workloads despite thirty 
years of historical experience. 



I ISECR~TARY OF DEFENSE I I )( ( I SECRETARY OFTHE ARMY I l x  
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE x SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 

THE SPECIAL ASSISTANT x SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 

Director, Joint Staff 

UNDER SECRETARY FOR POLICY ADVANCED RESEARCH PROJECT AGENCY 

1 1 ASO (International Security Affairs) 1 1 I I BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE 

/ / ASD (International Security Policy) I / I / CENTRAL IMAGERY OFFICE i I 
(Special OperationslLIC) 

ASD (Strategy & Requirements) 

/COMPTROLLER I 1 I I DEFENSE LEGAL SERVICES AGENCY I I 

DEFENSE COMMISSARY AGENCY 

DEFENSE CONTRACT AUDIT AGENCY 

& READINESS 

ASD (Reserve Affairs) DEFENSE INVESTIGATIVE SERVICE 

Director, Program Analysis and Evaluation 

ASD (C:311 

ASD (Legislative Affairs) 

GENERAL COUNSEL 

1NSPEC:TOR GENERAL 

DIR, OI'ERATIONAL TEST & EVALUATION I- 
-- - 

I I PREPARE REPLY FOR DEP SEC OF DEF SIGNATURE ( I INFORMATION AND RETENTION 

& MANAGEMENT 

ATSD (Public Affairs) 

x 

- - 

I I 
REMARKS 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

'(RE REPLY FOR SEC OF DEF SIGNATURE COMMENTS AND/OR RECOMMENDATIONS 

DIRECT (Forward copy o f  reply to CCD, Room 3A9481 

APPRCjPRIATE ACTION 

I DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DEFENSE MAPPING AGENCY 

DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY 

DEFENSE SECURITY ASSISTANCE AGENCY 

NSAICENTRAL SECURITY SERVICE 

ON-SITE INSPECTION AGENCY 

- -  

X 

I 

- - 

COORDINATE REPLY WITH LA USD/A&T 

ACTION DUE DATE IYYMMDDJ ' ROUTING DATE IYYMMDDJ 
950321 1 950307 

OSC) CONTROL NUMBER 
U29633 - 

SD FORM '14, MAY 94 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE. Designed using Perform Pro, WHSIDIOR. May 94 
Overprint approved b y  OSDIWHSIDIOR, May  94 



Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders are required to negotiate for the use of 
manufacturers' proprietary data for the repair of Government equipment under a 
Gclvernment contract. 

Response: Proprietary Data Rights have been handled before by the Air 
Force and by Industry. The AF has determined that some portion of the data is 
rig;htfully limited in use by OEMs. Rather than risk inappropriate or illegal 
disclosure of data, we will only release that data for which the AF clearly has 
rights. Currently, this amounts to over 80% of the data Listed in the RFP. 
Additionally, the AF is seeking Government Purpose License Rights (GPLR) 
agreements with 6 of the 12 OEMs who have agreed to allow use of the data. The 
remaining 6 OEMs are willing to  work out other arrangements directly with the 
potential offerors. When these GPLR agree~nents are finalized, the additional data 
will be released for use in preparing proposals and on the repair contract. We 
believe there is adequate experience among the potential offerors to gain the needed 
access to the remaining restricted data at reasonable cost. We will ask for the cost 
a:;sociated with proprietary data rights as part of the proposals. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders are required to acquire parts from sole 
source providers in different ways depending on the type of system (i-e., missile, 
aircraft or support equipment). This will add new risks and necessitate the need 
for creation of costly logistics plans. 

Response: The AF has decided to provide GFM for all workloads, except the 
Navy's DMINS and San Antonio managed test equipment, for the initial 2 years of 
the contract. After 2 years, the contractor(!;) should have gained enough experience 
to take over the parts supply function for the aircraft workloads. The ICBM parts 
vviU continue to be GFM-supplied due to their nuclear hardness requirements. 

. 
Ohio Delegation Concern: The maintenance and metrology workloads 

may potentially be split between bidders requiring additional contract 
;administration and management oversight. 

Response: The AF has already made the major decision to keep all repair 
work together as a single contract due to the commonality of support areas. The 
repair workloads represent over 90% of thle AGMC effort and this action alone 
captures the bulk of potential savings through a single management organization. 
Additionally, there are considerably more interested offerors for the metrology work 
than for repair. A combined proposal for both efforts may limit the competition for 
metrology, possibly discouraging a number of small businesses. While there is the 
potential to realize some efficiencies from a common management structure for all 



of .AGMC, these savings are assessed to be small. These savings would be balanced 
by the probability that a combined team would still need to retain technical and 
management competence in both areas and would then add a layer of management 
to control the overall contract effort. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders have been directed to incorporate two 
separate wage scales. 

Response: The Department of Labor has determined the metrology 
workload to be covered by the Services Contract Act. The Walsh-Healey Act 
provides wage scales for the repair. The result is the application of separate wage 
scides. Since the repair and metrology efforts wiU be awarded separately, this 
should be workable. 

Ohio Delegation Concerns: Despite 30 years of historical experience, the 
Air Force has not stipulated the level or amount of workloads projected. 

Response: Aggressive Air Force downsizing efforts, system modernization, 
and the need for wartime surge capability make accurate workload predictions in 
the out-years difficult. The RFP will providc? an estimated amount of work for all 
workloads, and the Air Force will make historical data available to potential 
offerors for use in this proposal process. 

The Air Force believes these actions will provide for a fair, best value 
competition. 
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CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO BROOKS AFB, TEXAS 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

MAY 0 5 1% 

SAF/ LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Frank Tejeda 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Tejeda 

This is in response to your joint letters of February 15, 
1995, to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretary of the Air Force c0nce:cning Brooks Air Force Base (AFB), 
Texas. Specifically, you expressed concerns regarding the 
possible downsizing of activities at Brooks AFB. 

As you know, the Department of Defense (DoD) recommendations 
for closure and realignment were submitted to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRC) on February 28, 1995, 
and Brooks AFB was recommended for closure. The components will 
be relocated to Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, Tyndall AFB, Florida, 
Kelly AFB, Texas, and Lackland AFB, Texas. As an installation, 
Brooks AFB ranked lower than other bases in the Laboratory and 
Product Center subcategory. By closing Brooks AFB, the Air Force 
reduces excess capacity in the laboratory category and will more 
efficiently meet its current and. projected research requirements. 
The closure recommendation was not based on subjective judgment, 
but reflected evaluation based an certified data against the eight 
DoD selection criteria. 

The DBCRC will conduct an independent analysis of the DoD 
recommendation and submit its report to the President by July 1, 
1995. Although Brooks AFB is recommended for closure by DoD, this 
does not preclude the Commissio~l from removing a base from its 
listing if its analysis supports such a recommendation. 
Additionally, based on a Commission inquiry concerning family 
housing at Brooks AFB, the Air Force informed the DBCRC that it is 
looking into the possibility and impact of transferring the 
responsibility for Brooks housing to other bases in the San 
Antonio area. 



We appreciate your comments and trust the information 
provided is useful. A similar letter is being provided to 
:Representatives Gonzalez, Smith and Bonilla who joined you in your 
letter. 

Sincerely 

LES L. FOX P J g  
Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
~egislative Liaison 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

MAY 0 5 19% 

S.AF/ LLP 
1.160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Lamar S. Smith 
House of Representatives 
PJashington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Smith 

This is in response to your joint letters of February 15, 
1995, to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretary of the Air Force concerning Brooks Air Force Base (AFB), 
Texas. Specifically, you expressed concerns regarding the 
possible downsizing of activities at Brooks AFB. 

As you know, the Department of Defense (DoD) recommendations 
for closure and realignment were submitted to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRC) on February 28, 1995, 
and Brooks AFB was recommended for closure. The components will 
:be relocated to Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, Tyndall AFB, Florida, 
:Kelly AFB, Texas, and Lackland AF'B, Texas. As an installation, 
Brooks AFB ranked lower than other bases in the Laboratory and 
Product Center subcategory. By closing Brooks AFB, the Air Force 
reduces excess capacity in the 1a.boratory category and will more 
efficiently meet its current and projected research requirements. 
The closure recommendation was not based on subjective judgment, 
but reflected evaluation based on certified data against the eight 
DoD selection criteria. 

The DBCRC will conduct an independent analysis of the DoD 
recommendation and submit its report to the President by July 1, 
1995. Although Brooks AFB is rec:ommended for closure by DoD, this 
does not preclude the Commission from removing a base from its 
listing if its analysis supports such a recommendation. 
Additionally, based on a Commission inquiry concerning family 
housing at Brooks AFB, the Air Force informed the DBC~c'that it is 
looking into the possibility and impact of transferring the 
responsibility for Brooks housing to other bases in the San 
Antonio area. 



We appreciate your comments and trust the information 
provided is useful. A similar letter is being provided to 
Representatives Tejeda, Bonilla and Gonzalez who joined you in 
your letter. 

Sincerely 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON OC 20330- 1000 

MAY 0 5 1995 

BAF/ LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Henry Bonilla 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Bonilla 

This is in response to your joint letters of February 15, 
1995, to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretary of the Air Force concerning Brooks Air Force Base (AFB), 
Texas. Specifically, you expressed concerns regarding the 
possible downsizing of activities at Brooks AFB. 

As you know, the Department of Defense (DoD) recommendations 
for closure and realignment were submitted to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRC) on February 28, 1995, 
and Brooks AFB was recommended for closure. The components will 
be relocated to Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, Tyndall AFB, Florida, 
Kelly AFB, Texas, and Lackland AFB, Texas. As an installation, 
Brooks AFB ranked lower than other bases in the Laboratory and 
Product Center subcategory. By closing Brooks AFB, the Air Force 
reduces excess capacity in the laboratory category and will more 
efficiently meet its current and projected research requirements. 
The closure recommendation was not based on subjective judgment, 
but reflected evaluation based on certified data against the eight 
DoD selection criteria. 

The DBCRC will conduct an independent analysis of the DoD 
recommendation and submit its report to the President by July 1, 
1995. Although Brooks AFB is re'=ommended for closure by DoD, this 
does not preclude the Commission from removing a base from its 
listing if its analysis supports such a recommendation. 
Additionally, based on a Commission inquiry concerning family 
housing at Brooks AFB, the Air Force informed the DBCRC that it is 
looking into the possibility and impact of transferring the 
responsibility for Brooks housing to other bases in the San 
Antonio area. 



We appreciate your comments and trust the information 
provided is useful. A similar letter is being provided to 
Fiepresentatives Tejeda, Smith and Gonzalez who joined you in your 
letter. 

Sincerely 

LES L. FOX *3+ 
Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
~egislative Liaison 



DEPARTMENT OF TtiE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

<IFF CE O F  THE SECRETARY MAY 0 5 1996 

:3AF / LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Henry B. Gonzalez 
House of Representatives 
'Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Gonzlez 

This is in response to your joint letters of February 15, 
1995, to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretary of the Air Force concelrning Brooks Air Force Base (AFB), 
Texas. Specifically, you expressed concerns regarding the 
possible downsizing of activities at Bropks AFB. 

As you know, the Department of Defense (DoD) recommendations 
for closure and realignment were submitted to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRC) on February 28, 1995, 
and Brooks AFB was recommended for closure. The components will 
be relocated to Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, Tyndall AFB, Florida, 
Kelly AFB, Texas, and Lackland A:FB, Texas. As an installation, 
Brooks AFB ranked lower than other bases in the Laboratory and 
Product Center subcategory. By closing Brooks AFB, the Air Force 
reduces excess capacity in the laboratory category and will more 
efficiently meet its current and projected research requirements. 
The closure recommendation was not based on subjective judgment, 
but reflected evaluation based on certified data against the eight 
DoD selection criteria. 

The DBCRC will conduct an independent analysis of the DoD 
recommendation and submit its report to the President by July 1, 
1995. Although Brooks AFB is recommended for closure by DoD, this 
does not preclude the Commission from removing a base from its 
listing if its analysis supports such a recommendation. 
Additionally, based on a Commission inquiry concerning family 
housing at Brooks AFB, the Air Force informed the DBCRC that it is 
looking into the possibility and impact of transferring the 
responsibility for Brooks housing to other bases in the San 
Antonio area. 



We appreciate your comments and trust the information 
provided is useful. A similar letter is being provided to 
F~epresentatives Tejeda, Smith and Bonilla who joined you in your 
letter. 

Sincerely 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 



February 15, 1995 

The Honorable William J. Perry 
Secretary of Defense 
Department of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Room 3E880 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear Secretary Perry: 

As you begin to finalize your recornmendations for base realignment 
and closure activities, we would like to take this opportunity to express several 
concerns regarding possible downsizing activities at Brooks Air Force Base in 
San Antonio, Texas. 

One of our major concerns deals with the costs involved with any 
proposed relocation of the essential missions currently housed at Brooks AFB. 
As you may know, the Armstrong Laboral:ory, USAF School of Aerospace 
Medicine, and the Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence all perform 
vital functions for the Air Force and must remain viable after the 1995 base 
closure decisions are made. All have multi-million dollar facilities under 
construction which will enhance the performance of each organization. 
However, the importance of these activities and the fact that each is housed in 
modem facilities specifically designed for its mission suggest that it would be 
cost prohibitive to relocate. 

Our second major concern relates to the outstanding educational and 
biomedical research resources which exist in San Antonio. The University of 
Texas Health Science Center, the Universj.ty of Texas at San Antonio, the 
Texas Research and Technology Foundation, the Southwest Foundation for 
Biomedical Research, the Southwest Resalrch Institute, Wilford Hall Medical 
Center, and Brooke Army Medical Center are all tremendous resources which 
provide Brooks AFB with an unparalleled opportunity for cooperative 
activities. We have enclosed some infom~ation which provides a brief 
overview on how Brooks AFB works with1 these local facilities. In our view, 
the loss of this unique synergy would be to the Air Force's and the 
Department of Defense's detriment. 

Before you make any final decisions, we would urge you to give 
serious consideration to the potential relocation or closure costs of the 
organizations at Brooks AFB. Included in these cost factors should be the cost 
of losing the wealth of San Antonio's educational and research assets, which 
have worked hard to develop a tightly woven fabric with Brooks AFB. We do 



The Honorable William J. Perry 
February 15, 1995 
Page 2 

not want to see this fabric unravel piece by piece, and we believe that the 
Department of Defense and our nation's educational and bioscience 
communities would benefit from a strong and robust Brooks AFB. 

Thank you for your attention to OUI- concerns. Please feel free to 
contact us if you have any questions or comments. 

Sincerely, 

FRANK TEJEDA 
Member of Congr lt! s 

LAMAR SMITH 
Member of Congress 

HENRY B. GONZALEZ 
Member of Congress 

%&,ex/ 
Y BONILLA 

~ e m t e r  of Congress 



SOUTHWEST FOUNDATION FOR BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH (SFBR) 

1. SW Foundation has worked cIostIy with scientists at Brooks on a number of ptojects 
related to the safety of astronauts in thc shuttle program. Scientists at SW Foundation 
havc an intimate working knowlcdgc of the: capabilities at Brooks and have developed 
professional rclarionships that are priceless in thc pursuit of scientific dcvclopment. 

2. The Foundation has the largest baboon colclny in the world and works closeIy with the 
Armstrong Labs in thc evaluation and prwc:ntion of advene physiological effects of G- 
forces on flight crew members. 

3, Anticipated projccts with Brooks AFB incktde the use of Foundation baboons in safkty 
tests iovolving gas exposure at high altittides and the physiological effects of pregnaocy 
in femalc pilots. Relocation would put these programs at risk due to geographic 
scparation of the scientists from the special experimental facilities at Brooks AFB. 

UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS HEALTH SCIENCE CIENTEWSAN ANTONIO KJTHSCSA) 

1. Currently working in a c~llaborati~c study with tht Air Force Office of Prevention and 
Hedth Services Assessment at Brooks AFf3 to assess the availability, accessibility and 
adequacy of  health care experienced by USAF active duty women assigned in theater 
during Operation Desert ShieldtDesert Storm (ODs). Results of this rcscarch will lead 
to integration of validated womcn's hcalth i.ssucs into preventive mcdicine planning and 
planning for onsite medical capabilities during deployments and military operations. 

2. The participation of USAF officers from B~-ooks AFB as adjunct faculty played a major 
role in the development and maintenance of the Masters of Public Health program at 
UTHSCSA. Withdrawal of this faculty anti thc public health nsourcw of Brooks AFB 
would put this program at risk. Lost would be a wealth of resources in the fields of 
occupational health, toxicology. environmental health, preventive mcdicinc, and acrospacc 
medicine. 

3. The D c : p ~ c r i t  of Me&.S. Air Force. operating through Brcaks A% a:! *!he 
Armstrong Laboratory, &cd in thc dcvclopmcnt of a unique anechoic chamber and 
dual ftequcncy microwave transmitter for joint rwcarch into thc biocffeds of microwave 
radiation with special attention to the mutagenic hazards. This effort was W e d  jointly 
by n Department of Defense University Equipment Grant ($300,000) and the Permanmt 
University Fund of the University of Texas (f 180.000). The facility has subsequently 
been employed by University scientists to ~ d o m  Air Force spotlsortd research. 

4. Armstrong Laboratory personnel play an iactivc role in the newly formed UTHSCSA 
Center for Environmental Radiation Toxicology, a multi-institutional endorsed entity 
crested to fostcr r c sad  and education in radiation biocffccts aad encourage collaboration 
among wer 55 staff m a n h  at six San Antonio rtscarch institutions. The Air Force, 
Annv. and Naw personnel at Armstrong tlirtct segments of and lecture in a first-cva 



graduate 
so-, 
facilitics 

course in non-ionizing radiation, kmding their expertise in microwave and laser 
dosimetry, biwffccts, and standard setting. Their loss, and the loss of the 
at Armstrong for off-sitc studics, would be a major blow to the Ccnter. 

5.  Conducting joint research into laser-caused damage to tissues of the eye. 

6. Working together on thc capture and provision of data on human retinal disorders to 
support development of a USAF computer modcl to predict viswl disturbance and 
pcrformnnce &er injury or exposurc to mvironmcntal threat. 

7. Close educational and clinical collaboration between the Armstrong Laboratory and thc 
Deparhnent of Ancsthcsiology in research and teaching of hyperbaric medicine. 

SOUTHWEST RESEARCH INSTITUTE (SwRI) 

1. Brwks experts in physiology and medicine provide consultation to Southwest Rcswch 
Institute in support of advanced drug testing for the commercial biotechnology and 
pharmaceutical industry, worldwide. 

2. SwRI is dcpcndent on the closed runways at BAFB for joint research and crash testing 
for the Dept. of Transportation. 

3. Brooks AFB is nn active pnrticipant in the efforts of the Southwest Research ConsorCium. 

4. SwRI has scrvcd as host for numerous synpsia and seminars which have included and 
given visibility and PR to Brooks staff ancl the Air Force. 

WILFORD HALL MEDICAL CENTER (WHMC) 

1. Brooks is one of only four hyperbaric treatment facilities in the DoD. Closure wouid 
dcprivc thc Air Force's major teaching anti r c f d  ccntcr of this treatment m&ty. 

2. Highly specialized lob tests for clinical wc: and rcscach fiom WHMC arc performed by 
the Occupationd and Environmental Lab at Brooks AFB. Movement of this lab would 
result in both delays and expensive contrac:t services. 

3. A major resource for reference for both Wilford Hall and BAMC is the Armstrong 
Library at Brooks AFB. Mmy students and faculty use this fine facility for clinical and 
research reference. 

4. Prototype and developmental medical equipment is built by the fabrication shop (AL/DO) 
at Brooks. Non-patented equipment is also reproduced there. 



:5. Brooks is a primary source of idonnation systems cxpcrtisc, backup, and c o n m h g .  

(5. With rcccnt reductions in the nation's metrology program, Brooks AFB is one of the few 
places critical medical equipment can be caliibrattd. 

7. As the major referral ccntcr for thc Air Force, WHMC relies heady on the experbsc 
from the Officc of Prcvcntivc and Health A.ssessmtnt (OPSA) at BAFB. 

8. WHMC is currentiy involved in a number of joint research protwols with agencies at 
BAFB. Among tbcm arc scveral high profil~e studies such as "Injury and Ihess  Among 
Air Force Female Military Recruits" and "Outcomes of a New Physical Fitncss Training 
Program in Air Force Basic Military Training." 

University of Texas at San Antonio (UTSA) 

1. Armstrong Laboratory, through a CRDA wit11 UTSA, has dcvdopcd an intclligmt tutoring 
systcm to cnhancc thc quality of secondary oiucation in matbcmatics, science and writing. 
This joint activity has rcccntly bccn licenseti to thc private sector to M e r  develop and 
market this technology. 

2. Development of new doctoral-level programs at UTSA has bccn s id~cant ly  enhanced 
by the proximity of Brooks scientists and c.ngincers. 

3. UTSA has activity interacted with Broo1.s AFB and the Armstrong Laboratory in 
developing innovative concepts to improve technology transfer policies and increase 
opportunities. 



February 15, 1995 

The Honorable John M. Deutch 
Deputy Secretary of Defense 
Department of Defense 
10 10 Oefense Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301-1010 

Dear Secretary Deutch: 

As you begin to fmalize your recommendations for base realignment 
and closure activities, we would like to take this opportunity to express several 
concerns regarding possible downsizing activities at Brooks Air Force Base in 
San Antonio, Texas. 

One of our major concerns deals with the costs involved with any 
proposed relocation of the essential missions currently housed at Brooks AFB. 
As you may know, the Armstrong Laboratory, USAF School of Aerospace 
Medicine, and the Air Force Center for Einvironmental Excellence all perform 
vital functions for the Air Force and must: remain viable after the 1995 base 
closure decisions are made. All have multi-million dollar facilities under 
construction which will enhance the performance of each organization. 
However, the importance of these activities and the fact that each is housed in 
modem facilities specifically designed for its mission suggest that it would be 
cost prohibitive to relocate. 

Our second major concern relates to the outstanding educational and 
biomedical research resources which exist. in San Antonio. The University of 
Texas Health Science Center, the University cf Texas at San Antonio, the 
Texas Research and Technology Foundation, the Southwest Foundation for 
Biomedical Research, the Southwest Research Institute, Wilford Hall Medical 
Center, and Brooke Army Medical Center are all tremendous resources which 
provide Brooks AFB with an unparalleled opportunity for cooperative 
activities. We have enclosed some infornnation which provides a brief 
overview on how Brooks AFB works witla these local facilities. In our view, 
the loss of this unique synergy would be ,to the Air Force's and the 
Department of Defense's detriment. 

Before you make any final decisions, we would urge you to give 
serious consideration to the potential relocation or closure costs of the 
organizations at Brooks AFB. Included in  these cost factors should be the cost 
of losing the wealth of San Antonio's educational and research assets, which 
have worked hard to develop a tightly woven fabric with Brooks AFB. We do 
not want to see this fabric unravel piece by piece, and we believe that the 
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Department of Defense and our nation's educational and bioscience 
communities would benefit from a strong and robust Brooks AFB. 

Thank you for your attention to our concerns. Please feel free to 
contact us if you have any questions or comments. 

FR-T=4/  
Member of Congress 

LAMAR SMITH 
Member of Congress 

HENRY B. GONZALEZ 
Member of Congress 

HENRY BONILLA 
Member of Congress 



SOUTHWEST FOUNDATION FOR BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH (SFBR) 

1. SW Foundation has worked closely with scientists at B m k s  on a number of projects 
related to the s a f t t y  of astronauts in thc shuttle program. Scientists at SW Foundation 
havc an intimate working knowlcdgc of the capabilities at Brooks and have developed 
professional relationships that are priceless in thc pursuit of scientific development. 

2. The Foundation has the largest baboon colony in the world and works closely with the 
Armstrong Labs in thc evaluation and prevention of adverse physiological effects of G- 
forces on flight crew members. 

3. Anticipated projccl with Brooks AFB include the use of Foundation baboons in safkty 
tests involving gas exporn at high dtitudas a d  ihe pkJrsiologicsl effects of Fewaxicy 
in femalc pilots. Relocation would put these programs at risk due to gcogxaphic 
scparstion of the scientists from the special exptrimcntd facilities at Brooks AFB. 

UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS HEALTH SCIENCE CENTEWSAN ANTONIO (UTHSCSAf 

1. Currently working in a collaborative study with the Air Force Office of Prevention and 
HeaIth Services Assessment at Brooks AFB to assess the availability, accessibility and 
adequacy of health care experienced by USAF active duty womcn assigned in theater 
during Operation Desert ShieldKIesert Storm (ODs). Results of this m a r c h  will lead 
to inte-on of validated womcn's hcaith I ssucs into preventive medicine planning a d  
planning for onsite medical capabilities during deployments and militar). operations. 

2. The participation of USAF officers from Brooks AFB as adjunct faculty played a major 
role in the development and maintenance of the Mastcrs of Public HeaIth program at 
UTHSCSA. Withdrawal of this faculty anti thc public health resources of Brooks AFB 
would put this program at risk. Lost would be a wealth of resources in the fields of 
occupational health. toxicology. environmental health, preventivc mcdicinc, and acrospacc 
mcdicine. 

3. The Depnrtment of Dzfense/U.S. Air For{:&, O ~ C C * ~  k o u &  B m b  AFS snd &c 
Armstrong Laboratory. assistcd in thc dcvclopmcnt of a unique ancchoic chamber and 
duai frequency microwave transmitter for joint rcswch into the bioeffeds of microwave 
dint ion with special attention to the mutagenic hazuds. This effort was funded jointly 
by n Depamnent of Defense University Equipment Orant ($300,000) and the Permimmt 
Univcrsity Fund of the Univcrsity of Tcxas ($180,000). Thc facility has subscqucntly 
been employed by University scientists to perform Air Force sponsored research. 

4. Armstrong Laboratory personnel play an rtctivc role in the newly formed UTHSCSA 
Center for Environmental Radiation Toxitalogy, a multi-institutional endorsed entity 
created to foster march and education in miiation bioeffccts and encourage collaboration 
among over 55 staff membcrs at six San Antonio research institutions. The Air Force, 
Annv. and Naw pmonnel at Armstrong c h t  segments of and lecture in a first-ever 



graduate course in non-ionizing radiation, lending their expertise in microwave and laser 
sourcts, dosimetry, bioeffccts. and standard setting. Thcir loss, and the loss of the 
facilities at Armstrong far off-site studies, would be a major blow to the Center. 

5 .  Conducting joint research into laser-caused dillnage to tissues of the eye. 

6. Working together on thc capture and provisicm of data on human retinal disorders to 
support development of a USAF computer rnodcl to predict visual disturbance and 
pcrformnnce after injury or exposurc to cnvirvnmcntal threat. 

7. Close educational and clinical collaboration tn,.tween the Amstrong Laboratory and the 
Department of hncsthcsiology in research and teaching of hyperbaric medicine. 

SOUTHWEST RESEARCH INSTITUTE {SwRI) - 

1. Brooks experts in physiology and medicine provide consultation to Southwest Rcscarch 
Institute in support of advanced drug testing for the commercial biotechnology and 
pharmaceutical industry, worldwide. 

2. SwRI is dcpcndent on the closed runways at BAFB for joint research and crash testing 
for the Dept. of Transportation. 

3. Brooks AFB is an active participant in the efforts of the Southwest Research Consortium. 

4.. SwRI has scrvcd as host for numerous symp~sia and seminars which have included and 
given visibility and PR to Brooks staff and the Air Force. 

'1. Brooks is one of only four hyperbaric treatment facilities in the UoD. Closure would 
dcprivc thc Air Force's major tuching and rcfcml mtcr of this treatment m a w .  

2. Highly specialized lab tests for clinical wt and rcscarch from W C  p e r f o r d  by 
the Occupational and Environmental Lab at B m k s  AFB. Movement of this lab would 
result in both delays and expensive contract: d c e s .  

3. A major resource for reference for both 'Wilford Hall and BAMC is the Armstrong 
Library at Brooks AFB. Many students anti faculty usc this h e  facility for clinical and 
research reference. 

4. Prototype and developmental medid equipment is built by the fabrication shop (AL/DO) 
at Brooks. Non-patented equipment is also reproduced there. 
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5 .  Brooks is a prim y source of information systtms ex*, bachrp. and contracting. 

6. With rcccnt reductions in the nation's mctrolog, program, Brooks AFB is one of the few 
places critical medical equipment can be calibrated. 

7. As the major referral ccntcr for thc Air Force, WHMC relics heavily on the expertise 
from the Officc of Prrvcntiyc and Health Assessment (OPSA) at BAFB. 

8. RrHMC is cumntly involved in a number of joint research protocols with agencies at 
BAFB. Among thcm arc several high profile ! ,d ies  such as "Injury and Illness Among 
Air Force Female Military R d t s "  and "Outcomes of a Ncw Physical Fitness Training 
Program in Air Force Basic Military Training." 

Universitv of Texas at San Antonio m S A )  - 
1 .. Armstrong Labommy, through a CRDA with IITSA, has dcvclopcd an intelligent tutoring 

systcm to cnhancc thc quality of secondary cducation in matbcmatics, scicnce and writing. 
This joint activity has rcccntly bccn Iiccnscd to thc private sector to m e r  develop and 
markct this technology. 

2. Development of new doctoral-level programs at UTSA has bccn significantly enhanced 
by the proximity of Brooks scientists and engineers. 

3. UTSA has activity interacted with Brooks AFB and the Armstrong Laboratory in 
developing innovative concepts to improve technology transfer policies and increase 
opportunities. 



Congress of toe Nniteb Qtatee' 
Bou$e of septemrentatiber~' 

masftington, BQC 20515 

February 15, 1995 

The Honorable Sheila E. Widnall 
Secretary of the Air Force 
Room 4E871 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 

Dear Secretaq Widnall: 

As you begin to finalize your reconlmendations for base d g n m e n t  
and closure activities, we would like to take this opportunity to express several 
concerns regarding possible downsizing act~ivities at Brooks Air Force Base in 
San Antonio, Texas. 

One of our major concerns deals with the costs involved with any 
proposed relocation of the essential missiolns currently housed at Brooks AFB. 
As you may know, the Amstrong Laboratory, USAF School of Aerospace 
Medicine, and the Air Force Center for Bwironmental Excellence all perform 
vital functions for the Air Force and must remain viable after the 1995 base 
closure decisions are made. All have multi-million dollar facilities under 
construction which will enhance the performance of each organization. 
However, the importance of these activities and the fact that each is housed in 
modem facilities specifically designed for its mission suggest that it would be 
cost prohibitive to relocate. 

Our second major concern relates to the outstanding educational and 
biomedical research resources which exist in San Antonio. The University of 
Texas Health Science Center, the University of Texas at San Antonio, the 
Texas Research and Technology Foundation, the Southivest Foundation for 
Biomedical Research, the Southwest Research Institute, Wilford Hall Medical 
Center, and Brooke Amny Medical Center are all tremendous resources which 
provide Brooks AFB with an unparalleled opportunity for cooperative 
activities. We have enclosed some infomiation which provides a brief 
overview on how Brooks AFB works with these local facilities. In our view, 
the loss of this unique synergy would be to the Air Force's and the 
Department of Defense's detriment. 

Before you make any final decisions, we would urge you to give 
serious consideration to the potential relaxtion or closure costs of the 
organizations at Brooks AFB. Included in  these cost factors should be the cost 
of losing the wealth of San Antonio's edt~cational and research assets, which 
have worked hard to develop a tightly woven fabric with Brooks AFB. We do 
not want to see this fabric unravel piece by piece, and we believe that the 
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Department of Defense and our nation's educational and bioscience 
communities would benefit from a strong and robust Brooks AFB. 

Thank you for your attention to our concerns. Please feel free to 
contact us if you have any questions or csmments. 

Sincerely, 

FRANK TEJEDA HENRY B. GONZALEZ 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

LAMAR SMITH 
Member of Congress 

HENRY BoNILLA 
Member of Congress 



SOUTHWEST FOUNDATION FOR BIOMEDICPLL RESEARCH (SFBQ 

1. SW Foundation has worked closely with scientists at Bmks on a number of projects 
related to the safety of astronauts in thc sh~~ttle program. Scientists at SW Foundation 
havc an intimate working knowlcdgc of tht: capabilities at Brooks and have developed 
professional relationships that are priceless in thc pursuit of scientific dtvelopment 

2. The Foundation has the largest baboon colony in the world and works closeIy with the 
Armstrong Labs in thc evaluation aod prvcmion of adverse physiological effects of G- 
forces on flight crew members. 

3. Anticipated projccts with B m k s  AFB inclrrde the use of Foundation baboons in safety 
tests involving gas exposure at high altitudes and the physiological effects of pregnancy 
in femalc pilots. Relocation would put these programs at risk due to geographic 
separation of the xicntids from the special expdncntaI facilities at Brooks AFB. 

UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS HEALTH SCIENCE (IENTER/SAN ANTONIO (UTHSCSA) 

1. Currently working in a collaborative study with the Air Force Office of Prevention and 
HeaIth Services Assessment at Brooks MI3 to assess the availability, accessibility and 
adequacy of health care experienced by U:SAF active duty womcn assigned in thaw 
during Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm (ODs). Results of this rcscarch will lead 
to integration of vaiidatcd womw's hcalth jissucs into prcvcntivc mcdicinc planning and 
planning for onsitc medical capabilities during deployments and military operations. 

2. The participation of USAF officers from B~mks  AFB as adjunct faculty played a major 
role in the development and maintenance of the Mastcrs of Public HcaIth program at 
UTHSCSh Withdrawal of this faculty mi thc public health resources of Brooks AFB 
would put this program at risk. Lost wodd be a wealth of resources in the fields of 
occupational health. toxicology. environmental health, preventive mcdicinc, and acrospacc 
medicine. 

3. The Department of Mense/U.S. Air Force, o p t i n g  through Brooks AFS snd t k  

Armstrong Laboratory. assistcd in thc dcvclopmtnt of a unique anechoic chamber and 
dual fiqucncy microwave &ttcr for joint rrscarch into the biocffects of microwave 
radiation with special attention to the mutagenic hazards. This effort was funded jointly 
by n Department of Maw University Eqisipment Grant ($300,000) and the Permanent 
University Fund of the University of Tcxas ($180,000). Thc facility has subscqucntly 
been employed by University scientists to ]perform Air Force spo~lsortd rcswrch. 

4. Armstmng Laboratory pmonncl play an ativc role in the newly formed UTHSCSA 
Center for Environmental Radiation Toxicology, a multi-institutional endorsed entity 
created to foster rcscarch and education in radiation bioefftcts and encourage collaboration 
among over 55 staff membas at six San Antonio research institutiom. The & Forcea 
&my. and Naw penomel at Amstrong ckct segments of and lecture in a first-ever 



graduate course in non-ionizing radiation, l ~ ~ g  their expertise in microwave and laser 
sources, dosimetry, bioeffccts, and standard setting. Thcu loss, and the loss of the 
facilities at Armstrong for off-sitc studies, would be a major blow to the Center. 

5. Conducting joint research into laser-caused damage to tissues of the eye. 

16. Working together on thc capture and provision of data on human retinal disorders to 
support development of a USAF computer modcl to predict visual disturbance and 
pcrformnncc &er injury or exposurc to environmental threat. 

'7. Close d u c a t i o ~  and clinical collaboratio~l between the Amstrong Laboratory and the 
Department of hncsthwiology in research t~nd teaching of hyperbaric medicine. 

~5OUTHWEST RESEARCH INSTITUTE (SwRI) 

11. Brooks experts in physiology and medicine provide consultation to Southwest Rcscarch 
Institute in support of advanced drug testing for the commercial biotechnology and 
phannaccutical industry, worldwide. 

2 .  SwRI is dcpcndent on the closed runways an BAFB for joint research and crash testing 
for the Dept. of Transportation. 

3.. Brooks AFB is an active pnrticipant in the efforts of the Southwest Research Consortium. 

4,. SwRI has scrvcd as host for numerous symposia and se- which have included and 
given visibility and PR to Brovks staff and the Air Force. 

VVILFORD HAL - L MEDICAL CENTER (WHMC) 

1. Brooks is one of only four hyperbaric treatment facilities in the DoD. Closure would 
dcprivc thc Air Foru's major teaching and i r c f d  ccntcr of this mtment  modality. 

2. Highly specialized lab tests for clinical cart clad research f i ~ m  WHMC art pcrfomd by 
the Occupational and Environmental Lab at Brooks AFB. Movement of this lab would 
result in both delays and expensive contract services. 

3.. A major resource for rcferacc for both Wilford Hall and BAMC is the Armstrong 
Library at Brooks AFB. Many students and faculty usc this frne facility for clinical and 
research reference. 

4. Prototype and developrncntal medical equipment is built by the fabrication shop (ALtDO) 
at Brwks. Non-patented equipment is also reproduced there. 



5. Brooks is a primary source of information systems cxpcrtisc, backup, and contracting. 

6, With recent reductions in the nation's mctroIogy progam, Brwks AFB is one of the few 
places criticd medical equipment can be cdlibratcd. 

7. As the major referral ccntcr for thc Air Force, WHMC relics heavily on the expertise 
from the Officc of Prrvcntiyc and Hcalth Asscssmcnt (OPSA) at BAFB. 

8. WHMC is currently involved in a number of joint research protocols with agencies at 
BAFB. Among thcm arc scvcral high profile studies such a9 "Injury and Illness Among 
Air Force Female Militaxy Recruits" and "O1Jtcomcs of a Ncw Physical Fitncss Training 
Program in Air Force Basic Military Training." 

!University of Texas at San Antonio WTSA] 

1. Armstrong Laboratory, through a CRDA with UTSA, has dcvdopcd an intelligent tutoring 
systcm to cnhancc the quality of secondary education in mathematics, scicnce and writing. 
This joint activity has rcccntly bccn liccmcd to thc private sector to M e r  develop and 
market this technology. 

2 .  Dcvtlopmcnt of new doctoral-level programs at UTSA has bccn signifxcantly enhanced 
by the proximity of Brooks scientists and cn:ginccrs. 

3;. UTSA bas activity interacted with Brooks AFB and the Armstrong Laboratory in 
developing innovative concepts to improve technology transfer policies and increase 
opportunities. 
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CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO DYESS AFB, TEXAS 



May 16, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Charles W. Stenholn~ 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Stenholm 

This is in response to your letter of May 1, 1995, to the 
Secretary of the Air Force concerning the potential capacity of 
Dyess Air Force Base (AFB), Texas, to receive additional aircraft 
force structure. 

The information on the ability of Dyess AFB to accept 
additional aircraft has been reviewed, including the specific 
minutes to which you refer. Taken as a whole, the Air Force 
analysis in 1995 regarding Dyess AFB was consistent in its 
evaluation that, while the base has the capacity to receive 
additional aircraft, there is some concern that the additional 
loading would result in a high operational tempo for the airfield 
and supporting facilities. 

The 1992 capacity analysis was not used in the 1995 process. 
Instead, Air Combat Command (ACC) briefed a capacity review for 
all its bases on July 21, 1994. The view of ACC, based on a force 
of 48 B-lB, 26 C-130H, and 4 T-38 aircraft, and reflecting ramp 
space and facility capacity only, was that an additional 5 B-1B 
aircraft could be added at no cost, and an additional 16 Primary 
Aircraft Assigned (PAA) B-1B squadron could be added at nominal 
cost. 

The minutes from December 15, 1994, reflecting a meeting with 
the Secretary on December 14, indicate that adding an additional 
16 PAA squadron would "put Dyess to about maximum capacity.'@ This 
review was based on more than just ramp and facility capacity, and 
considered the impact on operations from the move. The minutes of 
January 6, 1995, reflect an examination of an alternative 
Ellsworth AFB closure with a 16 PAA unit being assigned to Dyess 
AFB, but nothing in the minutes indicates that the same concerns 
did not still exist. Ultimately, after reviewing an additional 
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scenario regarding movement of B-1B aircraft to Dyess AFB, the 
:Secretary found no scenario for a closure of Ellsworth AFB that 
was operationally sound. 

The record supports the Air Force conclusion that, while 
Dyess AFB can accommodate an additional 16 PAA B-1B squadron, 
there are some operational impacts that are undesirable. This is 
not to suggest that such a move would-never be feasible, but that 
the specific scenarios examined in the BRAC 95 analysis did not 
warrant further pursuit of this option. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and  egisl la ti on 

Division 
Office of Legislative Liaison 



CHARLES; W. STENHOLM PIeasa Respond to: 
-p 

C 
1 TTH DISTRICT WASHINOTON OFFICE. 

TEXAS 1211 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON. D C. mi5 

COMMITTEES: 
(202) 22sseos 

BUDGET Hmni~ nf llepresentatiu~e o DISTRICT OFFICES P 0. BOX 1237 

AGRICULTURE 
STAMFORD. TX 79553 

Itl[lnsfringtan, Bill 20515 (915) 773368 

RAhlKlNG MEMBER. 
SUllWMMlTTEE ON 

GENERAL FARM COMMODITIES 

SUE~WMMITTEE ON 
RESOURCE CONSERVATION. 

RESEARCH 6 FORESTRY 

May 1, 1995 - P.O. BOX 1101 
ABILENE. TX 79804 

(915) 673-7221 

33 E. TWOHIG AVENUL 6318 
SAN ANOELO. TX 76903 

(915) 6557994 

The Honorable Sheila E. Widnall, Fh.D. 
Secretary of the Air Force 
lti00 Air Force, The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330 

Dear Secretary Widnall: 

The Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) made statements about 
Dyess AFB in its December 15, 1994 minutes that concern me. 
specifically, BCEG minutes stated that there was a potential 
problem with assigning additional aircraft to Dyess and, 
consequently, dropped all options to relocate additional force 
structure to Dyess. Moreover, the GAO picked up on the BCEG 
statement and repeated it on page 68 of its April 1995 report on 
the DoD*s BRAC 95 process. 

The Air Force's on-site facility survey and capacity analysis, 
w h k h  took place on June 24-26, 1992, determined that Dyess could 
accept a 50 percent increase in assigned force structure. At the 
time of the site survey, Dyess had 73 aircraft assigned to is as 
f 01'~lows : 

28 PAA Ba-lBs 
16 PAA KC-135s 
26 PAA C103-s 

3 PU T-38s 

In this certified survey of Dyess, the Air Force stated 
that: 

* Each of the four operations squadrons (one B-1, two C- 
130 and one KC-135) and one training squadron (B-1) 
could accept 15 to 30 percent more aircraft at little 
or no cost. 

* The former SAC alert area could be used to bed down an 
additional 20 bombers, tankers or airlift aircraft. 

Since Dyess now has about the same number of aircraft as in 1992, 
the Air Force's own survey supports the fact that Dyess could 
easily take on additional aircraft without concerns of 
overloading. 

Dyess clearly has the capability to handle additional aircraft. 
In fact, the BCEG minutes from January 6, 1995 appear to 
ackrlowledge the Air Force survey and. contradict the December 15, 
1994 minutes by indicating that Dyess could accept additional 6.:- .c ,- 
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aircraft. 

Given these apparent inconsistencies in the Air Force's position, 
I would appreciate correction of the BCEG1s December 15, 1994 
statement. Since this information is important as part of the 
base closure process, I request a response as soon as possible. 

With warm regards, I remain 

Sincerely yours, 

Charles W. Stenholm 
Member of Congress 

CW'S:cn 
cc:: 1995 BRAC Commission (Air Force Team) 
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May 11, 1995 

!SAF/ LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Charles W. Stenholm 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Stenholm 

This is in response to your letter of April 27, 1995, 

requesting a copy of the AMC Pamphlet 55-57. A copy of AMC 

I?amphlet 55-57, dated September 15, 1993, is provided per 

your request. 

We trust the information is useful. 

sincerely 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 
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SEN' BY: 
* 

DEPARTMENT OF 'IHB hlR FORm 
H- Air Mobility Command 
Scott Air Pons Baa, Illinais 62225-5302 

AMC PAMPHLEI' 55-57 

15 September 1993 

ASSAULT ZONE AVAILABILITY REPORT 0 

? h i m  pamphlet govegovtra~ tho purport md awiwdily of drop mw. W g  mo61, ind extrdon zolms, in 
the umtimntal United S h k a  (CONUS), approved for AMC urn. It @liar ta Air N & d  Guud (ANG) 
w h  pubhhed H NGR (hF) 0.2 .ad to United StaCes Air Fame Rceavw (USAIR) w h  prMirb4d in 
AFRESR 0-2, ~01Prn6 2. 

1. Geaetrf. A~lta(hispPmphtetcoauinrrcampn5easiveItting,byttuc,of~iPtrult 
mau & for uaa by AMC and AMCgrincd akdt  mi rircrowr, Thit infoanrdon datr not 
replace the meed for nn approved rurvey to fly a rpefific miruon. 

2. Puspore. Thepri~plnposcafmusrult~oaenuvcyisb-~lehsumttothsurctrA 
md rirctcw pafonning the mioaion. Tha #conduy purpasc in to provide Inforxuation to mitrioo 
plrnnen md ground pamanel who use AMC &craft to d l  theit fZnrl objective, (AMCR 5540, 
Asutlt Zona Pracsduna, prescribed the m a y  ravitw and q p v d  m). 
3. Chmgca to PubIicllion. A p p d  a o N y 8  will be in&d in thia dommmt Pnd publiphed on a 
d-mnua l  brsis. All d t  zone nweyr rppmvcd prior kb 1 J a n m y  1983 ue no longer valid. Alto. 
t f f d v o  I June 1994, rli &t  one navc)rlr qpmvcd prlor to 1 J~laurry 1987 win not bo vrlid. Unit8 
&odd e~rrure p d w  ontlinad tn AMCR 55-60, prra 52, m fell& to request rwurvsys fot t h e  
Pssault zom rppmcd prior to 1987. 

4. Explandon of Tcmc 
4.1. Zoman~ns-rsdt  am~nupsdtype:  
4.1.1. DZ-dtop m. 
4.1.2. U=1*oding mnt. 
4.1.3. EZ=oxitxxion ?me-for low aldbds extniAon oyrram m). 
4.1.4. SP=speci.l opantians foroet-indicating tba u ~ s  is ~w&icted for ~ s a  by l l~lcanv~ional units. 
4.2. Location-iadicatea the ncanxt town or military hbllrltian. 
4.3. SWVby btadrtt wrreat nwey waa coodnddd 
4.4. Appr date-datt current mcy. 
4.5. Lstiadc-of Uleccatrrof ~plcrdthap.*la 
4.6. bpitudbof the ctottr of nnsn of thb zone. 
4.7. UTM cordinatto-universal W e r i l e  merator (UTM) grid lnne rad caardinatcs of tb centcr of 
mssr of the mno for plotting on hrmy Mapping Savia (AMIS) maps. 
4.8. Wrdtbdf the unre in yard8 @Z), or fat (IZ or IEZ). 
4.9. ---of the p ~ l s  in yudr (DZ) or feet (I-Z or EZ;). 
NOTE If DZ k ~ i o n o  arc In uacten an ths rwvcy, lhis will be .anotatcd in rhs remulrr saction of 
thsAZAR. 
4.10. Azuimuth  of the zone m d m  ~IUC. 

No. of Ainttd Pagts:- 39 ..,., 
o m  XomfCrpt c h o d h f ,  
OCR: TACC/WOXY (SSd Sucay Poland) 
Approved by : wor G a d  J ~ l n w  L Hobson, JTC 
m i  PaIiCi8 A. GilliPm 
Dibution: P; X (X distribution mrint.ided by OPR) 



4.11. RB-ndpracrl azimuth of the cog6 in &&#.us me. A d u e  of 0 (zero) indiutes no lvlciprocrl 
izimutb is available. ..-.A 

NOTE. A value of 360 under AZ coupled with r vdub of 1 undet R B  indicates a circalu drop m e .  
R e k  to the survey form for potdble ~~ to run-in herding. A value givm In the RCP block that 
is not 180 dopes off the vdw jgim in IL A2 block indimrza that my run-in huding betwten &are 
two vrtues ia approved. For axrmpla: AZ-100, RCPm2AO. Any run-in ~IUC mum k#wsaa 100 
degets and 240 degree6 is  acceptable. 

4.12 Elev-elevation of the highest point on th;: wm in feet above mean sea level. 
4.13. R W a u i n  rpqrovd coda and pfsdds notes om1 restricdons. Approval codes arc M 
follow: 
4.13.1. P-qpmved for persormd. 
4.13.2 C=qrpmved for odnrrincc delivby syrtcm (CDS). 
4.U.3. H-appmcd far heavy cqujpma 0. 
4.13.4. N=~ppibved for night rlrdtops (rsc Rvvey form for specific load t y p  affected). 
4.13.5. R - r e s w w  exid that 8!t loo nUaemW or debdai to list (rot m e y  form for specifier). 
4.13.6. RRC-qpmved fbr combJ rubber raiding crrA (CNRC).. 
4.13.7. A-approved for high rltitude low opsniog (HALO) crirdtops. 
4.13.c T-qqmvad for diadard rtdmp trdniog h d l #  (SATB). 
4.13.9. D=re&ictdd to day opartIons only CSas msy font1 for q d t i c  load rypes Pffsctsd). 
4.13.10. ZrWrttt mm. 
4.13.11. W-waiver h e&d (See survey form far 6pccifics). 
4.13.U. D B = r p p d  for door W e s .  
4.13.13. HS=appmved for high-speed law-led .eri.l delivery syrtem (HSIlADS). 
4.13.14. MOB=X-indic;ltcs tho h u m  btd number of P i d  on gmrmd Ulnl is physically limited 
lo X (Jwza only). 

THOMAS A. DARBY, Colonel, USAP 
Director of Information Manag- 

RONAID R POOLWdIAN, General, USAP 
C a ~ ~ d u  
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CHARLES W. STENHOLM 
l 7 W  DISTRICT 

TEXAS 

COMMITTEES: 

BUDGET 

AGRICULTURE 

RIINKING MEMBER. 
SVBCOUMITTEE ON 

GENERU FARM COUUOMIIES 

April 27, 1995 

Please Respond to: 
W*SWINOTON WFIcZ: 

0 1211 LONOWORIH HOUSE OFFCE BU~LOING 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20515 

(2M) 2258ea 

OlSTRICT OFFICES. 
P.O. BOX 1237 

STAMFORO. TX 79553 
(915) 773-3823 

a P.O. BOX 1101 
ABILENL TX TgeM 

(915) 073-7221 

0 33 E TWOHIG AVENUE, 1318 
SAN ANGELO. TX 76903 

(91 5) 6557994 

Ma j . Gen. Normand G. Lezy 
Director 
Office of Legislative Liaison 
Room 4D927 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1160 

Dear General Lezy: 

We have been reviewing the certi f ied BRAC 95 Air Force 
Base Questionnaire for Dyess AFB. Overall, the 
questionnaire provides good information. Hqever, it does 
not specifically identify Dyess' on-base drop zone (DZ) 
and landing zone (LZ) capability.. Instead, the 
questionnaire references AMC Pamphlet 55-57 (9 Jun 94) as 
the source for its DZ and LZ information. 

-I 

Please provide me a copy of this AMC Pamphlet or at least 
the applicablepages that cover the identificationof the 
DZs and LZs. Your immediate support of this request is 
appreciated. With kind regards, I remain 

Sincerely yours, 

Charles W. Stenholm 
Member of Congress 

CWS : cn 
cc: 1995 BRAC Commission (Air Force Team) 
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CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO HILL AFB, UTAH 



b 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE . WASHINGTON 04: 20336t000 

WFICE Of THI: UNOER SECRETARY 

The Honorable James V. IInssen 
H:ouse of Representatives 
Mlrashington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Hansen: 

I appreciate your calling nry attention to the article irr the May 18th edition of 
Irrside tire Pentagon, regarding Base Closure Commission action on depot installations. - 
The article suggested that tlre "Pentagon's first choice for [depot] closure" would be 
Hiill Air Force Base, Utah. 

I can assure you that this is not an Air Force position. The Air Force continues to 
believe that the Secretary of Defense's recommcmdation to downsize rather than close a 
depot is tlre best alternative. The closure of Hill AFB would be inconsistent with tlre 
A.ir Force's analysis of depot installations. Our analysis placed Hill AFB in our top tier. 

I trust this information will prove helpful. 

Sincerely, 



Document Separator 



CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO McCLELLAN AFB, 
CALIFORNIA 



S.AFLLP/MAJOR SNY DER/CFM/7 7 9 50/ 19 BIAY 95 
m~oyer/bases95/ALCfazio18 

May 19, 1995 

SAF/ LLP 
1.160 Air Force Pentagon 
Wlashington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Vic Fazio 
House of Representatives 
PJashington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Fazio 

This is in response to your letter of May 18, 1995, 
icequesting the standard factors file for the level COBRA runs. 

The standard factors file far AFMC bases (depot95.sff) and 
ill1 other bases (1evel.sff) are provided on the enclosed disk. 

We trust the information is useful. 

cerely 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 

COORD AF/RT DBCRC 



--- 
FlLE No. 576 05/13 '95 

, . 
VIC FAZIO 
'TI*~D O*rnlCT 

C-urmwu 

DEMOCRATIC CAUCUS-CHAIRMAN 
ID€ MOCRATlC STEEnING 

COMMIlTEE 

HOUSE OVERSIGHT 

APPROPRIATIONS COMMITEE 
CUICOMMI'I1'kkC 

ENtiflGY AND WATER UEVELOFMENT 
LEGRI.A'I IVE 

ID: 

Maj ax Cynthia Snyder 
A i r  Farce Pentagon 
Waehington, DC 20330  

Dear Ma] or Snyder : 

I would appreciate your immediate assistance in fulfilling 
the following requeet : 

1. the standard factors file, e i the r  on paper or on disc, 
f o r  Che level COBRA rune. 

Due to time sensitivity, I would appreciate your r e q o n s e  to 
this request by t he  end of today if possible. Thank you f o r  your 
help in this regard. 

Sincerely, 
/' 

Ul.. 7b)y 
VIC FAZIO 
Member of Col r ss 1&d 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 203 30- 1 000 

O F F  CE O F  THE 5f:CQETARY 

May 16, 1995 

SAF/ LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

Mr. Dan Hipes 
SM-ALCILIAOS 
:McClellan AFB, California 95652-5000 

Dear Mr. Hipes 

This is in response to your memorandum of April 14, 1995, to 
the Secretary of the Air Force concerning the BRAC 95 recommenda- 
tion concerning the Technical Repair Center at the Sacramento 
Air Logistics Center (SM-ALC), Mc:Clellan Air Force Base (AFB), 
California. The following informlation is provided to help clarify 
the rationale and methodology used in the instrument and displays 
portion of the BRAC 95 depot evaluation. 

The information that was forwarded to Headquarters USAF was 
based on analysis by the individual Technology Repair Center (TRC) 
process teams and reviewed by the Headquarters Air Force Materiel 
Command (HQ AFMC) Senior Business Planners. A meeting was held 
April 3-7, 1995, at Wright-Patte:cson AFB, Ohio, and representa- 
tives from all ALCs reached consc=nsus on the consolidations based 
on TRC studies from an overall command perspective. Those recom- 
mendations were briefed to and subsequently approved by the Center 
Commanders and General Yates on April 7. 

Reference your paragraph 3c, we believe there is a reasonable 
explanation for the disparity in OC-ALCts yield rate of 1284 vs. 
1615. The TRC process teams were initially directed to use his- 
torical performance data; however, OC-ALC used actual Fiscal Year 
(FY) 1994 workload data instead. The mistake was spotted during 
final certification review, and OC-ALC subsequently provided the 
correct data which substantiated changing the yield rate from 1284 
to 1615. All centers and HQ AFKC/LGP agreed that the data were 
accurate and the new yield rate was input into the COBRA cost 
model. 



Apparently, it is possible for a production shop to carry a 
h.igh PE yield rate over an extended period of time. Several shops 
did so during FY 1994 : SM-AK Airborne ~lectronics (1540) , SM-ALC 
Clomposites (2000), WR-AM: Airborne ~lectronics (1612), SA-ALC 
Software IPE (1538), 00-ALC Plating (1500), OC-ALC Airborne Elec- 
t.ronics (1538) , and OC-ALC Harness; Manufacturing (1718) . These 
rates appear to be realistic and reflect shops across AFMC that 
h~ave taken very active roles in decreasing their overall cost to 
the customer through process improvements. 

Considering all relevant information, it appeared that a con- 
solidation of all instrument workload at OC-ALC and WR-ALC was the 
preferred option. Recognizing that yield rates change yearly 
k~ased on the workload, other factors were also considered such as 
future workload, technology, facilities, cost of operation, etc. 
The consolidations briefed to HQ USAF reflect a corporate HQ AFMC 
decision that was also reviewed and agreed upon by the command's 
Senior Business Planners. It is their consensus that these 
c:onsolidations represent an integrated command perspective and 
reflect what is the best for the command as a whole. 

We hope this information helps clarify the concerns mentioned 
in your memorandum. 

S PHEN D. BULL, I11 @a 
and Legislation 

Office of Legislative Liaison 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HUWUlRTCR8 8CCMYPNTO bJ4 L O O D n a  CENTER UFM* 

*oC'.ELU# A l l l  IOllCI: DAaI. CALI?OIINIA 

MEMORANDUM POR SECRETARY OF THE AI[R FCRCE 

F R O M  I SM-ALC/LTAOS 
DAN HXPES 

SUBJECTI TECHNICAL R E P A I R  C E N T E R  ASSESSHENT (TRC) 
RECOMMENDATIONS, INSTRUHENT AND DISPLAYS 

1. 1 have n o t  a s k e d  permission o r  c o n s u l t e d  with anyone 
p r i o r  to s e n d i n g  t h i s .  I am writing becauee of  the  recent 
recommendationa made by HQ/AFMC c z ~ n c e r n i n g  the TRC rPacaoment 
recommendationa. 

2 .  I cannot believe your o f f i c e  would knowingly and 
willingly condone and reward the misleading and d e c e i t f u l  
a c t i o n s  o f  some of the people w i t h F n  y o u r  command, T belleve 
t h e  d a t a ,  used f o r  the baeie of the recornmendationo. waa 
intentionally skewed and does n o t  reflect the beat or most 
coat-effective options 

3. I say this for the following reasons: 

a ,  I was one of the r e p r e a e n . t a t i v s s  for SH-ALC that was 
asaigned to the t e a a  working the Instrument and D i s p l a y s  
TRC . 
b. The COBRA Model was used to assimilate the data and 
generate the various  o p t i o n s  base on ce r tmin  scenarios .  
The COBRA Model i n  sensitioe to t h e  number o f  people t o  
be mcved and the  amount o f  earned hours a worker produces 
in a year, i . r , ,  PE Y i e l d .  - 

c .  One sLnplifled example o:f the  data b e i n g  skewed,  SM- 
ALC earned 300,680 hours of d i r e c t  labor in f i a c a l  y e a r  
9 4 ,  we had 2 0 4  p e o p l e  assigned, t h e r e f o r e  our PE Y l e l d  
equates to approximately 1 4 7 3 .  Thc PE Y i e l d  uaed In t h e  
study  was 1 4 7 1 .  OC-ALC on t 'he  o t h a r  hand earned 2 0 6 , 7 6 9  
hours of d i r e c t  labor, according to the f i g u r e r  they  
reported  in the u t u d y  and they r e p o r t e d  161 people 
assigned to do the work o f  t h e  Inetrument TRC. D i v i d i n g  
206 ,769  by 161 equate6 to a PE Yield of 1284 .  They 
reported and ueed a PE Yield of 1615 in the final TRC 
Study and in the final COBRA runs. 

4 .  When the COBRA runs were made w i t h  OC-ALC u s i n g  a PC 
YIELD of  1459,  the outcomes were much d i f f e r e n t .  And t h e  
recornmendatidns were much d i f f e r e n t .  



ve never in my 1 3  years with the Federal Government 
reduction ehop carry a PE Y i e l d  over 1500 f o r  any 
period of t ime.  (It i a  p o s s i b l e  in the shor t  run.)  

a shop i a  capable of doing r o ,  they have extremely f a t  
labor standqrds or an exceptionally high quality deficiency 
r a t e .  

6 .  If we are t r y i n g  to make the beat d e c i s i o n  and the n o s t  
cost-efLect4va decision. then somsone needs to take a c l o r e  
l ook  at the d a t a  t h a t  was used to substant iate  tha 
recommandationa that were aubmittsd. 

7 .  My tole hone number is DSN 633-2775,  e x t .  341 and f a x  
number la D 3 N 633-2209. 
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May 10, 1995 

S.AF/ LLP 
1160 A i r  Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable V i c  Fazio 
House of Representa t ives  
Washington, DC 20515-0503 

Dlear M r .  Fazio 

This  is i n  response t o  your May 8 ,  1995, inqui ry  concerning 

tbe A i r  L o g i s t i c s  Centers.  The requested information is provided 

i n  t h e  a t t ached  question/answer format. 

W e  t r u s t  t h e  information is use fu l .  

S ince re ly  
r ,  - 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief,  Programs and Leg i s l a t ion  

Attachments 

(COORD AF/RT 

Divis ion 
Of f i ce  of L e g i s l a t i v e  Liaison 

DBCRC 



A. QUESTION: What is the total base population for each of the ALCs broken down 
by ALC mission personnel, ALC base operations support (BOS) personnel, and tenants? 

ANSIVER: -Manpower projection for FY9714 from the August 1994 manpower file 
(used as baseline for BRAC95 analysis) is a.t attachment 1 

B. QUESTION: What is the methodology ancl baselines used to determine the number 
of BOS personnel at each of the ALCs (i.e., what program element codes (PECs) were 
used to determine the number of BOS personnel)? Any information on how and why the 
PECs were augmented in any way. 

ANSWER: The unique internal structure of the ALCs, as compared to the normal 
Air Force objective wing structure, forced use of functional analysis (i.e., personnel, 
budget, civil engineering, etc.) rather than program element code to identify support 
manpower at ALCs. For example, the base contracting function, a normal base 
support activity, is embedded within the AI,C contracting function and can not be 
identified through analysis of program elenlent codes alone. However, a more 
detailed analysis down to individual work c:enter level allowed us to break out the 
base support manpower from other ALC rrlanpower. Thus, no PECs were used or 
augmented to determine BOS manpower for the ALCs. 

C. QUESTION: Provide a description of the process used to determine savings for both 
mission and BOS personnel. 

ANSWER: There are two major compone:nts of BRAC manpower savings; base 
support (infrastructure) savings, and mission consolidation savings. 

-- The process for determining the base support savings is recapped at attachment 
2 and displayed in the sample spreadsheet t.emplate at attachment 3. The first step is 
to determine the total mission manpower at a base that must move upon closure. 
Then determine the base support tail needed at receiving bases to absorb the mission 
increases. Any support manpower left at the closing base is potential closure savings. 

-- Mission consolidation savings are taken in addition to the support manpower 
savings when identified by the functional community. The ALC analyses assumed 
workload from depot (ALC) closures could only go to other depot (ALC) bases and 
would therefore not require duplication of ,existing ALC overhead structures. As a 
result, an overhead consolidation savings vvas estimated to be six percent of the depot 
population. In addition, the support tail earned by the 6% consolidation savings was 
also taken as savings. 



D. QUESTION: Provide any spreadsheets or other resources that were used to compute 
the above information. 

ANSWER: The individual base worksheets are at attachments 4 through 8. 

E. QUESTION: Provide any information that was required in order to establish an audit 
trail for how personnel realignments and eliminations were determined for the base closure 
scenarios for each of the ALCs. 

ANSWER: There were numerous computer runs and spreadsheets used to develop 
the final base worksheets attached. This backup data is readily available for review by 
a staff member upon request but is too bulky to conveniently duplicate. 

Attachments 
1. Manpower by function at depot bases 
2. Determination of support manpower savings 
3. BRAC95 Baseline Analysis Worksheet Template 
4. Hill AFB worksheet 
5. Kelly AFE3 worksheet 
6. McClellan AFB worksheet 
7. Robins AFE3 worksheet 
8. Tinker AFB worksheet 



FOR OFFICIAL U!3E ONLY 

MANPOWER BY FUNCTION AT DEPOT BASES 
FY97/4 PROJECTION 

ADJUSTED BASE POPULATION 635 4,214 7,974 12,823 1,361 14,184 

ALC; MANPOWER (excl support) 151 114 5,073 5,338 
SUPPORT MANPOWER 169 938 1,194 2,301 0 2,301 

1 O M E R  MANPOWER 315 3,182 1,707 5,184 0 5,184 

KELLY 
AD,lUSTED BASE POPULATION i 748 3,190 11,515 16,464 3,341 18,795 

ALC MANPOWER (excl aupport) 165 95 7,404 7,754 0 7,754 
SUPPORT MANPOWER 113 697 1,653 2,203 0 2,263 

/ OTHER MANPOWER 471 2,498 2,468 5,437 0 5,4371 

ADJUSTED BASE POPULATION 431 2,125 7,516 10,072 261 10,333 

ALC MANPOWER (excl support) 111 27 5,562 5,700 0 5,700 
SUPPORT MANPOWER 222 1,078 1,238 2,536 0 2,538 

I OTHER MANPOWER 88 1,020 716 1,834 0 1,834 1 
ROBINS 

AD~JUSTED BASE POPULATION 1,001 3,771 9.470 14,642 582 15,224 

ALC MANPOWER (excl support) 124 9 6,667 6,800 0 6,800 
SUIPPORT MANPOWER 170 851 1,253 2,274 0 2,274 

1 OTHER MANPOWER 707 2,911 1,950 5,668 0 5,568 

ALC MANPOWER (excl support) 1 07 11 7,469 7,587 0 7,587 
SUPPORT MANPOWER 211 1,133 1,546 2,890 0 2,890 

I OTHER MANPOWER 961 4,783 1,913 7,667 0 7,6571 



DETERMINATION OF SUPPOIRT MANPOWER SAVINGS 

1. DETERMINE BASELINE POPULATION: 
- Authorized manpower (excluding AVG and XFRES) for FY 9714 using the March 
94 base manpower file, or August 94 manpower file for AFMC bases 

- Get ANG and AFRES manpower data from respective reps to RT 

- Add student manpower based on average daily student load 

- Make "mission" and "support" adjustments in coordination with appropriate 
MAJCOM XPMs to bring the base manpower files into alignment with changes 
already loaded in the FYDP but not yet extended down to base level 

2. DETERMINE "SUPPORT" MANPOWER: 
- Use the objective wing structure and program element codes as shown in the Mar 
94 base manpower file to identify "support" manpower 

- Consider spaces as sipport manpower only if they are both in a "support" unit and 
in an appropriate "support" program element code (for example, aircraft security 
manpower is not considered support ever1 though it is in the security police 
squadron because it is in the mission PEC) 

- Only host MAJCOM manpower is considered support, tenants are assumed to be 
on the base for a specific mission reason 

- Air Force Audit Agency, Legal Service Agency (Area Defense Counsel), OSI, etc. 
treated as mission to make their resources available for transfer to receiving bases 

3. COMPUTE POTENTIAL SAVINGS 
- Compute the mission manpower to move by subtracting the support population 
from the total base population with appropriate adjustments 

- Compute the appropriate BOS tail for the mission manpower to move 

- Subtract the "support manpower to be retained" 
-- TotaI medical manpower, DHP resources cannot be taken as savings 
-- 15 spaces for AFBCA detachment per AFIUS letter 
-- 7 spaces for AFCEE requirement per AFrCJS letter 
-- 3 spaces for CARE office as done iin BRAC93 
-- 5% of non-medical support manpower to cover "fenced" support functions 

such as child development centers and for non-Air Force tenant support 

- Remaining support manpower becomes the potential BRAC closure savings 



BRAC95 BASELINE ANALYSIS WORKSHIEET 

BASE. TEMPLATE UAF date: Aug 94 
PERMANEhlT PARTY 

;TEP 1: COiUPUTE ADJUSTED POPULATlON Q l ? E A h U ! i W Y I Q I  PBLLLIQ.I& 
BASE POF'ULATION (total AF population, al l commands) 
AUTiORlZED MANPOWER (M 9714) 650 2375 750 3775 1850 5625 

'tiSSIOt4 MANPOWER ADJUSTMENTS 
FYDP cnanse 91 
rYDP change :2 0 0 
MDP change #3 Q 25 

MISSION ADJUSTMENT TOTAL: -10 -25 -6 4 1  -250 -291 
,SdPDOf3T ',tA>d?C)V/ER AXUSTMENTS 
i FYDP change r t  
I FYDP change 12 
/ FYDP change 63 

I SUPPORT ADJUSTMENT TOTAL 0 -4 -8 -12 0 -12 

ADJUSTEI) BASE POPULATION: 1 640 2346 736 3722 1600 5322 ]] 

STEP 2: DErERMlNE TOTAL "SUPPORT" MANPOWER 1- MANPOWER (host only; exclude mission. GDIP & NFlP PECs) 

Center :;tag 
Operatrons Suppon Squadron 

Su~port Group 
Miss~on Support Squadron 
Civil Eng~neer Squadron 
Corrimunicat~ons Squadron 
MWI? 6 Sewces Squadron 
Secl~nty Police Squadron 

Logistics. Group 
Loginlcs Support Squadron 
Corr~ptroller Squadron 
Con1:racting Squadron 
Supl~ly Squadron 
Transportation Squadron 

/ Medical Group l Q § 2 P 9 4 1 3 5 6  

I TOTAL HOST SUPXIRT MANPOWER: 170 849 605 1624 
O I 

NOTIONAL :SUPPORT MANPOWER TO BE RETAINED 110 243 91 444 0 444 
115 AFBCA. 7 AFCEE. 3 CARE. 100% medical. 5% other) 

STEP 3: MO VE MISSION 6 BOS TAIL, WHA r S  LEFT IS "SAVINGS" 
CLOSURE IMPACT 

AUTHOI3IZED MANPOWER (M 9714) 650 2375 750 3 T 5  1850 5625 1 
+ MIS:jlON ADJUSTMENTS -10 -25 -6 -4 1 -250 -291 - TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANWWER - 1 8 4 9 -  Q dB24 
= ADJUSTED MISSION TO MOVE 470 1501 139 2110 1600 3710 

BOS TAIL FOR MISSION TO MOVE 2 176 56 234 0 234 

from UAF, excludes AFRES 6 ANG 
ANG (L AFRES data from RT reps 

data t om MAJCOMs 

data from UAF based on 
space by space analysis 

22 for AFBCA (L AFCEE 
but 44 for de~ot  bases 

mission manpower to move 
BOS tail to move 

TOTAL IiOST SUPPORT MANPOWER 170 849 605 1624 0 1624 
+ SUF'WRT ADJUSTMENTS 0 4 -8 -12 0 -12 
- BOEi TAIL FOR MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE -2 -176 -56 -234 0 -234 - SUF'PORT MANPOWER RETAINED - 2 4 3  3 4 4 4  Q 44l 

BOS TAIL COMPUTATION RULES 
Normal BOS computations 

= NOTIONAL CLOSURE SAVINGS 1 58 426 450 934 0 934 11 

officer BOS tail = 1% x ( (9.6% x total rnissb~n move) + (2% x drill)+ (1.8% x students) j 
enlisted BOS tail = 75% x ( (9.6% x total mission rnwe) + (2% x drill) + (1.8% x students) ) 
civilian BOS tail = 24% x ( (9.6% x total mission move) + (2% x drill) + (1.8% students) ) 

remaining support manpower taken 
as savings 

BO!i computations for AFMC bases (due to different miVciv population mix) 
officer BOS tail = 1% x ( (9.6% x miliiary mission) + (8% x civilian mission) + (2% x drill) + (1.8% x sludenls) ) 

enlisted BOS tail = 25% x ( (9.6% x mlitary mission) + (8% x civilian mission) + (2% x drill) + (1.8% x students) ) 
civilian BOS tail = 74% x ( (9.6% x military ~nission) + (8% x civilian mission) + (2% x drill) + (1.8% x students) ) 

note: the 8% used only for AFMC bases 



FOR OFFICIAL lJSE ONLY 

BRAC95 BASELINE r4NALYSIS WORKSHEET 
BASE: HILL AFB UAF date: Aug 94 

PERMANENT PARTY 
Q E E A M N  W IQI PBUJ.T_OTAL 

BASE POPULATION (total AF population, all commands) 
AUTHORIZED MANPOWER (FQ 9714) 609 3989 7405 12003 1493 13496 1 

MISSION !.!ANPOWER ADJUSTMENTS I 

Civilian Strength Adjustment 0 0 255 255 0 255 
485 EIG Adjustment 26 225 326 577 0 
AFRES adjustment 0 0 -12 -12 

5 i 7  , 
-132 -144 

I 

MISSION ADJUSTMENT TOTAL: 26 225 569 820 -132 
SUPPORT MANPOWER ADJUSTMENTS 

SUPPORT ADJUSTMENT TOTAL: 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ADJUSTED BASE POPULATION: 

SUPPORT MANPOWER (host only; exclude mission, GDlP & NFlP PECs) 

Center Staff 
Operations Support Squadron 

Support Group 
Mission Support Squadron 
Civil Engineer Squadron 
Communications Squadron 
MWR 8 Services Squadron 
Security Police Squadron 

Logistics Group 
Logistics Support Squadron 
Comptroller Squadron 
Contracting Squadron 
SupplyKransportation Squadron 

1 Medical Group ~ 2 ! X d ~  a! Q " I I TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER: 169 938 1194 2301 0 2301 1 
NOTIONAL SUPPORT MANPOWER TO BE RETAINED 109 247 211 567 0 567 

(44 AFBCAIAFCEE. 3 CARE. 100% medical. 5% other) 

Maj Vaught, PEP. 52042 Date: 25 Oct 94 

NOTIONAL CLOSURE IMPACT L 

AUTHORIZED MANPOWER (FQ 9714) 609 3989 7405 12003 1493 13496 
+ MISSION ADJUSTMENTS 26 225 569 820 -132 688 
- TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER 2 l § 9 4 3 B r U 9 4 B X  Q 23!X 
= ADJUSTED MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 466 3276 6780 10522 1361 11883 

BOS TAIL FOR MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 9 232 687 928 0 928 

TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER 169 938 1194 2301 0 2301 
+ SUPPORT ADJUSTMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 
- BOS TAIL FOR MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE -9 -232 -687 -928 0 -928 - SUPPORT MANPOWER RETAINED A S B B i ! U ~  Q 367 

= NOTIONAL CLOSURE SAVINGS 51 459 296 806 0 806 11 
i 



FOR OFFICIAL LlSE ONLY 

BRAC95 BASELINE ANALYSIS WORKSHEET 
BASE: KELLY AFB UAF date: Aug 94 

PERMANENT PARTY 
QEE AMrA W! UZI PBLLLTOTAL 

BASE POPULATION (total AF population, all commands) 
AUTHORIZED MANPOWER (FQ 9714) 749 3190 11271 15210 3380 18590 

IMISSICN MANPOWEFI ADJUSTMENTS 
Civilian Strength Adjustment 0 0 244 244 0 244 I AFRES adjustment 0 0 0 0 -39 3 9  

MISSION ADJUSTMENT TOTAL: 0 244 244 3 9  205 
- 

SUPPORT ADJUSTMENT TOTAL: 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ADJUSTED BASE POPULATION: % 749 3190 11515 15454 3341 18795 1 

I SUPPORT MANPOWER (host only; exclude missio~n, GDlP & NflP PECs) 

Operations Support Squadron I Center 

Support Group 
Mission Support Sqwdron 
Civil Engineer Sqwdron 
Communications Squadron 
MWR & Services Squadron 
Security Police Squadron 

Logistics Group 
Logistics Support Squadron 
Comptroller Squadron 
Contracting Squadron 
SupplyKransportation Squadron 

I TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER: 113 597 1553 2263 0 2263 1 
NOTIONAL SUPPORT MANPOWER TO BE RETAINED 53 145 189 387 0 387 

NOTIONAL CLOSURE IMPACT 
AUTHORIZED MANPOWER (FQ 9714) 

+ MISSION ADJUSTMENTS 
- TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER 
= ADJUSTED MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 

BOS TAIL FOR MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 

TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER 
+ SUPPORT ADJUSTMENTS - BOS TAIL FOR MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 
- SUPPORT MANPOWER RETAINED 

= NOTIONAL CLOSURE SAVINGS 

Maj Vaught. PEP. 52042 Date: 12 Jan 95 



FOR OFFICIAL IJSE ONLY 

BRAC95 BASELINE ANALYSIS WORKSHEET 
BASE: McCLELLAN AFB UAF date: Aug 94 

PERMANENT PARTY 
PEE f3b.W w IPI PBLLLIPIBL 

BASE POPULATION (total AF population, all com~nands) 
AUTHORIZED MANPOWER (FO 9714) 438 2141 8563 11142 

MISSION MANPOWER ADJUSTMENTS 
Civilian Strength Adjustment 0 0 -1 5 -1 5 0 -1 5 
FIEF- 11 1 system drawdown -7 -8 -792 -807 0 -807 
AFRES KC-135 unit moves to Beale (BRAC93) 0 0 -215 -215 -817 -1032 

MISSION ADJUSTMENT TOTAL: -7 -8 -1022 -1037 -817 -1854 
SUPPORT MANPOWER ADJUSTMENTS 

FIEF-1 11 system drawdown BOS tail 0 -8 -25 -33 0 -33 

1 SUPPORT ADJUSTMENT TOTAL: 0 -8 -25 -33 0 -33 

ADJUSTED BASE POPULATION: 11 431 2125 7516 10072 261 10333 1 

SUPPORT MANPOWER (host only; exclude mission, GDlP & NflP PECs) 
I 

I 
Center Staff 

Operations Support Squadron 
I 

Support Group 
Mission Support Squadron 
Civil Engineer Squadron 
~ommunica~ons~~~uadron 
MWR & Services Squadron 
Security Police Squadron 

Logistics Group 
Logistics Support Squadron 
Cornpholler Squadron 
Contracting Squadron 
Supplyfiransportation Squadron 

I TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER: 222 1078 1238 2538 L NOTIONAL SUPPORT MANPOWER TO BE RETAINED 166 425 257 848 0 848 
(44 AFBCAIAFCEE. 3 CARE, 100% medical. 5% other) 

NOTIONAL CLOSURE IMPACT 
AUTHORIZED MANPOWER (FO 9714) 438 2141 8563 11142 1078 12220 

+ MISSION ADJUSTMENTS -7 -8 -1022 -1037 -817 -1854 - TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER 2 2 2 3 U 8  2538 P ~2538 
= ADJUSTED MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 209 1055 6303 7567 261 7828 

8 0 s  TAIL FOR MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 6 158 467 63 1 0 63 1 

TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER 222 1078 1238 2538 0 2538 
+ SUPPORT ADJUSTMENTS 0 -8 -25 -33 0 -33 
- BOS TAIL FOR MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE -6 -158 -467 -631 0 631 - SUPPORT MANPOWER RETAINED r t 6 6 &  G!s! 2848 Q 284.8 

= NOTIONAL CLOSURE SAVINGS I 50 487 489 1026 0 1 0 2 6 )  

- --- - - --- 

Maj Vaught, PEP. 52042 Date: 3 JAN 95 
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BRAC95 BASELINE ANALYSIS WORKSHEET 
BASE: ROBINS AFB UAF date: Aug 94 

PERMANENT PARTY 
mE Ab9.N m IPI P B l l l T O T A L  

BASE POPULATION (total AF population, all commands) 
AUTHORIZED MANPOWER (FQ 97/4) 735 3061 9495 13291 677 13968 

MISSiCN MANPOWEFi ADJUSTMENTS 

JSTARS beddown 
SOF Adjustment 
AFRES adjustment 0 0 0 0 -95 -95 

MISSION ADJUSTMENT TOTAL: 265 687 304 1256 -95 1161 
SUPPORT MANPOWER ADJUSTMENTS 

JSTARS BOS 1 23 71 95 0 95 

SUPPORT ADJUSTMENT TOTAL: 1 23 71 95 0 95 

/ ADJUSTED BASE POPULATION: 

SUPPORT MANPOWER (host only; exclude mission, GDIP & NflP PECs) 

Center Staff 
Operations Support Squadron 

Support Group 
Mission Support Squadron 
Civil Engineer Squadron 
Communications Squadron 
MWR & Services Squadron 
Security Police Squadron 

Logistics Group 
Logistics Support Squadron 
Cotrgboller Squadron 
Contracting Squadron 
Supplyffransportation Squadron 

Medical Group 

TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER: 

NOTIONAL SUPPORT MANPOWER TO BE RETAINED 112 269 222 603 0 603 

NOTIONAL CLOSURE IMPACT 
AUmORlZED MANPOWER (FQ 9714) 735 3061 9495 13291 677 13968 

+ MISSION ADJUSTMENTS 265 687 304 1256 -95 1161 - TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER r l Z P ~ r 1 2 5 3 r 2 2 2 4  Q 222 
= ADJUSTED MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 830 2897 8546 12273 582 12855 

BOS TAIL FOR MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 1 1  263 ns 1053 0 1053 

TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER 170 851 1253 2274 0 2274 
+ SUPPORT ADJUSTMENTS 1 23 71 95 0 95 - BOS TAIL FOR MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE -1 1 -263 -779 -1053 0 -1053 - SUPPORT MANPOWER RETAINED =lx!2@a?21603 Q s!3 

= NOTIONAL CLOSURE SAVINGS 

Maj VaugM, PEP. 52042 Date: 25 Oct 94 
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BRAC95 BASELINE ANALYSIS WORKSHEET 
BASE: TINKER AFB UAF date: Aug 94 

PERMANENT PARTY 
Q E E A M N  m m REILLTOTAL 

BASE POPULATION (total AF population, all commands) 
AUTHORIZED MANPOWER (FQ 9714) 1279 5927 10888 18094 948 19042 

MISSION MANPOWER ADJUSTMENTS 
Civilian Strength Adjustment 0 0 60 60 0 
AFRES adjustment 0 0 -20 -20 -80 -100 - I 

I ADJUSTED BASE POPULATION: I[ 1279 5927 10928 18134 868 19002 11 1 
SUPPORT MANPOWER (host only; exclude mission, GDlP & NHP PECs) t 

Center Staff 
Operations Support Squadron 

Support Group 
Mission Support Squadron 
Civil Engineer Squadron 
Communications Squadron 
MWR 8. Services Squadron 
Security Police Squadron 

! Logistics ~ r o u p  
Logistics Support Squadron 
Compeoller Squadron 
Contracting Squadron 
Supply/Transportation Squadron 

Medical Group 

TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER: 

I NOTIONAL SUPPORT MANPOWER TO BE RETAINED 149 393 261 803 0 803 
(44 AFBCNAFCEE. 3 CARE. 100% medical. 5% other) 

NOTIONAL CLOSURE IMPACT 
AUmORlZED MANPOWER (FQ 9714) 

+ MISSION ADJUSTMENTS - TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER 
= ADJUSTED MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 

BOS TAlL FOR MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 

TOTAL HOST SUPPORT MANPOWER 
+ SUPPORT ADJUSTMENTS - BOS TAlL FOR MISSION MANPOWER TO MOVE 
- SUPPORT MANPOWER RETAINED 

= NOTIONAL CLOSURE SAVINGS 

Lt Col Callahan, PEP, 54534 Date: 25 Oct94 
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OEIHOCRATIC STEERING 
COMMrllEl 

 oust OVERSIam 

ENERGY AND WATER O~VLLOPMENT 
LCOlSUTtVE 

'To 8 Major Cynthia Snyder 
BRAC Action Officer 
A i r  Force 

]Prom r Janice Worrie 
Legielative Director 
Reg. Via Fazio - 

Bubjectt BRAC Inforpution Request 

Congressman Fazio is requeeting the following documentation 
related to information used by Air Staff Manpower (PEP) to 
develop personnel realignments and eliminations for each A i r  
1,ogistica Center (ALC).  Congressman Fazio would appreciate a 2 4 -  
hour turnaround on this request. The information requested is as 
follows : 

a,. The Total Base Population f o r  each of the ALCs broken down by 
ALC mission personnel, ALC Base Operations Support (BOS) 
personnel, and Tenants. 

'b. The methodology and baeelinee used to determine the number of 
BOS personnel at each of  the ALCs (i.e. what program element 
codes (PECe) were uaed to determine the number of BOS personnel) . 
Any information on how and why the PECs were augmented in any 
way. 

c .  A description of the procese used to determine savings .for 
both mission and BOS personnel, 

d .  Any spreadsheets or other resources that were used to compute 
t:he above information. 

e .  Any other information that was required in order to eetablish 
a:n audit trail for how pereonnel realignments and eliminations 
wsre determined for the baae cloerire ecenarios for each of the 
XtCe . 



FJLE No. 050 05/08 '95 1322 ID: 

FAX TRANSMI'ITAL FROM 

TO: 

FROM: 5i 'C b t o u s  

DATE: - Pages to Follow: 

IP there is difficulty with this transmission, please 4: 
302-225-571 6 

'SMs facsimile contains cofl~dentfal,. priviIeged information intended 
only for the person(a) to whom it is addressed. Do not read, copy or 
rdisseminate this infomuttion uniess you are the addressee (or the 
person responsible for delivering it). Il you have received this 
document in error, please d us immediately at (202) 225-5716, and 

. return the originai to Congresman Vic Fazio, 21W Rayburn HOB, 
Washington, D.C. 20515, via mail. Thank you. 
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CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO NEW COBRA RUNS 



DEPARTMENT OF THE. A IR  FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 0 0 0  

May 12, 1995 

Thie Honorable Vic Fazio 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

De.ar Mr. Fazio: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1-995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colbnel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable George E. Brown, Jr. 
House of ~epresentatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the! Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

. ST&HEND. BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE: AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 202!30- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Jay C. Kim 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Kim: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

S T E ~ H E N  D. BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of ~egislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE: AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 0 0 0  

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Norman Y. Mineta 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Mineta: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

- ST HEND. BULL, I11 't Col nel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THEI A I R  FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 OCO 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Fortney H. (Pete) Stark 
Houlse of Representatives 
Waslnington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Stark: 

Attached for your information a.re copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Eiase Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

STEPHEN D. BULL, 111 
~olhnel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THlE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

3FF I C E  5 F  T e E  SECRETARY May 12, 1995 

The: Honorable Sherwood L. Boehlert 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Boehlert: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Grc~up and forwarded to the Defense :Base Closure and 

Rea.lignment Commission on May 9, 19.95, 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

STE EN D. BULL, I11 
cola t el, UsAF 
Chief, Programs and 

 egisl la ti on Division 
Office of Legislative Liaison 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20:330- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable John J. LaFalce 
House of Representatives 
Was:hington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. LaFalce: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Grollp and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

. STEPH~N D. BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
chief, Programs and 

 egisl la ti on Division 
office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE1 AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Jack Quinn 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Quinn: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Re(3lignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

. STEPHEN D. BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable David L. Hobson 
Hc~use of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Hobson: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, ,- 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR F O R C E  
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

JF FlCE CF THE SE(3PETARY May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Joe Scarborough 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Scarborough: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

STE~HEN D. BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, P r o g r a m s  and 

Legislation Division 
Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THIZ AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20:330- 1 000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Earl Pomeroy 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dea.r Mr. Pomeroy: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Grc'up and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
~olonA1, USAF 
chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THlE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20:330- 1 000 

OFFICE 5 F  THE SE(:RETARY May 12, 1995 

Th'e Honorable Peter Deutsch 
Ho.use of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Deutsch: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 
--1. 

. STEF~END. BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF T H E  A IR  FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Carrie Meek 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

De.ar Ms. Meek: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

EN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT O F  THlE AIR F O R C E  
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

OF'ICE JF - . i E  SECRETARY May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Dave Weldon 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Weldon: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1!395. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely qh* 
. STE&END. BULL, 111 

Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 2C1330- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Dan Schaefer 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Schaefer: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, -- 

STE~HEN D. BULL, 111 
colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Patricia Schroeder 
Ho'use of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mrs. Schroeder : 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, - 

. S T E P E N D .  BULL, 111 
Colo 5$ 1, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

office of ~egislative Liaison 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20:330- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

Thle Honorable Bill McCollum 
Ho,use of Representatives 
Washington, DC ,20515 

Dear Mr. McCollum: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1!395. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

- STEPFEN D. BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

O'FICE OF -HE SECRETARY May 12, 1995 

Tbe Honorable John L. Mica 
Ho~use of Representatives 
Wa.shington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Mica: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

STEP~HEN D. BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 

Legislation Division 
Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

0F:ICE O F  T r E  SECRETARY May 12, 1995 

The Honorable J.D. Hayworth 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Hayworth: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is wseful. 

Sincerely, 

- 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OF-ICE OF THE SECRETARY May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Matt Salmon 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Salmon: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

- STEP~IEN D. BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



TAB ACTION 
f 1 AIR FORCE ELECTRONIC WARFARE EVALUATION SIMULATOR ACTIVITY 

2 BERGSTROM AIR RESERVE BASE 
4: 3 BROOKS AIR FORCE BASE 

4 GlREATER PllTSBURGH IAP AIR RESERtVE STATION 
5 hllOFFE?T FEDERAL AIRFIELD AIR GUARD STATION 
6 NiORTH HIGHLANDS AIR GUARD STATION 
7 ONTARIO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT All3 GUARD STATION 
8 REAL-TIME DIGITALLY CONTROLLED AINALYZER PROCESSOR ACTIVITY 
9 FtEESE AIR FORCE BASE 
10 FlOME LABORATORY 
1 1 FtOSLYN AIR GUARD STATION 
12 SiPRINGFIELD-BECKLEY MUNICIPAL AIRPORT AIR GUARD STATION 
13 AIR LOGISTICS CENTERS 
14 EGLIN AIR FORCE BASE 
15 GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE 

% 16 HILL AFB 
# 17 KIRTLAND AIR FORCE BASE 

18 MALMSTROM AIR FORCE BASE 
19 ONIZUKA AIR STATION 
20 GRIFFISS AFB- 485TH EIG 
21 (3RIFFISS AFB- AIRFIELD SUPPORT FCIR 10th INFANTRY (Light) DIVISION 
22 I-IOMESTEAD AIR FORCE BASE- 301st Rescue Squadron 
23 IiOMESTEAD AIR FORCE BASE- 726th ,Air Control Squadron 
24 I-OWRY AIR FORCE BASE 
25 VVILLIAMS AIR FORCE BASE 
26 IMINOT AIR FORCE BASE 

Page 1 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 3C)330- ! 000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Phil Gram 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Gram: 

Attached for your informatior. are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1.995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 
\ 

STEPHEN D. BULL, 111 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THlE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20:330- 1 000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Kay Bailey Hutchison 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Hutchison: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by t h e  Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

ST HEN D. BULL, I11 't Col nel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Rick Santorum 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Santorum: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely,, 

EN D. BULL, I11 

Chief, P r o g r a m s  and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THIZ AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20:330- 1000 

Of F C E  OF -HE 5 E ' 1 9 E T A R V  May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Arlen Specter 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Specter: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

~ol#nel, USAF 
C h i e f ,  Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 2Cl330- 1 000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Barbara Boxer 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Boxer: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by th.e Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 3.995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

'4 \ 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
~olohel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



D E P A R T M E N T  O F  THE AIR F O R C E  
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
United States Senate 
Wtashington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9 , 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

END. BULL, 111 

Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Alfonse M. DIAmato 
Un.ited States Senate 
Wa.shington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator DIAmato: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

"\ 
STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
~olunel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Daniel P. Moynihan 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Moynihan: 

Attached for your information. are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by tbe Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1.995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

STE HEN D. BULL, I11 
c01 k nel, UsAF 
C h i e f ,  Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330-1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Mike DeWine 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator DeWine: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1.995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely ,. 

HEN D. BULL, I11 

Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT O F  THlE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330-1 000 

OFF'CE OF THE 5E:CqETARY May 12, 1995 

The Honorable John H. Glenn, Jr. 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Glenn: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1.995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

HEN D. BULL, I11 

Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



DEPARTMENT OF THf5 AIR F O R C E  
WASHINGTON DC 201330-1 000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Bob Graham 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Graham: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

HEN D. BULL, I11 

C h i e f ,  P r o g r a m s  and 
Legislation Div i s ion  

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF T H E  A IR  FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

May 12, 1995 

Th,e Honorable Connie Mack 
United States Senate 
Wa.shington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Mack: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely,, 

STE'HEN D. BULL, 111 
col 5 nel, UsAF 
chief, P r o g r a m s  and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

OFFICE OF THE SEIZRETARY May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Byron L. Dorgan 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Dorgan: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

STE EN D. BULL, I11 f Col nel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 201330- I000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Hank Brown 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Brown: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

STEPHEN D. BULL, 111 
~ol()nel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 2Cl330- 1 000 

May 12, 1995 

Thle Honorable Ben Nighthorse Campbell 
United States Senate 
washington, DC 20510 

De,ar Senator Campbell: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

ST HEN D. BULL, I11 t Col nel, USAF 
Chief, P r o g r a m s  and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Jon Kyl 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Kyl: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by th.e Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1.995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
~ol&nel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 0 0 0  

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable John McCain 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator McCain: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

ST HEN D. BULL, I11 
Col t nel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASH I NGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

C FFlCE OF THE SlIC9ETARY May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Lloyd Doggett 
House of Representatives 
Wa.shington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Doggett: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

STE HEN D. BULL, I11 
col & el, usAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Larry Combest 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Combest: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the! Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

Col 
Chief, Programs and 

Legislation Division 
Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330 - :  GOC 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Frank R. Mascara 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Mascara: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 
----. 

STEBHEN D. BULL, I11 
coldnel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



DEPARTMENT OF THIE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Anna G. Eshoo 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Ms. Eshoo: 

Attached for your information are copies of the 

revised COBRA data certified by the Base Closure Executive 

Group and forwarded to the Defense Base Closure and 

~ealignment  omm mission on May 9, 1995. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

HEN D. BULL, I11 

Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 

Attachments 
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CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO COLUMBUS AFB, 
MISSISSIPPI 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF' OF STAFF 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 20330 

11 8 MAY 1995 
HQ! USAFICC 
165'0 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

The Honorable Trent Lott 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-2403 

De;ar Senator Lott 

Thank you for your letter of May 15, 1995, reiterating your support 
for Columbus Air Force Base (AFB), Mississippi, and requesting I attend 
the Base Closure Commission's site visit to Columbus AFB on June 8, 
19915. 

First, let me assure you that I strongly oppose any effort to close 
Collumbus AFB. Our recommendation to the Commission in the 
Undergraduate Flying Training category to close Reese AFB, Texas, still 
stands. Furthermore, I plan to restate my position on this issue to the 
Coimmission on June 14, at which time we will be given an  opportunity to 
address the installations added by the Commission for consideration. 

You asked that I attend the site visit by the Commission on June 8. 
Unfortunately, my schedule will not permit me to attend. Because I am 
concerned about this issue, I am sending a senior official from Air 
Education and Training Command who baows the issue and can speak on 
my behalf. 

I appreciate your continued support of Columbus AFB. 

c 3 2  
RONALD R. FOGLEMAN 
General, USAF 
Chief of Staff 



TRENT Loll 
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ARMED SERVICES 
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IERCt. SOPhlCE AN0 TRANSPORTATION 
SUITE 407, nussu SENATE OFFICF IUILDING 

... -4 S-mm cr WAC# 1-rn 
WASHINGTON. OC 20SI0-2403 

May 15. 1995 ZOO C. WUUHKITON Smcc? 
Sum 145 

Gntsluwoca M6 36936 

Genezal Ronald Fogleman, USA€ 
. _ Chief of Staff of The Air Force 
The Pentagon 

. . Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear General Fogleman: 

As you know. Columbus Air Force Base (CAFB) was added to the 
Base Closure list May 10, 1995, during a hearing of the 
Commission. I am writing to strongly request you attend the Base 
Closure Commission's site visit to Columbus wB scheduled for 
June 8 ,  1995. 

While I strongly believe the addition of Columbus AFB to the 
BRA(: list i6 unfounded, every effort must be made to defend the 
base, tout its merits and importance to the Air Force. CAFB is 
the tog rated Air Force pilot training facility in the country. 
Given Columbus' top ranking by the A i r  Force, I need your 
personal involvement in defending the base, the Air Force's 
judgement and its recommendation. 

The Community of columbus and the State of Mississippi are 
ful:Ly prepared to  carry the bulk of the responsibility in 
defending the base. However, we a l l  must contribute to this 
effort --  including the Air Force. While I understand your busy 
schedulel I would be most appreciative of your effort to attend 
the site v i s i t .  Columbus AFB is far  coo important to both the 
A i r  Force and the State of Mississippi. 

Thank you for your personal and prompt attention to my 
request. I look forward to hearing from you soon. If further  
information is needed, please contact Sam Adcock of my staff at 
202/224-6253.  With best wishes, I am 

Sincerely yours . 
4 # 

 rent L o t  t 
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CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO NEWARK AFB, OHIO 



CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO CHARLESTON AFB, 
SOUTH CA.ROLINA 
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MAY 0 5 1995 

SIAF/ LLP 
1.160 Air Force Pentagon 
Flashington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Strom Thurmond 
IJnited States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-4001 

Dear Senator Thurmond 

This is in response to your .Letter of March 31, 1995, in 
hehalf of Mr. James W. Bilton concerning the use of the Navy Annex 
and Hunley Park near Charleston Air Force Base (AFB), South 
Carolina. Specifically, Mr. Biltsn suggests the Air Force use the 
properties to house military units departing closing bases. 

The 1993 Defense Base Closurle and Realignment Commission 
(DBCRC) Report directed that family housing within the Charleston 
Navy Complex (which includes the :Navy Annex and Hunley Park) be 
retained in support of the nearby Naval Weapons Station at 
Charleston. Subsequently, the De:partment of Defense ( DoD) 
recommendations, submitted to the 1995 DBCRC, proposes relocation 
of additional Navy personnel to the Charleston Navy Complex. 

The Naval Weapons Station at Charleston, however, has offered 
the Air Force the use of 400 enlisted family housing units at 
their MenRiv housing area. This would be on a temporary basis 
pending approval of the DoD recommendations submitted to the 1995 
DBCRC, at which time Air Force occupants would be replaced with 
Navy occupants. 

DoD policy requires that we consider off-base housing units 
first in meeting our housing requirements. According to our 
latest housing survey (August 1994) there is a 832-unit surplus of 
adequate off-base housing units in the Charleston area. In 
accordance with DoD policy, the Air Force would only seek to 
(acquire or construct family housing in the Charleston area if the 
local community was unable to provide that housing. 

{COORD AF/RT AF/CEH DBCRC 



We appreciate your interest in this matte rand trust the 
information provided is useful. 

sincerely 

C UtSU FOX 
Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 

Attachment 



March 31, 11995 

Ifajor General Normand G .  Lezy 
Chief o f  Legislat ive Liaiaon 
!W& 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
liashington, D.C. 20330-1160 

]war General Uzy: 

Enclosed i s  a copy of correspondence vhich I have 
]received from Mr. James Bilton. :C think you will fipd it 
s e l f  -explanatory. 

M y  assistance or i n f o n a t i o n  you ray be able to provide 
]Mr. Bil ton v i l l  be greatly apprecyiated. I thank ~u fox your 
at tent ion  i n  t h i s  matter. 

With kindest regards and best wishes,  

Sincerely ,, 
I 



March 24, 1985 

Honorable Str= Th5toond 
United States Senate 
Yashington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Thumond, 

I arr w r i t i n g  t o  express .sf cccc?r- a< i n v i t e  ;rr#;r r=----iot 
t o  a course, I 3el ieve,  mu13  * a rleciJei e c o m i c  t .5~~- 
t o  the 503th C ~ r o l i n a  low c ~ 2 ~ " , 7 .  Df spec i f i c  ccrcyzr f c  z-g 
Navy's Awex ( f o r r e r l y  an A i r  = x c e  R a 3 r  s- t icn)  z-,-I % 7 - ~ >  - 
Park, a Wavy Hc .~s ing  area, =?:tn p r 2 x C i c s  a re  ad:i=rcr -,: 
the Char1 eston A i r  Force B a s e .  

Nei ther  p roper ty  i s  e s ~ @ ~ = { a l  t o  :he i-f d t z  air??? 
mission. Nor i s  t 5 e  housing t:zmsi.'er& nzessary fa. v2- 
current  9uiCol ines, i n  s p i t e  :' 9?3 persmnel  hrai:Sc$ crt-hse 
quarters. 

I understand a reluctarc!? t o  r ~ q 1 2 s t  funding t o  e t z i s  
these pro2er t ies  where no cleirrly :ef i r e d  m iss ia r  Itas 5- 
i den t i f i ed .  

I propose t he  tm l o c a t i c r s  k c m s i i e r e d  as a gcrs'b?c 
h o w  f o r  m i l i t a r y  u n i t s  t e a v i r g  brses 3giy closed- -*is c ~ u s e  
would i n d e e d  s t i m l a t e  the eccr- and p r z v i d e  lob c#cr~~..5-,res. 

Charleston A i r  Force Base -is acreage t o  ex=aLL=: the e l  i t u y  
mission i n  our state.  I fear the a l to rna? i re  ucuF3 s e  2zgrCed 
proper t ies  r e f l e c t i n g  adversely upm t !e  lir Force frrsfr. 

I hrr??bly sugsest a C o t . ; ~ ~ s i i - ~ l  i n c z i q  b e f o e  3 f =-.zl 
decision i s  oade w i t h  r e s ~ e z t  r o  tyese  tn iapcrtaz', =rccef t s -  
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CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO FORT PICKETT, 
VIRGINIA 



SAFLLP/MAJOR SNYDER/CFM/7759 0/2 PIAY 95 
moyer/bases95/f o r t  p i c k  

May 2 ,  1995 

SAF/ LL 
1160 A i r  Force Pentagon 
Flashington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable John W. Warner 
United S t a t e s  Senate  
Washington, DC 20510-4601 

Dear Senator  Warner 

Th i s  is i n  response t o  your l e t t e r  of A p r i l  13 ,  1995, t o  t h e  
S e c r e t a r y  of t h e  A i r  Force concerning t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of Defense's 
d e c i s i o n  t o  recommend F o r t  Picketl:, V i rg in ia ,  f o r  c l o s u r e  and its 
p o s s i b l e  impact on A i r  Force f i g h t e r  a i r c r a f t  o p e r a t i o n s  a t  
Langley A i r  Force Base (AFB) , Virqin ia .  For e a s e  o f  r e fe rence ,  we 
have addressed your concerns i n  t h e  fol lowing question/answer 
format. 

QUESTION 1: What coordinaticm took p l a c e  between t h e  Army 
and t h e  A i r  Force with r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  Army's proposa l  t o  c l o s e  
F o r t  P i c k e t t ?  

RESPONSE: There was no formal coordina t ion  between t h e  Army 
and t h e  A i r  Force concerning t h e  Army's d e c i s i o n  t o  c l o s e  For t  
Piickett . 

QUESTION 2: Does t h e  A i r  Force d e r i v e  any b e n e f i t  from t h e  
s p e c i a l  use  a i r s p a c e  a t  F o r t  P i c k e t t ?  

RESPONSE: The A i r  Force does g e t  some b e n e f i t  from For t  
P i . c k e t t t s  s p e c i a l  use  a i r s p a c e .  

QUESTION 3: I f  F o r t  P i c k e t t  were c losed  and t h e  s p e c i a l  use 
a i r s p a c e  p r e s e n t l y  a v a i l a b l e  a t  Folrt P i c k e t t  w e r e  no longer  
a v a i l a b l e ,  where would t h e  A i r  Force opera t ions  from Langley AFB, 
which p r e s e n t l y  r e l y  upon F o r t  P i c k e t t ,  be performed? 

RESPONSE: A i r  Force operatiorls a t  Langley AFB do n o t  
c u r r e n t l y  use For t  P i c k e t t .  

QUESTION 4:  What a r e  t h e  c o s t  and r e a d i n e s s  impl ica t ions  of 
t r ' a i n i n g  elsewhere? 

RESPONSE: Readiness would not. be a f f e c t e d  n o r  would there be 
a s i g n i f i c a n t  inc rease  i n  c o s t  because of  t h e  proximi ty  of ranges 
i n  North Carolina.  

COORD AF/RT AF/XOOA DBCRC 



QUESTION 4a: Would aircraft travel greater distances to get 
there, require aerial refueling, have less time over target, incur 
greater scheduling difficulties, or be deprived of impact areas, 
if Fort Pickett were closed? 

RESPONSE: Aircraft would tr.ave1 greater distances to 
outlying ranges. Specifically, air refueling is required for 
a~ircraft to utilize Townsend Range, Georgia, Avon Park, Florida, 
a.nd Warren Grove, New Jersey. concerning scheduling difficulties, 
we are unable to thoroughly assess the scheduling and impact areas 
of concern within the timeframe required to respond to this 
question. 

QUESTION 4b: If costs are greater, would that result in 
fewer or less effective training missions? 

RESPONSE: ~t would result in fewer training missions. 

QUESTION 4c: What are the availability and AICUZ limitations 
upon both day and night operations at other training sites? 

RESPONSE: All ranges have limitations which require prior 
scheduling, including Fort Pickett. It should be noted that 
letters of agreement normally further restrict usage of these 
ranges. 

Fort Pickett - Townsend 

By NOTAM (24 hours in advance) 0600-2400 Mon-Fri (24 hours 
in advance) 

Fort Brasq - !9von Park 

Continuous 0900-2230 Mon-Fri 

Dare County - 
0600-2400 Mon-Fri 
0700-1800 Sat-Sun 
(6 hours in advance) 

Warren Grove - 

Sunrise to Sunset 
(48 hours in advance) 

Intermittent 
0600-2400 Mon-Fri 
0800-1600 Sat (8 hours in advance) 

We appreciate your interest in this matter and trust the 
information provided is useful. 

Sincerely 

CHARLES L. FOX 
Colonel, USAF 
De:puty Director 
Legislative Liaison 
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JOHN WARNER 
VIRGINIA 

COwwlm€s: 

ARIHED SERVICES 
ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS 

RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 
'GRICULTURE. PJUTRITION. AND FORESTRY 

SMALL BUSINESS 

226 RUSSELL SENATE OFFICE BUlLMNG 
WASHINGTON. OC 20510-4601 

(mz) 2lC2023 

CONSTITUENT SERVICE OFFICES: 

UOO WORLD TRADE CENTER MAIN STREET CENTRE II 
6W EAST MAIN STREET 

18041 441-3079 RICHMOND. VA 23219-3538 
1041 711-2579 

235 FEMRAL BUILDING 1003 FIRST UNION BANK BUILDING 
P.O. BOX 881 7 213 SOUTH JEFFERSON STREET 

AB1NGM)N. VA 242104887 ROANOKE. VA 24011-1714 
I7031 62W158 (7031 857-1678 

April 13, 1995 

Dr. Sheila Widnall 
Secretary of the Air Force 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10 

Dezr Cr. 'Xidnall: 

Included in the Secretary of Defense's list to the Base Closure and Realignment 
Colnmission is a recommendation to close Fort Pickett, Virginia. In addition to the very 
high military value of Fort Pickett, there is a large, contiguous cubic area of special-use 
air space, which is adjacent to a Military Operations Area. It is my understanding that Air 
Force fighter aircraft from Langley Air Force Base use this air space, the impact area at 
Fon Pickett, and the adjacent Military Operations Area, for a variety of training . 

operations. 

When asked about discussions with the other services in connection with the 
proposed closure of Fort Pickett, the Army representative at the Commission Hearing on 
7 March 1995 implied that there were no objections from the other services to the Army's 
proposal. Based upon that response, I request thai I be provided the following 
information: 

1. What coordination took place between the Army and the Air Force with 
respect to the Army's proposal to close Fort Pickett? 

2. Does the Air Force derive any benefit from the special-use air space at Fort 
Pickett? 

3. If Fort Pickett were closed and the special-use air space presently available 
at Fort Pickett were no longer available, where would the Air Force 
operations from Langley AFB, which presently rely upon Fort Pickett, be 
performed? 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPFR 



Dr. Widnall 
April 13, 1995 
Page 2 

4. What are the cost and readiness implications of training elsewhere? 

a. Would aircraft travel greater distances to get there, require aerial 
refueling, have less time over target, incur greater scheduling 
difficulties, or be deprived of impact areas, if Fort Pickett were , 

closed? 

b. If costs are greater, would that result in fewer or less effective 
training missions? 

c.  What are the availability and AICUZ limitations upon both day and 
night operations at other training sites? 

Thank you for your attention to this request. I would appreciate an expedited reply 
since the Fort Pickett public hearing before the BRAC is scheduled for 4 May 1995. 

Sincerely, 
7- 
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AVIATION AND TROOP COMMAND 
MAJOR ISSUES 

ISSUE #I: Was the Army's recommendation to close ATCOM made on the basis of the military 
value criteria as required by law? 

Armv posibon: Recommendation based on military value criteria. Despite Commission 
request, no supporting documentation provided. 

Communiq ~osition: Recommendation was not based on military value criteria, as 
shown in the Army's Management Control Plan and final decision briefing for the 
Secretary of the Army. 

GAO position: Found no documentation "supporting an analysis of, or addressirlg, the 
military value of leases. Further, the Army's lvlanagement Control Plan does-not describe 
a process to be used for determining military value of leases." Recommended that the 
Commission "make a determination, under its legislative authority, whether these 
variances represent substantial deviation from the selection criteria." 



Army Guidelines Excluded Leases 
from , a  Military Value Assessment 
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atongrese of the IHniteb ataterr 
%oust? of #epres'entatibe$ 

WaSfiington, ?BQC 20515 
March 2.9, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon . 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA22209 

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) from the list of military 
installations to be closed. We look forward to meeting with you to discuss this matter fblly, and 
would like to take this opportunity to outline the reasons why ATCOM shbuld remain open. . 

Established in 199 1, ATCOM has sole responsibility for the research, $evelopment, -- 
engineering and logistical support for the Army's airborne systems and for field and troop support 
equipment. As the Army Public Affairs ofice noted in April 1994, ATCOM "is the only 
command in the Army that affects every soldier, every day.". It operates from leased space at the 
St. Louis Federal Center, a facility owned by the General Services Administration. 

As you know, the Army has recommendeti that ATCOM be disestablished and that its 
,aviation functions be transferred to Redstone Arsenal; its soldier systems functions be transferred 
.to Natick Research, Development and Engineering Center (RDEC); its communications and 
(electronics fbnctions be transferred to Fort Monmouth; and its automotive functions be 

--. itransferred to Detroit Arsenal. We believe that this proposal should be rejected by the BRAC 
lCornmission based on our initial findings that in recommending ATCOM for closure, the Army: 

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

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

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

(4) faged to consider more cost-effective alternathes. 
* 

These findings have led us to conclude that the Army deviated substantially from final 
criteria 1,2, 3,4 and 5 in recommending that ATCOM be closed. We would like to present these 
iindings in order to provide you with critical infonnation in advance of the BRAC regional hearing 
on April 12. We also plan to provide additional information that will further substantiate our 
conclusion that ATCOM must be removed from the Defense Department's BRAC list. 



FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE BASE CLOSURE LAW 

As you know, the base closure law requires that the Defense Department make 
recommendations to close or realign military installations, including leased facilities, "on the basis 
of the force structure plan and the fihal criteria." In keeping with this requirement, the Defense 
Department delineated eight final criteria and i~nstructed each Service to give priority * 
consideration to the first four, which measure military value. 

We have found that the Arrny failed to consider any of the military 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 Army'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 proc:ess in which the first four criteria were used as the 
basis for developing closure recommendations. ... -- 

The Army's Management Control Plan ~:learly shows that leased facilities were excluded 
fiom this phase of the process. These facilities were reviewed by the Army only after all other - 
facilities had been evaluated on the basis of the first four criteria and had received military value 
rankings (see Attachment A). As indicated in the materials presented to the Arrny leadership for 
base closure decisions, ATCOM and other leased facilities were not assigned military value 
ratings by which to evaluate whether closure was appropriate. The Army leadership based its 
decision to close ATCOM not on the basis of the eight final criteria as required by the law, but 
solely on the basis of a cost/savings analysis (which itself --s flawed -- see below). 

In light of the above, it is evident that the Army did not simply deviate substantially from 
the four military value,criteria in recommending, ATCOM and other leased facilities for closure. It 
deviited entirelv fiom these criteria by excluding leased facilities from its military value analysis of 
installations. 

The Army's analysis of leased facilities fix the 1995 base closure process differed from the 
manner in which these facilities were considerecl in 1993. During that base closure round, the 
Army considered leased facilities within categories associated with their individual missions, 

- which enabled each to be evaluated on the basis of the military value criteria. It appears that the 
Army considered leased facilities differently in 1995 in order to address th i  1993 BRAC 
Commission's suggestion that the Services include a separate category for leased facilities during 
the 1995 prgcess. While the Army succeeded in addressing this suggestion, it clearly violated the 

* requirements of the base closure law by failing to evaluatk leased facilities on the basis of the 
military value criteria. It should be noted that the &my was the only Service to make this error; 
both the Navy and the Air Force performed military value analyses of their leased facilities. 



FAILURE T O  COMPLY WITH THE ARM'Y'S STATIONING STRATEGY 

In recommending ATCOM for closure, the Army failed to comply with its own Stationing 
Strategy, which was intended to provide an operational context for base closure planning and 
analysis. 

In 1993, the Army evaluated ATCOM in the Commodity Installations category, along 
with other facilities responsible-for research, development, engineering, fieldiyg and sustainment ' 
of weapons systems. The Army has now recommended that ATCOM's hnctions be transferred to 
four installations in this same category. The Amny's Stationing Strategy states that "efficiency ... 
should be the'key consideration in stationing cornmodity-oriented organizations," and that such - 
efficiency can be "achieved through collocation and integration of research, engineering, 
acquisition and logistics functions, as well as reduced overhead." 

Contrary to this guiding strategy, the Army's own data demonstrates that the transfer of 
ATCOM's functions to the bases scheduled to receive them will reduce efficiency and increase 
overhead. As Attachment B shows, ATCOM's annual overhead costs of-$7.6 million annually or 
$1,83 1 per person are much lower than any of the bases recommended to receive its' functions -- 
L3 percent lower than Redstone Arsenal, 86 percent lower than Fort 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 annual overhead costs by 
46 ~ercent -- fiom $7.6 million to $1 1.1 million (see Attachment C). 

This data is similar to the Army's findings during the 1993 base closure process. At that 
time, the Army evaluated the operational efficiency of ATCOM and other Commodity 
Installations and found that ATCOM (along with associated activities in the St. Louis area) was 
more efficient than three gf the four installation now being recommended to receive its functions. 

- Despite these facts, the dinly's 1995 analysis prt:cluded any consideration of moving hnctions to 
-- ATCOM in order to take advantage of its significant efficiencies. 

- As you know, St. Louis is a world center for the military and civilian aviation industry. 
Numerous businesses have located in the St. Louis metropolitan area to provide the Army with 
the most efficient and cost-effective method of conducting product development and 
procurement. Uniquely skilled personnel associa.ted with ATCOM's aviation-operations, local 
contractors and academic institutions provide the Army with unmatched aviation expertise. 
Moving ATCOM's aviation support hnctions to Redstone Arsenal would terminate the 
efficiencies that have developed as a result of this streamlined 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 Army 
at each of the proposed receiving bases. 

In light of the above, it is clear that closir~g ATCOM and moving its functions to the bases 
proposed by the Army would contradict its own Stitioning Strategy to increase efficiency and 
reduce overhead. 



OVERESTTMATION OF COST SAVINGS ,4ND FAILURE TO CONSIDER BETTER 
p--~ - 

ALTERNATIVES 

We have found that in recommending that ATCOM be closed, the Army contradicted its 
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 1991 base closure process, the Army created ATCOM through the merger of 
the Aviation Systems Command and the Troop Support Command. In justifSting this merger, the - 
Army stated that "military value in the form of management and costs efficiency was the driving 
factor for this recommendation. " 

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

Despite these earlier determinations, the Army now asserts that the closure of ATCOM -- 
would generate considerable savings. Specificallly, the Army claims that the total one-time cost to 
close ATCOM would be $146 million, and that annual recurring savings after its implementation - 

would be $46 million with a return on investment expected three years after closure. It also 
claims that the net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years would be a savings of 
$453 million. We believe that the Army overestimated these savings and failed to consider 
alternatives that would result in much higher savings. 

First, the Army failed to examine the source of costs and savings generated by the closure 

- of ATCOM and the personnel reductions being undertaken by ATCOM itself The Army's 
COBRA-analysis indicates that nearly all of the costs associated with the closure of ATCOM 
would consist of moving, military construction, and annual overhead costs at the bases receiving 

' ATCOM hnctions ($144 million in one-time costs, $12 million in annual recurring costs). At the 
same time, nearly all of the savings would come From the elimination of 1,066 military and civilian 
positions at ATCOM ($50.5 million in annual savings). Given the source of these costs and 
savings - along with ATCOM's much lower overhead costs -- the Army should have considered 
retaining ATCOM in St. Louis and examined ATCOM's own plans to reduce personnel. 

We have found that the number of military and civilian employees af ATCOM has been 
reduced by approximately 178 since the Army collected personnel data for the 1995 base closure 
process. Consequently, the Army has already gained $8.2 million of the $50.5 millipn in salary- 
based savings it claims to achieve through ATCClM's closure. As a result, the Army's estimate of 
annual personnel savings generated by closing A'TCOM should be reduced to $42.3 million. 

The personnel reductions noted above are part of a downsizing effort ATCOM has 
undertaken in order to meet the Army's own projections of future personnel levels. This 
downsizing, if allowed to continue, will result in a reduction of at least 1,05 1 positions 



(83 military, 968 civilian) at ATCOM by 1999. This in turn will produce at least $44.5 million in 
savings annually -- without incurring any of the costs associated with moving ATCOM's functions 
to other bases. The Army's own estimates indicate that the vast majority of these personnel 
reductions could be accomplished through 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 Office (GAO) recommended that the Defense Department consider the 
government~ide 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 moves require construction of new DOD 
facilities and the rental savings are used to offset and just@ the construction costs. 
In actuality, this may not represent an overall savings to the government. 

This statement describes precisely the actions taken by the Army in calculating the costs 
and savings associated with the closure of ATCOM. ATCOM operates from leased space at the -- 
St. Louis Federal Center, which is owned by the General Services Administration (GSA). . 

Consequently, the Army's departure from this leased space will not result in savings to the 
government because the GSA will continue to own the facility. Therefore, the Army's estimate of 
annual savings from the closure of ATCOM should be reduced by the lease cost of $7.6 million. 

Third, the Army failed to consider the alternative of vacating leased facilities currently held 
by the four bases recommended to receive ATCOM fbnctions. The Army has reported that leases 
currently held by Redstone Arsenal, Detroit Arse:nal, Fort Monmouth and Natick RPEC cost a 
total of $16.1 million annually (see Attachment I)). Terminating these leases and moving their 

. activities to the nearby bases could generate considerable savings for the Army and incur much 
lower costs than the estimated $60.6 million that would be required to move functions from St. 

. Louis. 

Based on the above, the savings that could be expected from the closure of ATCOM are 
much lower than estimated by the Army. By adjusting the Army's COBRA analysis for the 
personnel reductions already implemented at ATCOM and the fact that vacating the GSA lease 
will not result in savings to the government, we have found that the actual one-time cost to close 
ATCOM would remain about $146 million, and the annual recurring savings after its 
implementation would be $29 million -- $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, the net present value of the Eosts and savings over 20 years would be approximately 
$213 million less than claimed by the Army. 

Alternatively, by allowing ATCOM to rernain in St. Louis and continue downsizing in 
accordance with Army projections, the Army would incur a total one-time cost of only about $1.6 
million (early retirement, etc.) and achieve annual! recurring savings of at least $44.5 million. In 



this scenario, the Army would obtain an immediate return on investment, and the net present 
value over 20 years would be about $62 1 million in savings -- $1  68 million more than the Army 
itself expects to realize by closing ATCOM. 

In light of the above, retaining ATCOM ~uould allow the government to save $144 million 
in one-time costs and $12 million in annual overhead costs associated with performing ATCOM's 
functions at other bases. It would also generate at least $44.5 million in savings annually through , 
ATCOWS 1995-99 downsizing efforts. 

We hope you will give the above information full consideration as you review all relevant 
materials regarding the Army's recommendation to close ATCOM. Based on our initial analysis, 
it appears that by failing to consider ATCOM and other leased facilities on the basis of the four 
military value criteria and by overestimating the savings associated with ATCOM's closure, the 
Army deviated substantially fiom final criteria 1,2, 3,4 and 5. In doing so, the Army also 
contradicted the objective of its ownstationing Strategy to increase efficikncy. We believe that 
these facts merit the removal of ATCOM from the Defense Department's base closuie 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. ~ e ~ h a / r d t  
United States Senator Member of Congress 

- @--- 
John Ashcroft William Clay 

Member of Congress 

- 
Harold L. Volkmer 

~ & b e r  of Congress Member of Congress 
c 
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A L P U  TO 
ATTENTION OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF BTAFF 

100 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINOTON DC 10310.0200 

The Honorable ~ 1 . a ~  J. Dixon 
Chairman, The Defense Base Cllosure 

and Realignment commission 
1700,North Moore Street, S t e  . 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

D e a r  Chairman Dixon: 

Thank you for providing us with a copy of the 
attached letter from the Missouri Congressional ,' 

Delegation (the "MCD ~etter"), which suggests that the 
Secretary of Defense imprope.rly recommended-to the 1995 
Defense Base Closure and Rea-lignment Commission the 
closure of Aviation and Troc~p Command (ATCOM). I would 
like to respond on behalf of the Army, and I appteciate -- 
this opportunity to present the Army's views on the 
several issues that the MCD Letter raises, and to 
explain why these issues shc~uld not lead the 1995 
Commission to reject the ATClOM recommendation. 

Because we believe that many of these issues stem 
from a misunderstanding of the way in which the Army's 
closure and realignment recommendations were 
formul3-ted, we feel it is ua'eful to provide a brief 
'descrist'ion of the Army's Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) process before turning to the particular issues 
raised by the MCD Latter. 

As you are aware, the EIRAC process is designed to 
facilitate objective, fair, and open decisions with 
respect to necessary reductions in military 
infrastructure. Accordingly, each recommended closure 
or realignment is arrived at through unifprm 
application of the eight, published Department of 
Defense (DoD) Selection Criteria. Through evenhanded 
application of these Selection Criteria within 
categories, the military value of each particular 
facility or installation is assessed separately, after 
which the effects associated~, with any potential closure 
or realignment--including th~e costs to the military, 
and the implications for affected local communities and 
the environment--are determined. 



Although the BRAC law establishes a process by 
which closure and realignment recommendations are to be 
made, it does not provide any specific objectives with 
respect to the type, number, and magnitude of the 
necessary reductions. Accordingly, before the 'Army 
could begin its BRAC process, i t  had to articulate its 
generalized, strategic and operational basing 
requfrements. The Army elected to do this in a - 
comprehensive planning document: the Army Stationing 
Strategy. 

The Army's Stationing Strategy does not outline 
specific stationing decisions, nor does it recommend 
the closure or realignment of any particular 
installations or facilities. Indeed, the Army elected, 
wholly apart from any BRAC legal requirement to do-so, 
to develop,this Stationing Strategy because of i t s  
independent planning utility. Thus, the Army's - 
Stationing Strategy provides an operational foundation 
upon which BRAC planning and analysis can proceed. It 
is both antecedent to the BR:AC process, insofar as it 
establishes the parameters with in  which BRAC 
decisionmaking takes place, and it is integral to the 
process, insofar as an assessment of the military value 
of any particular Army insta.llation or facility must be 
determined with reference ta the objectives set forth 
in its Stationing Strategy ,,+. 

L~ ', 
-- 

After developing its Stationing Strategy, the Army 
began its formal BRAC process w i t h  a comprehensive 
review and inventory of all of its installations, To 
facilitate fair comparisons, and consistent with 
Department of Defense policy, the Army assigned each 
installation or facility to one of 14 categories, each 
of which contained installat,ions or facilities with  
similar characteristics. Pursuant to a 1993 BRAC 
Cornmission recommendation, and consistent with DoD 
policy guidance, the Army eqtablished a sepa~ste, 
Leased Facilities Category ("LFC") within which leased 
facilities could be compared to one another.' 

l a ,  Defense B a s e  ~losute and Real-ianment 
Commissian: 1993 ReDort to t;he President, 1 July 1993, 
p. 2-3  he Commission suggests DoD direct the 
services to include a separate category for leased 

(continued..,) 



( I )  Military Value Assessments 

The Army then applied the Military Value Criteria 
("Mvc)--i.e., the first four of the published DoD 
Selection criteria--to each installation or facility 
within a category.' Like all. the published criteria, 
the MvC were applied uniformly within each category so 
that, consistent with BRAC law, all installations Or 
facikities would be considered equally, and the - 
military value of each such installation or facility 
would be assessed separately. Uniform application of 
the MVC within each category yielded a Military Value 
Assessment ("MvA':) for each patcicular instbl ihkioi ' i  3r 
facility within that category. This MVA was a 
combination of both quantitative and qualitative 
assessments of the worth of a particular installation 
or facility. 

L In most instances, the quantitative component of 
the MVA was developed accord,ing to the Army's BRAC 95 -- 
Installation Assessment Program (IAP), a decision pad . 

'(...continued) 
facilities during the 1995 process to ensure a bottom- 

f I up review of all leased spac:e. . DoD1s policy 

I - guidance subsequently left t;o each of the  services the 
decision as to~:,hether to create a separate category 

-" 
for the review of leased faci l i t ies ,  Although the 
o-ther military departments chose not to create a 
separate LFC, the Army nonetheless concurred with the 

- 1993 Commission and believed that a separate LFC would 
yield -better analysis of l.eased facilities. 

# 

2Consistent with DoD policy guidance and 
applicable legal requirements, only those activities 
that  were performed in leased space and which share a 
common mission, have permanently authorized personnel, 
have a separate support structure, and cost more than 
$200K annually were considered in the LFC. As directed 
by DoD1 s policy guidance, "'[clivilian persongel 
authorizations of organizations in leased space, which 
are part of an organization [that is either located] on 
a nearby military installation or . . . [is located] 
within the same metropolita~z statistical area, shall be 
considered part of the civilian personnel 
authorizations of that insttallation." See, "1995 Base 
Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) -- Policy 
Memorandum Three," 29 ~ecem!~er 1994, pp. 1-2. 
Accordingly, these adjunct leases were assessed as p a r t  
of their hos t  installations. 



computer model t h a t  was des igned  to assist in the 
comparison of installations according to a common set 
of weighted attributes, each of which related to one of 
t h e  MVC. Thus, certified data were collecked for each 
of these attributes. This data was then entered into 
the I A P ,  which in turn produced an Installation 
Assessment--i.e., a quantitative ranking of :. 

installations within a particular category. 

*with respect to the LFC, however, the IAP was not - 
employed, because its list of weighted attributes was 
designed to assist in the comparison of particular 
f ~ c t a  1 f a t  i n n x ,  rather than in the comparison of 
particular (leased) f a ~ f l i t . i e s . ~  In other words, 
installations and leased facilities are fundamentally 
different, and thus they cannot be evaluated according 
to the same list of attributes. For example, comparing 
leased facilities based on things such as each leased ., 

facility's aviation maintenisnce facilities, ranges, 
hard surface &aging areas, and other such attri-butes -- 
incorporated in the XAP m o d e l  would not have been 
instructive as to the relative merit of each such 
facility: no leased facilities possess these 
attributes, and thus all would have received equally 
low scores in these areas. 

Accordingly, an Installation Assessment was not 
prepared for facilities within the LFC, and, perhaps in 
this limited respect, the Armyts BRAC process for 
leased facilities might be sara\to have differed 
slightly from its process for other types of 
installations. In lieu of an Installation Assessment, 

- however, the Army did, as described more fully below, 
undertake a quantitative assessment of each leased 
facility according to consideration of empirical 
attributes that were more directly relevant to 
comparisons of leased facilities. 

Once these quantitative assessments were 
completed--either through the TAP or, in the LFC, 
through consideration of other relevant empirical 
attributes--the qualitative portion .of the MYA was 
undertaken. T h e s e  qualitative assessments sought to 
 ascertain the consistency af the quantitative 
assessments with the objectives outlined in the Army's 
Stationing Strategy. Thus, the Stationing Strategy 

'~roups of leases in t:he same headquarters and 
same geographical area were deemed a single facility 
for the purposes of the  Military Value Assessment. 



served as a qualitative template against which the 
quantitative assessments could be measured and revised 
accordingly. 

Therefore, as with other categories, the MVA for 
each leased facility within the LFC was determined 
separately. Each such MVA was a combination of both 4 

quantitative assessments, which were arrived at through 
comparisons of relevant empirical data, and qualitative 
assessments, which were provided by the Army's - 
Stationing Strategy. Although the Army determined 
separately the Military Value of each leased facility 
without reference to an Installation Assessment, the 
MVA of each leased facility was nonetheless cvmposeJ oi 
a similar quantitative assessment tempered by the 
qualitative guidance provided by the Stationing 
Strategy. In no instance did the Army assess the 
military value of a. leased facility solely'according to. 
the qualitative guidance provided by the ArmyNs - 
Stationing Strategy. 

(2 )  Identification of Study Candidates 

After completing the aforementioned quantitative 
and qualitative assessments, each installation or 
facility within a category received a Military Value 
Assessment relative to other installations of 
facilities within that category. In turn, those 
installations or facilities that  were deemed t o  possess 
relatively lok'rilitary value within the category wets 
designated as candidates for further study for possible 
closure or realignment. With respect to the LFC, all 
facilities within the category were deemed to be of - relatively low military value, especially with respect 
to MVC two and four, and thus all facilities w e r e  
designated as candidates far further study. 

(3) Development of Alternatives and 
Application of D o D  Selection Crf teria 
Four th rough .  E igh t  

Once the Study Candida.tes were identifipd for each 
category, the Army developed between one and s i x  
specific base closure and realignment alternatives for 
each such candidate. These! alternatives were derived 
from force structure decisions, the Stationing 
Strategy, previous BRAC reviews, Major Army Command 
recommendations, staff proposals, and Joint Cross- 
Service Group alternatives. Each of these competing 
alternatives was then assessed and refined according to 
affordsbility, economic and environmental analyses. 



More particularly, the fifth DoD Selection 
Criterion--"[t]he extent and timing of potential cost 
savings, including the number of years, beginning with 
the date of completion of the closure or realignment, 
for t h e  savings to exceed t h ~ e  costsu--was app l i ed  
uniformly to all study candidates  within a category 
through use of The Cost of Rase Realignment Actions 
(COBRA) Model, DoDts model fyor resource analysis and 
meas$rement of the affordability of each potential 
closure or realignment. Thus once relevant data was 
plugged in for each of the alternatives, the COBRA 
analysis indicated the likely costs and savings 
zzsecF3t& ~ t i t V z e h  ppnkent~.al closure or realignment. 

The sixth and seventh DoD Selection Criteria-- 
" l t I he economic impact on communities [ , I " and " [ t lhe  
ability of both the existing and potential -receiving 
communities' infrastructure to support forces, 
missions, and personnel[,]" respectively--were applied 
uniformly to all study candidates within a category 
through use of DoDfs standard model for the calculation 
of economic impacts. Thus, once relevant data for each ' 

of the alternatives was plugged in, this model 
indicated the likely economic and infrastructure 
impacts associated with  the potential closure or 
realignment. 

Finally, the eighth DoD Selection criteria--"[tlhe 
environmental impact"--was applied~-uniformly to all 
study candidates w1thin.a category-~y an Environmental 
Review Committee, which'collected and analyzed 
Environmental Baseline Summaries and produced an 
initial assessment for each installation or facility. 
Subseguent analysis then ref ined  these assessments, and 
they were factored int~~analysis of each of the 
alternatives. 

THE ARMY .DID, ACCORDING TO CRITERIA ONE THROUGH 
FOUR, ASSESS MILITARY VALUE IN THE FORMULATION OF 
ITS ATCQM RECOMMENDATIQN . 
The charge that the Army failed to assess military 

value in t h e  formulation of its ATCOM recommendation is 
without foundation. MVAs were fundamental to all of 
t h e  Army's BRAC analysis--i.ncludjng its analysis of 
leased facilities at ATCOM and elsewhere. Although, 
for the reasons identified above, facilities within the 
leasing category were not ra'nked pursuant to an 
I n s t a l l a t i o n  Assessment, a Military Value Assessment 
was nonetheless prepared for each facility w i t h i n  t h i s  



category .' 
The quantitative compontent of these MVAs took the 

form of assessments of lease costs, space, features, 
and other common attributes of leased facilities. The 
qualitative component of these MVAs consisted of 
evaluating the utility of each facility in light of 
both the Stationing Strategy's general operational 
objectives--i.e., "lelliminate excess capacity[,] . . . - 
[mlinimize use of leased space [ , ]  , . . [andl 
[c]ollocate tenants from different major commands where 
functional synergy can be obtained and facility support 
is availablet'--and its more particular operational 
objectives with respect to commodity-oriented commands 
such  as ATCOM--i.e., achieve "[elfficiency . . . 
through collocation and integration of research, 
engineering, acquisition and logistics functions, as 
well as reduce[] overhead[.]" 

'.- -- 
Just as with other categories of installations, 

MVAs for each facility within t h e  LFC category were 
arrived at through uniform application of each of the 
four Military Value Criteria. With respect to the 
ATCOM leases, each of the four criteria was applied to 
arrive at a MVA for the facility. 

'It appears t h a t  inapart, the MCD Letter may have 
mistaken an "~nstallation ~ssessment" for a "Military 
Value -~ssessment", and the M,CD therefore concluded that 
sinee the former was not prepared for facilities within 
the leasing category, no Military Value Assessments 
were undertaken for factlities within the category, As 
noted above, the two are not the same. An Installation 
Assessment is merely a discretionary, quantitative 
ranking of installations within a category according to 
a decision pad computer'model. It may form Lhe 
quantitative component of a Military Value Assessment, 
but it alone does not comprise the Military Value 
Assessment. Conversely, a Military Value Assessment in 
a mandatory determination, oonsis'ting of both 
quantitative and qualitative measures of the worth of 
each installation or facility within a category,  Thus 
a Military Value Assessment may depend in part upon an 
Installation Assessment--if such an assessment is 
appropr i a t e  for facilities ar installations within a 
particular category--but it need not be based upon such 
an Installation Assessment. 



A .  - ~pplication of the I' rs _i t Criterion: "current 
and futu-re mission reuuiremenks and the 
irnwacton o~erational readiness of DoD1s 
total force." 

The Army considered, in both quantitative and 
qualitative terms, ATCOMts current and future mi-ssion 
requirements and their im-pact on the operational 
readiness of the armed forces. Quantitatively, it 
considered t h e  attributes of leased facilities that 
bore on such  requirements and readiness, such as the 
size of the facilities according to their type, the 
population housed, the costs of the lease, and the 
penalties to terminate the lease. Quaiitativeiy, tile 
Army -assessed existing ATCOM leased facilities in light 
of t h e  aforementioned general and more particularized 
objectives of t h e  Stationing Strategy, 

B. A ~ ~ l i c a  - t is !Second Criterion : 
"availerbilitv and condi_i&n 0.f land and- -- 
f aci1it-s atJoth {:he existincr and ~ o t ; e n k i s L  
receiving lo I 1  cations, , 

The Army considered; in I x t h  quantitative and 
qualitative terms, the availability and condition of 
land and facilities a t  A T C O M * ~  existing leased sites 
and at potential receiving sites such as Redstone 
Arsenal, Corpus Christi Army Depot, Rock Island 
Arsenal, Aberdeen Proving Ground, Detroit Arsenal, Fort 
Monmouth, and Natick Reskarch,, Development, Enginec::ing 

.- Center. Quantitatively, it considered the attributes 
of- leased facilities that bore on such matters, 
collecting information on suc11 things as the percent of 
permanent facilitates at: an e x i s t i n g  leased site and 
potential receiving site&, the average.age of 
facilities a t  each location, and the features and size 
of such facilities accordingly to their type. .AS part 
of this analysis, the Army used its corporate facility 
data base to determine whether facilities were 
available at potential receiving locations, and, if so, 
whether they required renovation to accommodate a 
relocating function. ~ f (  fsc i . l i t ies  were not available, 
then the data base was u ~ e d  to determine what 
facilities would hav3 to' be constructed to accommodate 
SUCK: relocations, ~uali!tativcsly, the Army once again 
assessed its qu8ntitativ.e ana.lysis' in light of the 
aforementioned general ?nd more particularized 
objectives of its Stationing Strategy. 



G A ~ ~ l i ~ a t i o n  of : t h e  Third ctit;lerion;icy 
to acczcrmmodate !conkinaencv . w-and 
future reauiredents at both existinu an4 
p ~ g n t i a l  rec.gjvina locations. t I 

The Army considered,' bot~h in quantitative and 
qualitative terms, ATC0M:s ability to accommod&te 
contingency, mobilization, and future requirements at 
both,its present location ant3 at other potential 
locations. Quantitatively, t h e  Army considered the 
attributes of leased facilities and potential receiving 
locations that bore on such abilities, examining things 
s ~ ~ h  a= $zild&le rcres or n n u ~ e d  space or buildings, 
the ability of information systems at both locations to 
accdmmodate expansions, the sites1 proximity to or 
possession of an airport, Qualitatively, the Army 
again reviewed its quantitative findings in.light of . 
the general and more particularized objectives set- 
forth in its stationing strategy. 

-- 
Ap~licati 9151 of: khe -ter i 0 n: " C O S ~  
and m a n o a m  im~1ic:aticcn-s. I f  

I 

The Army considered, both in quantitative and 
qualitative terms, the mhnpowcr and cost implications 
of retaining ATCOM at its existing leased sites or 
relocating functions to several other installations. 
Quantitatively, it consiflered the attributes that bore 
on such manpower and cost factors- collecting data on 
things such as the square footage'vequirements at 
existing and potential r,eceitring sites, the costs per, 
square foot of existing leascl!d space and space 

- elsewhere, the manpower-'to-sc~uare-footage requirements 
of ATCOM at its existing and potential receiving 
locations. Qualitativelry, arid as with the other 
criteria, the Army asseqsed its quantitative 
assessments with reference to the general and more 
particularized objectives outlined in its Stationing 
Strategy, 

THE ARMY COMPLIED WITH ITS STATIONING STRATEGY llhE 
.THE FORMULATION OF ,ITS ATCOM RECOMMENDA'PI ON. 

5 The charge that the Army has not complied with its 
Stationing Strategy in the formulation of its ATCOM 
recommendation is incorqect. As explained above, the 
Army's Stationing Strategy is a planning document that 
provides guidance to i t 3  managers with respect to 
future operational requirements. This operational 
blueprint does, as noted above, encourage increased 
efficiency and reductions in overhead. It also, 
however, encourages the Army to minimize t h e  use of 



leased space, eliminate 9xcess capacity, and collocate 
activities where functioqal synergy can be achieved and 

' facility support is available. 

The ATCOM recommendation complies fully with all 
of the Army's Stationing:Strategyts objectives and 
guidance. This recommen$ation increases efficiency 
through collocation, integration, or relocation of 
discrete research, engineering, acquisition, and 
logi&ics functions at several installations. In turn, 
the synergies achieved through such collocations, 
integrations, and relocations assist in reducing 
overhead costs--in Largejpart because once they are 
relocated, fewer personnel are requirea to accomplish 
the same functions. Moreover, the ATCOM recommendation 
is fully consist with the Stationing Strategy's other 
objectives insofar as iti minin~izes the use of leased 
space, eliminates excess! capacity at receiving 
locations, and, as noted: above, ,.achieves a number o'f . -. 
functional synergies, ! Id 

31L, THE ARMY BID NOT OVERSTAY% TE(E SAVINGS 23'  W0UL.Q 
EXPECT TO WAL.IZE F ~ M  THE CLOSUREOF ATCOM. 

The allegation that: the Axmy has overstated the 
savings it expects to realize from the closure of ATCOM 
is without merit. The A'rmy wc~uld save nearly $50 

, million annually as a rdsult of the synergies, 
1 - efficiencies, and consoJ$datialns it expects to realize from the closure of ATCQM. 

-- 
- Contrary to the suggestion in the MCD Letter, the 

DoD COBRA model does no6 consider, or take credit for, 
'any savings that might $esult from any previously 
plaanetl personnel reductions or reductions that are 
otherwise independent o!? the BRAC process; only those 
savings associated with!personnel reductions generated 
by a proposed closure or realignment are considered. 
Moreover, the DoD COBRAlmodel is designed to assess 
only the potential savings that DoD likely would 
realize from the closure or realignment of any 
particular installation or facility. Whethet, the 
Federal Government would also likely save money as a 
result of any par$icular closure or realignment is a 
broader question that the current process was simply 
not designed to address: Nonetheless, we note that i f  
the Army vacates GSA leased space, then GSA could make 
such space available to an0th'e.r Federal agency, or it: 
could dispose of the prbgerty entirely--either of which 
could result in savings to the Federal Government. 



Finally, the Army d i e  conclude in its 1993 BRAC 
analysis that the relocation of ATCOM to a single 
installation would be tool exp~gnsive. However, the 1995 
recommendation, by relocating functions to several 
installations, avoids mant of the  significant 
construction costs, that,; in large part, were - 
responsible for the high Costs associated with - 
relocation in 1993. ~ndeed, if the Army had considered 
disestablishing ATCOM andl relocating its functions to 
sever%l installations durfng its 1993 BRAC process, 
then it likely would have1 forwarded such a 
recommendation to the 1994 Commission. 

I 

!L Y CONSIDERED ALL E'RRCTICABLEALTERNATIVES 
.IN THE FORMULATION -0F7s:  RECOMMENDATION TO CLOSE 
ATCOM . 
The suggestion that +he Army faf led to consider 

more cost-effective alterratives to the closure of 
ATCOM is inaccurate. As explained above, BRAC analysis 
necessarily considers fea ible, competing alternatives, . 
and the recommended closu e of ATCOM was the best of 
these alternatives. The rmy did consider alternatives 
to the ATCOM recommendati n, such as relocating 
Headquarters, Strategic Space and Defense Command 
("SSDC") from a leased fakility to Redstone Arsenal. 
However, the COBRA analysis performed for this 
alternative indicated t h a t  it would cost more and save 
less. Moreover, this alternative was less consistent 
with the Army's Stationin Strintegy, since reloc,kion 
of SSDC to Redstone Arsen 1 would not increase 
efficiency, reduce overhead, or create any functional 
synergies. ! 

In summary, w e  do not b e l i e v e  that any of t h e  
issues raised by t h e  MCD Letter can withstand close 
scrutiny. Through unifor$ application of the Military 
Value Criteria within each category, the Army developed 
a separate Military ValueiAssessrnent for each 
installation and facility+-including those in t h e  
Leased -Facility Category./ The ATCOM recommendation is 
fully consistent yith thelstationing Strategy's 
guidance, and the . ' ~rmy  di$ not overstate or improperly 
calculate the savings tha would be realized from the 
recommended closure of AT,OM. k , Lastly, the Army's BRAC 
process ensured that all and feasible 
alternatives were 



Thank you again for hllowing us to address these 
issues. We hope that thib letter will a s s i s t  the 
Commission in understandihg the Army s BRAC processes 
i n  general, and its recom endation respecting ATCOM in 
p a r t i c u l a r .  

E. ~ h a n e ,  Jr. 
General, US Army 

o f  Management 
I 
1 
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May 5, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Corn,mission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing to respond to the letter sent to the Defense Base Closure and 
.Realignment (BRAC) Commission by Brigadier General James E. Shane; Director of -- 
.Management in the office of the U.S. Army Chief of Staff, dated April 14, 1995. We 
also would like to propose that the Commission add certain bases to the list of facilities - 
i:o be considered for closure during your May 10 hearing. 

As you know, our March 29 letter and the St. Louis community's April 12 
lestimony requested that the BRAC Commission reject the Defense Department's 
I-ecommendation to close the Army's Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM). Both 
our letter and the testimony described how the Army: 7 

(1) failed to comply with the base closlire law's requirement that all closure 
recommendations be based on the final selection criteria; 

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

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

(4) failed to consider more cost-effective alternatives. 
d 

In our letter, we substantiated these findings with evidence from the Army's own 
Management Control Plan, which established the5nethodology for analyzing facilities in - 
the 1995 b&e closure process, and from the Army's own documentation on ATCOM. 

The Army's April 14 letter asserts that bur findings are incorrect, and provides a 
description of the Army's base closure process and analysis of ATCOM (see Attachment 
Pi). While this letter attempts to address the issues raised in our own letter, it fails to 



substantiate any of its own assertions. In fact, the Army's letter is not supported by any 
documentation provided to the Commission and in some cases contradicts Army 
documents describing its analysis and findings on ATCOM. We would like to take this 
opportunity to identify the deficiencies in the Army's position and to recommend that 
the Commission consider more cost-effective alternatives than the closure of ATCOM. 

CLAIM THAT ATCOM CLOSURE WAS EIASED ON MILITARY VALUE 
CRITERIA * 

In our March 29 letter to you, we noted that the base closure law requires that 
the Defenseaepartment make recommenda1:ions to close or realign installations, - 
including leased facilities, "on the basis of the force structure plan and the final criteria." 
We explained that the Army violated this law in recommending ATCOM for closure 
because it failed to base this decision on the final criteria which measure military value. 
In so doing, the Army did not merely deviate: substantially from the four military value 
criteria, it deviated entirely from them. 

The Army's letter concurswith our view that the base closure law required ' 
c uniform application of the military value criteria in selecting installations and leased 

facilities for closure. However, the letter disagrees with our assertion that the Army -- 
failed to evaluate ATCOM and other leased facilities on the basis of the four military 
value criteria. The letter asserts that "although ... facilities within the leasing category 
were not ranked pursuant to an Installation Assessment, a Military Value Assessment 
was nonetheless prepared for each facility within this category." The letter also contends 
that "[Military Value Assessments] for each facility within the [leased facility] category 
were arrived at through uniform application of each of the four Military Value Criteria." 

These claims Lc,- contradicted by the guidelines the Army used to prepare its 1995 

-- base closure recommendations and by documentation presented by the Army to justify its 
decision- to close ATCOM. 

- .  
The Army's Mana~ement Control Pla~n established the analytical framework it 

used during the 1995 base closure and realignment selection process. This document 
directed that leased facilities were to be included in the Army's evaluation process only 
after all other installations had been eva1uatt:d based on the four military value criteria, 
had received Military Value Assessments, and had been ranked relative to other 
installations in the same category. Specifically, it states that during the Army's 
Installation Assessment phase, "each category of installations is compared using a set of 
attributes ...," and that "each attribute is linked to one of the four DCSD selection criteria 
that measure Military Value." The Management Control Plan then explains that data 
from the Installation Assessments and other inputs were to be "used to develop the 
Military Value Assessment," in which "banding of installations into enduring, high 
military value, and lower military value is achieved ...." The Mana~ement Control Plan 
explicitly directed that only later in the process, at the Category Scenario Development 



phase, were leased facilities to be considered. It states that for this phase, 

Inputs include the previous information [from the Military Value Assessments and 
other sources] plus leased facilities. At this point cost, economic, and 
environmental inputs are considered and the product of initial affordable 
candidates is presented. 

The illustrative charts accompanying th~s  text clearly indicate that leased facilities 
were to be excluded from any analysis based on the military value criteha -- whether in 
the Installation Assessment phase or the Military Value Assessment phase (See 
Attachment w. This was a fundamental poini made in our March 29 letter, which was - 
not, as the Army's letter suggests, based on a ~nisunderstanding of the Army's Installation 
rcsescment nr itc Military Valiie Assessment. Rather, we demonstrated that the 
Adanagement Control Plan directed the Army to exclude leased facilities from 4 - 
preparation phases that involved an evaluatior~ based on the military value criteria -- 
which is required by law for all installations, including leases. 

The documentation presented by the Army to justify its decision to close ATCOM 
reflects an adherencg to the Mana~ement Control Plan's guidelines, in that there is no 
evidence of leased facilities having been evaluated based on the four military value -- 
criteria. This is clearly substantiated by the Army's Basing Study office's December 20 
bsriefing to Secretary West for closure and real.ignment decisions. The documentation 
provided to the Commission indicates that in ihis briefing, the data presented for each 
candidate installation included a summary of its Military Value Assessment. (See 
Attachment C) In contrast, the data presented for each candidate leased facility did not 
contain any summary of a Military Value Assessment. We firmly believe that the reason 
for this omission was that the Army complied fully with the guidelines of its Management 
(lontrol Plan and did not evaluate leased f~_''ities based on the military value criteria. - 
Clonsequently, the Secretary of the Army's recommendation to close ATCOM was not 
bbased on ihe military value criteria and therefore did not comply with the requirements 
od the base closure law. 

The Army's failure to consider leased facilities based on the military value criteria 
i!; also demonstrated in Volume 111 of its report to the BRAC Commission. In this 
report, the Army summarized the results of its Military Value Assessment for each 
category of bases except one -- leased facilitierl. If, as the Army's letter asserts, the Army 
hlad conducted a Military Value Assessment o:€ leased facilities, why did it not include 
t:he result of this assessment in its report to the BRAC Commission as it did for every 
other category of bases? Again, we believe the reason for this omissan to be that the 
Army did not evaluate leased facilities based on the militarj value criteria. 

i=i 

The General Accounting Office (GAO) agrees'with this conclusion. In its April 
3.4 report to the BRAC Commission, the GAO stated that 



Regarding the Army, it did not fully adhere to its regular process for 
- installations in assessing military value when recommending ... leased 

facilities for closure .... In considering leased facilities, the Army relied on its 
stationing strategy and its guidance to reduce leases but did not assess the 
facilities separately as it did for other installations. (Emphasis added) 

Contrary to the guidelines summarized above and the documentation provided to 
the Commission, the Army's letter claims tha.t, for each of the four military value a 

criteria, the Army considered both quantitative and qualitative attributes of ATCOM. 
Despite this claim, the Army has provided no documentation that indicates any 
consideratiom based on the military value criteria. In addition, the Army's letter - 
describes attributes it claims were used to evaluate leased facilities for which it appears 
nc r l p t g  wzs p.ver ~01le~ttyI .  These. attrih1jte.q incli-lde. the. f~llnwing: 

Percent permanent facilities 
Average age of facilities 
Buildable acres 
Unused space or building 
Ability of information systems to accommodate expansions 
Proximity to or possession of an airport -- 

We have found no evidence to suggest: that these attributes were used to evaluate - 
leased facilities, and no evidence of a Military Value Assessment of ATCOM based on 
attributes associated with any military value criteria. It is noteworthy, however, that 
many of the attributes listed above were usecl by the Army to evaluate bases in its 
Commodity Installations category -- the category in which ATCOM was evaluated during 
the 1993 base closure and realignment process. 

(-r 

- In summary, we believe that in recommending ATCOM for closure, the Army 
complied with its Management Control Plan and failed to make its decision based on the 
four -military value criteria -- a clear violation, of the base closure law. We have shown 
that the Army's own documentation supports this position. In contrast, the A r m y ' s  letter 
suggests that it took actions regarding leased facilities which in effect violated the 
M a n a g e m e n t  and allegedly included an evaluation based on the military 
value criteria. The Army has not provided any documentation to support this position, 
and the documentation it has provided to the Commission contradicts it. In the end, the 
facts demonstrate that the Army deviated substantially from the first four selection 
criteria by failing to consider them at all in recommending ATCOM for closure. 

.I 

CLAIMS REGARDING THE ARMY'S STPLTIONING STRATEGY AND COST 
SAVINGS-: 

I 

The Army's letter contends that it complied fully with its Stationing Strategy in 
formulating the decision to close ATCOM. In particular, it states that by closing 



ATCOM, the Army will increase efficiency, reduce overhead, minimize the use of leased 
- space; eliminate-exeess capacity, and collocate activities. It also argues that the Army 

would save nearly $50 million annually as a result of ATCOM's closure. 

We believe that the closure of ATCOM would not accomplish the goals of the 
Army's Stationing Strategy in a co~t~effective :manner. First of all, as our March 29 
letter demonstrated, the transfer of ATCOM's functions to the intended receiving bases 
will increase the Army's overhead costs from $7.6 million to $11.1 million annually -- an * 
outcome that is contrary to the goals of the Stationing Strategy. secondly, the Army 
itself acknowledges that the cost to transfer ATCOM's functions will exceed $145 
million (we estimate these costs to exceed $184 million), while the savings will amount to , 
only $7 million annually after the true personnel impact is taken into account. These 
substantial cost5 and low saving will produce an extremely poor return on investment for 
the Army. 

(SONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVES TlO ATCOM'S CLOSURE 

In light of the costs noted above, the Axmy should have given serious. 
consideration to alternatives to ATCOM's closure. First and foremost, the Army should 
have at least examined ATCOM'S own plans to reduce personnel and inciease efficiency -. 

as a way to accomplish the goals of its Stationing Strategy. Over the next five years, . 
ATCOM plans to reduce personnel by approximately 445 positions in order to meet the - 
Army's own budget projections. These reductions will require one-time administrative 
c:osts of only $6 million and result in a savings of $20 million annually, with an 
immediate return on investment. Moreover, they will increase efficiency, reduce 
overhead, permit a reduction in the amount of space leased from the General Services 

I Administration (thus eliminating unneeded capacity), and streamline activities -- 
accomplishing all of the goals of the Army's Stat<:_$ng Strategy. 

-- 
The Army's letter asserts that it did consider at least one alternative to the 

<:losure of ATCOM -- the relocation of the Space and Strategic Defense Command 
: (SSDC) from a !eased facility in Huntsville, Alabama, to Redstone Arsenal. According 
to the Army's letter, this alternative was rejec1:ed because the Army found it to be (1) 
rnore costly than the closure of ATCOM, and (2) less consistent with the Stationing 
Strategy because it "would not increase efficiency, reduce overhead, or create any 
functional synergies." 

- These statements regarding SSDC are contradicted by the Army's own data. 
First, the documentation presented by the Arrny to the Commission fidicates that the 
relocation of SSDC to Redstone Arsenal would cost much less than the closure of 
ATCO%~ ---$21 million vs. $146 million in one:-time costs, and $2 million vs. $12 million 

4 i:n recurring costs. We have found that the one-time costs to relocate SSDC are even 
l'ess than the $21 million claimed by the A r m y ,  which assumed that a new facility would 
have to be constructed at Redstone Arsenal to accommodate SSDC personnel. In fact, 



both the Army Materiel Command and the office of the Assistant Chief of Staff for 
Installation Management have stated that Redstone currently possesses space to 
accommodate approximately 1,500 personnel. Your staff has confirmed this fact and has 
determined that minimal renovation would be required to accomplish the relocation of 
the 950 employed by SSDC. Based on your staffs renovation estimates, we have 
calculated that the actual one-time costs required to relocate SSDC to Redstone Arsenal 
would be approximately $1 million -- not $21 million as claimed by the Army. Using this 
data, the relocation of SSDC would generate an immediate return on investment, annual * 
siivings of at least $1.3 million, and a 20-year net present value of up to' $23 million. 
This is a much more cost-effective prospect than the closure of ATCOM. 

* - 
Secondly, the relocation of SSDC to Reldstone Arsenal is entirely consistent with 

the Army's Stationing Strategy. The Army's COBRA report for SSDC demonstrates 
tkz: re!sctisn =,vs.~!d i ~ c r e c e  efficiency x d  re&re c-:er!xad by e!ixin25ng 93.8 ~i!!ic~ 
in lease costs and generating only $2.5 million in additional overhead costs at Redstone 
Arsenal -- a net savings of $1.3 million annual1;y. In addition, the documentation 
presented by the Army Basing Study office to the Undersecretary of the Army on 
October 11, 1994, states that the relocation of SSDC would result in "synergy-with niajor 
[Program M?nagers] and Missile Command at Redstone" (see Attachment D). 

ri 
Consequently, by the Army's own data and asse:rtions to its leadership demonstrate that -- 

the relocation of SSDC would fulfill the goals of its Stationing Strategy to reduce . 
overhead and leased space, eliminate excess capacity and co-locate activities. 

While not acknowledged by the Army, its consideration of the possible closure of 
the Natick Research, Development & Engineering Center (RDEC) in Massachusetts also 
had relevance vis-a-vis the proposed closure of .ATCOM. This facility is the site of the 
U.S. Army Soldier Systems Command, and is intended by the Army to receive soldier 
systems functions from ATCOM ski: -Id it close. The Army's own data indicates that 

--. the closure of Natick RDEC would require fewer one-time costs than those required for 
the closure of ATCOM, would generate $27 million in savings annually, and would 
produce a 20-year net present value of $185 million. Despite these savings -- which are 

: co~lsiderably greater than those that would accnle from the closure of ATCOM -- the 
Army chose to keep this facility open. It also appears to be willing to transfer ATCOM 
pel-sonnel to Natick RDEC despite the Army COBRA report's determination that such 
a nnove would increase annual overhead costs by $1.6 million, or an extraordinary $8,120 
per person. Given such costs, it does not appear that the decision to retain Natick 
RDEC and transfer ATCOM functions to it are in the best interests of the Army or the 

- taxpayer. 
# 

, 
In light of the above, we do not believe that the Army's April 14 letter to the 

Co~nmission provides any justification for the closure of ATCOM. The Army's letter 
not only lacks any documentation to substantiate its claims, but is contradicted by 



documentation the Army has already presented to the Commission. The Army's 
~documentatiort substantiates our conclusions lhat it failed to comply with the base 
h closure law's requirement that all recommendations be based on the final selection 
criteria, failed to meet the objectives of its own Stationing Strategy, overestimated the 
cost savings to the government, and failed to give serious and accurate consideration to 
more cost-effective alternatives. Consequently, we would like to reiterate our request 
that the Commission reject the Army's recommendation that ATCOM be closed. 

* 
In order to evaluate fairly and adequately the Army's recornmekdation to close 

,4TCOM and our belief that it should remain open, we request that the Commission add 
SSDC and -tick RDEC to the list of installations to be considered for closure during - 
your May 10 hearing. We believe that only by adding these facilities will the 
Commission be able to examine all of the issues raised by the Army's recommendation, 
incliidinp viahle alternatives. 

We appreciate your attention to this important matter. 

Sincerely, 

Christopher S. Bond Richard A. Gephardt ' 
United -states Senator Member of congress 

w 

United States Senator -?-..- . .- ,! Member of Congress 

~ e d e i  of Congress Member of Congress 



. 
0 

1 

* 'TABS DiETAILED ANALYSIS (1 2) 
I 

Y E  WW TMS FORCE STRUCTURE DoO C R m P  r ICP U A U  POUCY C m  

I .  

I 

INSTALLATION ., , MILrrARY VALUE / BANDS 
221 

2 

FEASIBLE 
CERTIFIED DATA W E W R Y  

CANDIDATES INSTALLATION OML- 
INST NARRAfM: - II JSTALLATION SCREENING 

ElBS m 
LESSONS LRND - CATEGORY 
TF OUTPUT - SCREENING 

222 
MACOM INPUT 
ARMT U K S t i P  INPUT I JCSO INPUT I CATEGORY 

SCENARIO 
LEASES - m 

CROSS-CAT 
INTEGRATION 

224 

L I '  

POC SUPPORT 
TASK FORCE 

LEVFl 7 ACSlM -- 31 1 
S O W R E  
TABS TRAINED PERSONNEL 

12% F n  
YON THE ARMY BASING STUDY 5 

I 

jE7q 

LEVEL 1 



f COSTS (IM) \ I . . 

O M  5 69. 
MILCON $ 63. . 
SmEEAa. 
TOTAL $ 148. 

--.. 
ulrmx ::2 1 I . I OTHER W 

' 
PAYBACK PERIOD rruc, ;j 

BREAKEVENYEAR a, 
MONMOw STEhDY S T A T E ~ ~ Q  

I TOTAL 5 3 1 4  1 I 

. I 20 YEAR NPV c ~ o  VACATE LEASE - b k u w  ahiau lo Nalldr RDEC Delroll 
~ - u . ~ a t ~ ~ - ~ m . n d ~ & k k r u u l  u I w I y U E a r 7 , w  / I 

DETROIT ARSENAL, MI 

f-----i I COSTS (IM) I I 0&M' . 1 MILCON : $ ( 
OTHER U OLM S 1.4 

MILCON S 0 
I PTHER S O  

TOTAL I 1.4 1 TOTAL I160 1 - 1 
I;AYB~cK PERIOD -1 . . . . 
B R ~ E V E N Y E A R  
STEADY STATE $ 3  120Oa 

P A Y ~ A C K P W O D ~  L 
BREAKEVENYEAR m 
STEADY STATE ( ~ o  

20 YEAR NWw x!s I REALIGN DETROIT ARSENAL 
CLOSE TANK, PLANT 

CLOSE NATICK R D E L  - Realbn miulons to fdeen Pro* Ground - ReaGn HQ TECOM fmm Abefdeen Proving , Ground to W e  Sands Mhrlle Range 





Document Separator 





'L 

- 
Executive Summary 

individual localities than that for similar activities recommended for 
closure either by the Navy or by other DOD compqnents. However, os&did 

I not take exception to this inconsistency. 

Some Service 
Recom~endations Raise 
Issues That Should Be 
Considered by the BRAC 
C~mrnis~sion 

Regarding the Army, it did not fully adhere to its regular process for = 
installations in assessing military value when recommending minor and 
leased facilities for closure, In selechg 15 minor sites for closure, the 
Army based its decision on the judgment of its maor commands that the 
sites were excess and of low military value. In considering leased faciliik, 
the Army relied on its stationing strategy and its guidance to reduce leases 
but did not assess the facilities separately as it did for other installqtions. 
The decisions were a-rived at through someZdeparture from thq process 
used for installations. 

GAO generally agrees .wi th the Secretary's recommendations. However, it 
has specific u~esolved questions about a number of Air Force . - 
recommendations and to much less extent the other components' 
recommendations. The following are some examples. 

Even though the Air Force recognized that it had excess capacity at its five 
maintenance depots (and was considering closing two, it opted late in the 
process to realign the workload rather than close any depots. However, 
the Air Force based its decision on preliminary data from incomplete 
internal studies on the potential for consolidating and realigning workload 
and reducing persorunel levels at the depots. Some of these studies were 
completed after DOD'S BRAC report was published and do not fully support 
the BRAC-recommendled consolidations. These recommended 
consolidations appear to expand the workload at some depots that are in 
the process of downsizing. Thus, the Air Force$ recommendation may not 
be cost-effective and, does not solve the problem of excess depot capacity. 

The Air Force also proposed the realignment of W a n d  Air Force Base, 
New Mexico, became it rated low relative to the other five bases in the 
same category. Again, closure costs appeared'to heavily influence this 
base's rating. However, in the military value criterion most important to 
this group of bases, mission requirements, Kirtland rated among the 
highest of the six bases. Kiriland's realignment would reduce the Air 
Force's operational overhead, including support previously provided to the 
Department of Energy (DOE) and its Sandia National Laboratory located on 
Kirtland. However, Ihe Air Force's savings could mean an increase in base 
operational support costs borne by DOE. As GAO has recommended in the 
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The Army's Process and Recommendations 
'Were Generally Sound, With Cost 
Considerations Eliminating Some Potential 
Closures and Realignments 

Few Changes Were 
jdade to the Army's 
Sound Process 

The Army is recommending the closure and realignment of 44 
@ 

insthations, including 3 leases of facilities, and 15 minor sites. These 
recommendations incorporate several alternatives provided by 
cross-service groups. 'l'he Army's process for evaluating and 
recommending installa.tions for closure or realignment was generally - 
sound and well documented. However, we are highlighting some 
recommendations for Ihe Commission's attention because of a variance in 
how they were assessed compared to others or because of other open .. 
issues. 

Implementation costs .were a significant f a c t ~ r  in the Army's 
decision-making, but only after military value analyses had identified 
candidate installations for study. At the same time, some candidate 
installations/facilities ranked relatively low in military value and had the 
potential for long-term savings, but they were excluded from closure or 
realignment consideraion because of closing costs and other 
considerations. 

The Army completed ils BRAC 1995 review using basically the same process 
it had used in prior rocmds. Only a few changes were made to the process 
for BRAC 1995, including (1) the basing categories for some facilities to 
provide a different grouping for a better assessment of relative military 
value and (2) a more dlrect and clear link between the Army's data calls 
and DOD'S four military value selection criteria The Army's process for 
evaluating and recomn~ending installations for closure and realignment 
generally complied with legislation and OSD policy guidance, was well 
documented, was supported by generally accurate data, and appeared 
reasonable.' Although explainable, there was some variance in the Army's 
application of its process for two groups of instillations and facilities. 

In keeping with a suggestion from the 1993 BRAC Commission's report, the 
Army also established ,a separate review categ~ry for leased facilities. All 
leases (including groups of leases in the samebeadquarters and same 
geographical area) costing more than $200 thousand per year were 
identified as study candidates. However, the Army's military value analysis 
for leased facilities war; not done in the same way as it was for 
installations. To assess the military value, an installation assessment was 

'The Army Audit Agency (AAA) provided comprehensive review and oversight of each segment of the 
process, to include reviewing l t~e  primary data sources and analytical approaches; this included 
checking COBRA entries again5.t source documents. In all cases where discrepancies were found, 
coriections were made. None of the discrepancies, however, were considered material or affected any 
of the recommended closures or realignments. 
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Chapter 6 
The Army's Process and Recomn~endations 
Were Generally Sound, With C ~ i t  
Considerations Eliminating Some Potential 

r 
Closures and Realignments 

coupled with the operational requirements in the stationing strategy. In , 
contrast, the stationing siirategy alone provided the basis for the military 
value of leased facilities. One tenet of the stationing strategy was to 
minimize the use of leased facilities. The Army did not prepare installation 
assessments for leased facilities because it believed that they do not have - 
the same measurable att~ibutes and characteristics as installations and 
were not competing against each other for retention purposes. 

The Army also included within its BRAC process a review of minor sites, 
many of which contained less than 100 acres and had few, if any, tenants 
or employees. These sites were identified by the major commands as being 
excess to their needs ant3 of low military value. These sites were added 
during the latter stages of the Army's BRAC process and also underwent a 
different review from the normal military value assessment completed -- 
under the Army's BRAC process. Once identified as excess to the Army's 
needs and of low military value by the major commands, the Army's BRAC - 
group evaluated the impact of closing each site on operations and the ROI. 

We monitored all aspects of the decision process from the beginning. We 
had access to and reviewed key documents, discussing aspects with key 
officials, and observed the process as  it occurred. We also sat in on 
selected meetings and were able to verify that the Army was following its 
established policies and procedures. As a result, we were able to track the 
analysis of each installation through the process. The Army gave priority 
consideration to rnilitqy value criteria, as required, and its 
decision-making appeared logical, consistent, and fair. Some installations 
were not selected for closure, based on closing costs andlor operational 
considerations, even though they ranked relatively low in military value 
compared with other installations in the respective installation categories. 

An important part of the Army's process, as in prior BRAC rounds, was 
periodic consultation with senior military and civilian Army officials. 
These key Army officials were involved in each phase of the process. 
Deliberative minutes were kept for each of the meetings with the key 
officials. These minute:; documented key decisions made during the 
process relative to the ,4rmy's installations. The end result was the closure 
and realignment recommendations made by the Secretary of the Army to 
the Secretary of Defense. 
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Chapter 5 
The Army's Process and Recommendations 
Were Generally Sound, With Cost 
Considerations Eliminating Some Potential 
Closures and Realignments 

cap.abilities can be duplicated by commercial activities, it was selected as 
a candidate for study. lifter a review of available West Coast port 
activities, the Army decided that operational risks precluded the closure of 

C 
Oakland. However, the Army did not elaborate on what these risks were. It 
only stated that the availability of West Coast commercial port facilities 
was insufficient to meet contingency demands. 

- - - 

1:ndustria.l Facilities Lima Army Tank Plant, Ohio. Because of its low military value, Lima was 
selected for further study. Since the Army is recommending the closure of 
the Detroit Tank Plant, it decided that the Lima plant should remain as the 
only operating tank plant. 

-- 
I-- 

00nclus~ions and The Army's process and recommendations were generally sound, although 
some  recommendation,^ on leases of facilities and minor sites involved - 

]F tecornnnendations some variance in the process. Although there was some logic in the Army's 
rationale for these variances, we recommend that the Commission further 
assess these actions and make a determination, under its legislative 
authority, whether these variances represent substantial deviation from 
the selection criteria 

Also, some questions remain about the accuracy of some data used in 
assessing Army ammunition depots. Therefore, we recommend that the 
Commission ensure that the Army's ammunition depot recommendations 
are based upon accurate and consistent information and that corrected 
data would not materially affect military value assessments and final 
recommendations. 

Further, the proposed realignment of Letterkenny Army Depot involves a 
change to a prior BRAC clecision to consolidate tactical missile maintenance 
at a single location. Son~e questions exist about the impact of the 
realignment on the concept of consolidated maintenance. The Commission 
may want to examine this issue further. M 

Finally, the Comrnissiorl will-want to ensure that the Army has met all 
permit requirements related to the closure of Fort McClellan. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHlCF OF STAFF 

- 200 ARMY PEblTAQON 
WABHlNaTON DC 20310-0200 

n I K Y  TO 
ATTENTION OF 

C 

Mr. Edward A. Brown 111 
Defense Base Closure and Real iment  Cormaission - 
1700 N. m o r e  St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

This letter is in response to your request for information relating to the 
Military Value Assessment of Army leased facilities. The request was provided 
in a letter forwarded to The Army Basing Shltiy (TABS) on 12 May 1995, contr~l 
number 9505 12-13. The major points addrtsst:d in this request arc: 

A- - provide the back-up data supporting the attributes which the Army used to 
evaluate leased facilities, including infarmation on specific attributes: 
percent permanent facilities, average age of facilities, Buildable acres, 
unused space or building, ability of information systems to accommodate 
expansion, and proximity to or possesbion of an airport, 

show how the data was linked to the Military Value criteria. 

Back-up Data. The data collected by TABS on Leased Facilities, BRAC 
Dati Call # 13 - Leases, has been provided to thc Commission. This data call 
contains dl of the quantitative elements collect.ed by TABS used in leased facility 
analysis. 1x1 refercnce to the request for specific attributes, these attributes were 
not collected for the leased sites. The letter by BG Shane states: "Quantitatively, 
it considered the attributes of leased facilities that bore an such matlers, 
collecting information on such things as...". However, the specific attributes 
were collected on potential gaining  installation:^ that are Army owned. This data 
is published in the Army's Reference Volume II, Installation Assessment (IA) 
Process and Supporting Data. .. 

- Link to Military Value. Thc data was linked to the DoD Selection criteria 
as desdnbcd in BG Shane's letter of 14 April 1995. . 



The point, of contact for further information on this issue is MAJ Fletcher, 
(703) 697-6262. 

Director, The h y  Basing Study 
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AVIATION AND TROOP COMMAND 
MAJOR ISSUES 

ISSUE #2: How many civilian personnel would be eliminated by the closure of ATCOM? @ 

Armv position: 786 civilian personnel positi.ons, based on (1) Army ASIP data that 
exceeds Prpgram Budget Guidance (PBG) personnel authorizations, and - 
(2) undocumented claims that nearly all Area Support, BASOPs, and Mission Support 
positions can be eliminated over time. 

Community position: 48 civilian personnel positions, based on PBG authorizations and 
Army data on Area Support, BASOPs, and blission Support position requirements. 
Supporting documentation attached: 

Army Materiel Command BRAC 95 [mplementation Planning Guidance -- directs 
ATCOM to use the PBG as the basis for determining personnel reductions -- 
associated with the closure of ATCOIVI. 

DMRD 926 (July 3, 1990) -- directs that in consolidating Inventory Control 
Points, the Services should assume only a 50 percent reduction in overhead 
positions from losing installations. 

ATCOM Manpower Deviation Request -- identifies 56 area support mission 
positions, 90 additional BASOPs positions, and 387 mission support positions 
that must be retained if ATCOM is cl'osed. 

TACOM memorandum (May 30,1995) -- Concurs with ATCOM's Manpower 
Deviation Request and requests additional overhead positions. 

CECOM memorandum (May 19, 1995) -- Requests additional BASOPs positions 
from ATCOM based on ATCOM's Nc/[anpower Deviation Request. 

Army memorandum (May 16, 1995) -.- States that Army Materiel Command and 
Army headquarters believe that manpower shortfalls in the aviation missions 
transferred from ATCOM to Redstone Arsenal could be covered by the excess 
manpower at MICOM. 

Army ASIP (May 95) for Redstone Arsenal -- Shows that MICOM has 778 non- 
additive personnel authorizations and Redstone Arsenal Support Activity 
(ACTRASA) has 83 non-additive personnel authorizations. 



CIVILIAN SPACE AUDIT TRAIL 
ARMY vs SLDTF 

Corrected manpower 
ARMY SLDTF authorizations for FY 98 

M,?npower Start Point 3,784 based on latest PBG is 
Less: AAA Auditors to BASE X 

" 

0 
3,784 
0 3,476 -- 308 positions 

Sub-total ATCOMISIMNPEOlelc. Baseline 3,753 3,753 less than revised 

Less: BRAC Transfers: ( baseline. Army proposal I 
Transfer to Detroit 
Transfer to Natlck 
Transfer to Ft. Monmouth 
Transfer to Redstone 

Sub-total BRAC Transfers 

Remaining Positions 
Less: BRAC Force Structure Reductions 

Sub-total BRAC Eliminations 

S i D T i  Adjustments 
Additional Force Structure Reductions 

Area Support Left i n  St. Louis 

Overhead "Add-Back" to  RSA: 
- BASEOPs 

- Mission Support 

- .  . 

(154) 
gives credit for only 103; 
SLDTF adds 205 to 

(160) correct Army oversight 
(2.383) 
(2,864) 

to remain in order to 
continue to perform 
the St. Louis support .... 
( ~ l r w ,  IIYIA, 

procurement, etc. .) I 
163 - Correct total 
(13) - Already in Natick 
(60) - Already in RSA 
90 Need to be added 

Sub-Total SLDTF Adjustments (,,,\ 1 I 
[TOTAL ELIMINATIONS 786 48 1 7- Restores "overhead" 7 positions incorrectly 

year! 4 

. 

recurring personnel 
savings by $34M per 

eliminated. Transfers 
additional spaces to 4 
receiving bcations 

(based on "50% Rule). 
, '  



AISA 

PEO 

SIMA 

AAA 

.- ARL 

INVSV'C - 
. - 

USAMCX 

. - .. 
CIVILIAN BASELINE 

PROPOSAL 

C (ASIPI E 9 8  PBG 1DELTA) 

- 
TOTAL 
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DEPARTMCNT OF THE ARMY 
H-WUARTEFW, 118. ASMY MATERIEL M M l U A H O  

6001 LIIENHOWEn AVENUE, A W N D C I I A ,  VA 21333 - OOOI 

M ~ V  m 
A V O +  

AMCSO 13 April 1995 :, 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 
9- 

' i 

SUBJECT: BKAC 95 Implamantation Planning Guidance .- .. i 

a .  Momorandurn, AMCSO, 1 Mar 9 5 ,  sab. 

b. Henorandun, AMCSO, 1 0  Mar 9 5 ,  sab- 

c. Mamoranclum, AMCSO, 1 3  Mar 9 5 ,  subject: aRAC 95  - 
Lead MSCs. 

d. Memorandun, AMCSO, 16 Mar 9 5 ,  subjact: BRAC 95 
implementation Guidance - Draft Environment.al B a ~ e l i n e  ~ u k e y  
(EBS), Statemant of Work. 

a, Memorandum, AMCSO, 2 0  Mar 9 5 ,  sab. 

f. MmoxandwP, AMcS0, 2 2  Mar 9 5 ,  subject:  BRAC 95 
Implementation Guidance - Discretionary Moves. 

a .  ~ h s  purpose of  this memorandum is to rovide addi t iona l  
data re lat ing  to BRAC 95 implamantation p f anning. 
3 .  Attached a s  enclosure 1 i s  data wa have transmitted to DA 
DCSOPS concerning disaretionary moves. 

4 .  A t  anoloaure 2 is a m e m o  to COE w i t h  o u r  proposed -- methodology for NEPA docun.entntion. 

5 .  A d d  the following requirement to ref le as para 4 c -  (7) : I 
"Addrrss MACOM-approved provisi.ons for the continued 

processing of workers compensation cases. One of two courses 
of a c t i o n  3.8 possible: X .  Designate anothelc installation 
within the same MACOM to ae6ume the caseload; 2. Obtain 
concurrence of an inatallation outside the MACOM to assume 
the cageload (see para 3 of enclosure 2 ) . "  

- 6. Manpower guidance d i s t r i b u t e d  i n  raference la is 
w i t h d r a w n .  New guidance for the manpover annex of tne 
implemantatlon p l a n s  is contained in this mc2mo. 

7 .' Guidance f o r  the manpowsr annex is as f o l l o w s :  
I 

a:  he s t a r t  point f o r  tna manpower p l a n  is the d a t a  
c o n t a ~ n e d  i n  tho Cobra a n a l y s e s  provdded to you in reference  



M C S O  
SUEUECT: BRAC 95 Implementation Planning Guidance L 

Ib, vhich  w a s  further supplemented in rafarencc le. T h i s  
data  coxre la tas  to the F Y  1 9 9 6  data  conta ined i n  t h e  A u  uet 
1 9 9 4  version of the  ASIP and w i l l  be the p o i n t  of dopagure  
f o r  the  a n n ~ x .  SC : i 

*. ' 

b. A s  is  t h e  case with a l l  of t h e  ann8xcs In t h e  
Xmplementation Plan, a l l  units involved i n  the proposal 
bcrorc a a  cpmmisaion w i l l  be addressed i n  this annex- The 
l i s t i n g  of the unita  for each propaual, at UIC/darivativo U X c  
level of detail, and the F Y  1996 ASIP strength for these 
u n i t s  wee transmitted to you via anclosure 4 to reference lb. 

c. For each plC u n i t  contained i n  a pro] oaal, you need 
t o  o x  l a i n  any diacre~pncy b~twaen  the basel. ! ne data ( A S I P )  
and tge nOctobor 1994 PBG plus Pebrua 1995 Command Plan 
Changean version of the PBG. ~ h f s  w i l  7 be done in a 
paragraph, or aarirn of paragraphs entitled It'ASIP to PBC 
~aconciliation~. (NOTE! This i.8 n o t  a re i ~ e e m e n t  f o r  non-' 
AMc uni te )  . The remainder of the annax w ?" 11 urra PBG data  as 
its b a s i s  (ASIP data for non-AMC d.emant8). -- 

d. A= noted above, anolosura 4 t o  r ~ f ~ r t 3 n c o  lb contains 
manpower data a t  UIC/b8rlvat ive  UXC lave1 of detail, 
including manpower ~ l i m i n a t l a n e  and realignments rokul t ing  
from the proposals.  If you believe that you need to  d e v i a t e  
f r o m  the manpower eliminated o r  roalignad, t h a n  NLT 1s ~ a y  
1995 you need t o  come forward t o  t h i s  HQ i n  w r i t i n g ,  under 
your commanding Goneralt8 signature, detailing the  r a t i o n a l e  
for and the l eve l  of deviation proposed. U n 1 . o ~ ~  a s p e c i f i c  

F - waiver from HQ AMC is provided, plans will adlherc to the 
manpower savings detailed i n  the  referenced dlata; simply 
noting that there is a d e l t a  betweer, the A S I F '  and PBG data - will not be considered ample rationale t o  o b t a i n  a waiver. 
You do n o t  need to receive a waiver to  deduct overnmental 
caretaker personne l  who may be required for a ? i m e  between 
the and of the military mission and tho actual disposal of 
the r o p e r t y  from Army ro l l s .  These personnel  requirements, 
whicR may be needed at some o f  the. closure sitea, may be 
deducted from the e l i m i n a t i o n s  without approval from HQ AMC. 
HQ AHC d o a s  however r o t a i h  final approval aurhority.over the 
s i t a e  which may require t h i s  action, and the amount-of 
personnel involved. 

s. For each proposal before  t h e   omm mission t h e  following 
- displays will be completed: * 

. (1) B a s e  Closure Exhib i t ,  Manpower Annex, Manpower 
B a s e l i n e  (Encl. 3) . Instructions for the complatlon of this 
form fo&low.  

-* 
2 



m c s o  
SUBJECT: BRAC 95 I rnp le rnen ta t ion  Planning Guidanca Y.. 

(a) Date.  ill in date tha t  the fom w a s  c o m p l ~ t e d .  
C. 

(b) Propoaal. Shokt hand notation for the proposal 
bef0r.e . the C0mmi6sion. This information cam be fouhd' in t%p 
verbiage in para 1 0 2  cnclosurr 4 to rat lh. Examples are>'  
~ealign Dugway Proving Grounds, close Rod River Army Dopot, 
~ i s a a t a b l i 8 %  ATCOM, etc, 

(c) ~ctivity/01~- ~ i s t  all of the units involved in 
the pro osal, a6 w a l l  as t h e i r  ~IC!/dorivative U I C  under t h i s  
column 1 aading. See para 4b abova, this memo. 

(d) ~ i v  Mil, FY 96-01. For each AMC unit show t h e  
basel ina authorizations per the "Octobar 19194 PEG plus 
February 1995 Command .Plan Changes.*( For non-AMC units, 
use t h e  ASXP data in referenoe lb, which is F Y  1996 data,.and ' 
straight line it Lor all years. 

(4 )  Total. Provide a total by F Y  of C i v  and M i l  for all 
of the units involvad in t h e  proponal. 

The aource for the data ia the "Oatober 1994 
1995 Command Plan Changesw f o r  AMC units, 

and the  August 1994 ASXP f o r  non-AMC u n i t a .  

( 2 )  Bade Closure Exhibit, Hanpover Annex, Schedule of 
Changes (Encl- 4) . I n e t r u c t i o n s  f o r  the com:pletion o r  t h i s  
form f o l l o w .  - 

(a )  An i n d i v i d u a l  fom w i l l  be completad fo r  each of  t h e  
units inc luded in tho Manpower Baselina form. 

(b) D a t e  and Proposal. Same instructions as the Manpower 
D a s e l i n e  form- 

- (c) Activity/UIC. The name and UXC/derlvative UJC of the 
u n i t  t h a t  the t o m  addresses .  

(d) ~ c t i o n  column. 
* 

l ' * a e e l i n e -  Show t h e  b a s s l i n e  Lor ;ha u n i t .  D a t a  will 
be ths"4ame as. that included on t h e  Manpower baseline form. 



AMCSO 
SUBJECT: BRAC 95 Implomantation Planning Guidance t 

3-  he following antrios'ara poaaibilities for the 
roma ndsr of this column: Eliminated,  Transferred to (Nab 
of unit, UXC#, and installation nama) F o r  each ent.ry-. 
in tha  column, fill in the apgropriata number of *>. 
authorizations involved- caras this will provide a ?! 

zero sum. Tge situations ice:Enh is would not be the case 
are: 

Whan a unit w i l l  remain residant at tlho installation 
involved in the proposal and will not lose its unit identity 
through transfer to or merger with another o~cganization, 

T$ When n governmental realdual caratakar staff i r ~  
a n t  c pated batwaen tho tima the military mission ends and 
the date t h e  property is di~posed from A m y  rolls. - 

(NOTE: You need to ensure that the data displayed in this 
form correlates to the data contained a l a ~ w h c ~ r e  i n  the planr -- 
notably in the Psrsonnel sect ion  where you ~ ~ . ~ C U B S  timing in 
relationship to PCS, transfer of func t ions ,  R:IF, etc.). 

. (3) Baea ClosurQ Exhibit, Manpowor Annex, Schedule of 
Chan es - Narrative ( enc l .  5 )  . Inatructions for the 
compqetion of this form follow. 

( a )  An individual form w i l l  be aomplotad to accompany 
sac? of the schadula of  Q-iangae forms. The Proposal, 
~ c t  v i t y / U I C  and date should correlate to t h e  Schedule of 

* change f o m  the narrative accompanies- 

- (b) For each entry in the ~ c t i o n  column of the Schedule 
of Change- form,  provide a narrative description of the- 
action. 

a,' The point af contact f o r  t h i s  ac:kion is Mr. Daryl Powell, 
D8N 284-9166. 

9. AMC --- ~merica's Arsenal fo r  the Brave- /-I 

MICHAEL C. SANDUSKY 
c h i s f ,  Sp.cIaI 



AMCSO 
SUBJECT: BRRC 95 Implementation Planning ~ u i d a n c e  

DISTRIBUTION : 

Mr. Frank ~ u d f f o  (CECOM) 
Mr- ~ i k a  Early (TECOM) 
Mr. J i m  McKivrigan (CBDCOM) 
Ms. Michalene s m i t h  (a PRICE) 

CF : 
Mr. Blount (DCSRM) 





J u l y  3, 1990 

-3ANDUM POIi fXcIETARIES OP TEE MIUW DZ~PAR!R~JTS 
(xitlum OF THE m m  CEUEFS C* 873m 
UNDER SECRh;li9RTES OF D m  . 
Dl%-, D m %  RlmAFux  Am) P N G ~ G -  
XSISlXNT V E S  CI? DElTEblSE 
axPTADLLER 

r D c C U l ? S E L  
LNSPZCIDR GZNERAL 
DIRECTOR, (1PJSUiTION7UI TEST AM) -ION 
DIRECTOR, AWINTSTRATION AND ~LWGDENT 
DIRECTORS QF 'fBE DEFENSE AGBlC:TPS 

SUl3.JECT: DHRD 926 I n w n t o r y  C o n t m l  Point Cossol iQt ion Study -pox 

'Pbe att.ac\ed report vad prepared by a j o h t  ~~I)/Compancr.t st: ,dy ..* 
team, cbscged w i t h  r e ~ e v i n g  tba potential for canaolidathg 
Invrtltory Contml P o h t  (ICP) aNvf t i e s .  1 u u  r p p m v h g  t h e  repott 
recuxnnandationa, to kclude t h e  folloKing ~aajior actions: 

Tranafer i t a m  m a n a g a n t  responsibility fo r  appxmxhately one 
million cnntumable i t a m  f r u n  t h e  Military S t r v l o e s  to t h o  
Defente Logisti- Agency; 

D i r e c t  t h e  Army to develop a plan to realign and consoliduto i ts  
IcPS to reduce werhoad costs, while maintaining raspcmsive and 

--. effective logistics .upport to it. opcra~tiag f o n e z :  

Continue bcrvico mcnagcment of rrpanrble itemu, subject to a 
future zosssessment of cawo l lda t i on  asd incrrased htarscrvice 
integration, as t h e  necessary M P  my stem^, pallciss, and .upport 
jn.frastructure are &velope& r o d  A- * 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE A R M Y  
HEADQUARTERS. US ARMY AVIATION AND THOOP COMNIANO 

4300 GOOOFELLOW BOULEVARD. ST. LOUIS, M O  63izo.179a 

A T T E N T I O N  O f  

* 
MEMCIRANDUM FOR Cotnmander, 1J.S. Army Matcricl CIommatld, A m :  AMCSC) 

(Mr. Duryl H. Powell), 5001 Gisenhowcr Avenue, 
r Alexandria, VA 22333-0001 - 

SUBJECT: Manpower Deviation liequest - Disestablish A'I'CfllM 

1. Reference: 

a. ATCOM BRAC: presentations lbr thc AMCIDA UKAC stnll'visit to St. Louis, 
15 May 1995. 

-- 
b. Memor'uldurn, AMCSO, HUAMC, 13 April 1995, si~hjeci: RRAC 95 

Implementation Plunning Guidance. 

2. In accordance with the ltnpletnentiltion Plnn guidance proviclcd by above rcfi.rcnces, 
A'l'COM is requesling deviations to thc manpowcr baseline and climination estimates 
identified in the BRAC 95 proposal, Alternative No. LE2-6A. 

I 

3. To enable reccmciliation oi'tlic~ bascline and elimination numbcrs sho\vn in ttic DRAC 

--. proposal, it  will bc riecessary Ibr tllc In~plementi~tio~~ Plan lo rcflcct cor-rectcd arithmetic 
in two m a s :  

a. 'I'lie propo~al double-countcd 50 spaccs associated with Troop matcriel ocquisitioll 
engineering. Specifically. i t  showcd 50 spaces eliniinatcd for Rclvoir KD&E Ccntcr and 
also included these resources in the 48 1 HQATCOM spaces relocating to CECOM, 
TACUM nnd SSCOM (bascd on separate AMC data call, 0clot)cr 1 tN4). Rccom~nend 
thc baseline (Arrny S tutioning & lnslnllntiol~ Plm (AS11')) und statcd eliminations bc 
reduced by 50 civilicm spaces to accorn~nodate this correction it1 the Jmplctuentution Plan. 

b. The proposal shows 75 civilian spaces relocating for Basc Operalions3;uppclr-t 
(UOSMM) - 62 to Rcdstone and 13 to Natick. I t  also sho~vs tht: elimination of 793 
spaces by rduction of I.I<)ATCOM overhmd. The 75 spaces wcrc added to thc bascllnc 
and relocation col~mins of thc proposal without a conaspoi~ding change to thc eliniinatiot~ 
r;olumn. Recorru~lend the baseline (ASIP) and statqd eliminatiol~s be reduced by 75 
civilian spaces to nccommodatc this corsection ill the Jmplc~nelllation I'lan. 



AMSAT-D-A 
SURJEC'I-: Manpower I)evi;~~ion Kequesl - L)isestablisll ATCO'M 

2 2 MAY 1995 

4. The I3IlAC proposal did not addrcss KI'COM's (St. Iaouis) assigned mission/rcso~~rces 
that arc dedicuted to the supportaf other D 0 D  agencics in the St. Louis Mctrolmlitan 
arca. ATCOM currently provides thc cquivcllcnt of 56 civilinl~ spaces (and tenidditionill 
contractor work years) of retail logistics support to thesc agencies that will remain in St. 
Louis after AIFCOM is rclocaled. llnder existing DOD support policy. any retail supporl 
that ATCOM providcs its own organimtions is also available to othcr non-ATCOM 
customers. Enclosurc 1 providcs a summary of applicahlc suj~porl categories, customers, 
and workload. I t  is essentiul that these manpower resources be relaitled by a L)OD 
agcncy(s) in the St. 1.ouis area to continue this mission. Earnlarking 56 spaces (plcts ten 
contractor workyears) for the residual St. Louis ares support ~nission would havc rr 
corresponding reduction in statcd URAC savings. It is essential that the proposed 
relocation numbers not bc reduced to rcsource ~ h l s  rcsidunl St. 1,ouis mission. 

5. 'I'hc URAC proposal idcrltifics 88 military positions to be relocated from I-IQATCOM 
(St. Louis) to the gaining locations - 86 to 1Iuntsvillc and two to Natick. Recommend the . 
lmplen~entation Plan rctlcct a reviscd distribulior~ that is more in line with ATCOM's 
current utilization of these positions based or) projected IiY 98 I'BG authori-ations (86): 
liuntsvillc. - 64: Natick - 5 ;  T A W M  - I); CECIOM - 8. 

6. Based on the proposed action's assumcd completion date of10 September 1998 
(A'I'COM discontinued), it appears neccssaly to scl aside n quantity of'mmlpower 
resources for residual closl~re uctions beyond 30 September 1908. Identification of 
specilic actions and applicable resource requircrncnts art: in process. I t  is currently 
envisioned that a mirlil~lal number of positions will be required i n  FY 99 and possibly FY 
00. Kecommend the Irnplcmentation Plan incorl,oratc these St. Louis residual 

' (transitional) stnffing rcquirements and associntcd costs. 

7. As indicated during thc presentations of reference 1 ri, ATCOM is very concerned 
about the lcvel of civilian resources to be relocatcd by the proposed action.  he proposal 
clirninated virtually all ovcrliead in A'I'COM's existing St. Louis operations. l 'hc 
j?roposnl, os written, goes beyond current policy to reduce A'1'C:OM overhead. 

a. Base Operations: Specifically, at HQAMC: rcquest (Mcnlorandtlm, 4 

15 November 1994), the action reduced by 50% the lumber ol'ROSMM (base 
nperntionsj spaces rclocating to Huntsville and t:lin~inated all UOSMM spaces that should 
have relocatcd to CECOM and TACOM. Neither the proposal nor uny follow up inquiry 
has provided the rationale or workload justification for diverting P~om the COBRA Moclcl 
allocation of milnpowcr. Recommend the i~l~~len~'entat ioa Plan reflect 90 additional 
civilinn spaces for  rclocnt~on IAW the COBRA BOSMM metllodology. 



2 2 MAY 19% 
AMS A'1'-D-A 
SUB JF.(:.Is: Mmpower Deviation Request - Disestnhlish ATCOM 

b. Mission Supl>orl a( All Command I-cvcls: Whilc tlic Ci)131<A Moilcl addrcsscs 
nianj)o\vc.r normally associated with operation ol'nn il~stallalion (ROSMM), i t  docs no1 
cover thc unicluc overheid requirecl for a niatcricl acquisition or rcndiness suppiirt, 
National Inventory Control Point (NICP), missiot~. Defense Management Rcvicw 
Directive ( D M D )  926 (as approved by the Deputy Secretary of UeTeiisc on 3 July 1390) 
is the primary impetus and guidance f i r  NICP consolidations within POD. 11 slates on 
page 19, "thc ~nethodology ussumcd thal by consolidating two or more ICPs, the gaining 
1CP could pcrfonn overhead functio~ls with 50% less resources than the losing ICP 
required." Again, neither the proposal nor any follow u p  inquirt by lhis Corllmund has 
produced any rationale or workload justification Ibr disregarding the DMKD guidance. 
At Kl'C:OM, these commodity colnmand uniquc overl~cad filnctions are all. irjtcgral prut 
of the  nlnteriel Ijfc cycle process and urc often reso~lrccd by  customer (RI_)'lT, PAA, or 
DBOI;) funds. I'ersc,nnel perfomling these iilnctions arc ~ssignl-d at Can~n~and  stuff; 
center a~ld  directorate levels. I t  must bc etnphasizcd thal since k 390, A'I'C'OM has -- 
~i~ni i icnnt ly  rcduced its overhead personnel. Iluring thc AMC:/TjA 131WC skaff visit, 
ATCOM functional munagcrs identi licd specific manpower sllolrtfalls and emphnsizcd 
tl~eil- impact, direct and indirect, on missiotl perlbrmance. Enclosure 2 is a description of' 
the shortfalls. Rccomnlend thc lml~len~entation Plan incorporate 387 ildditional 
manpo\vcr spaccs (civi lirm) to perform missiori support func(ions 31 the gaining locations. 

8. Reference I b indicated that PB(3 uuthorizations will be uscd as the In~plementation 
- Plan nIanpo\ver hasclinc for. AMC clernents. 'I'llis requircrnrsnt will dlrcctly inlpact thr 

-- expected Inanpower eliminations and rclocationh ol'lllc propusc:d LiI(AC action. Thc 
Manpower Rascline Exhibit (draft) nt enclosure 3 rcflecls tlic rcvised bascli~les (PBG) f i ) ~  
AMC-elements. Note thal sotnc non-AMC ele~nenls will also rxperiencc signilicant 
progra~umutic changes (reductions) not reflected on this exhibit. 

9. Your attcntion to these manpower issues is ay~preciatcd and will facilitate the timely 
con~pletion of' Implemeiitatiotl Planiiing documentation. 

10. AI'COM POC for this rcqucst i s  Dan Schaelkr, AMSA1'-1)-A, T)SN 693-0986. 

Encl 



AMSAT-D-A 
SLJRJECl': Mclnpowcr Devinlion Kequesl- Uiscstahlish AT00hA 

C1F: 
C:ommander, 11,s. Army Missile Con~niand, A'ITN: MICOM R I U C  (:)Ilicc, Ga~y Rcas, e 

Rrdstone Arscnsl, AI .  35898-5070 
Comnimdcr,  U.S. Amly Soldiers Systems Command (Provisional), ATI'N: SSCOM 

BKAC Office, Len Dubc, Natick, MA 01760-5000 
C:onlmander, U.S. Army Communications-Electronics Coin~~iancl and Fort Monmouth, 

A r m :  CECOM RRAC Office, Frc~ lk  Cuiffo., Ff. Monmouth,, NJ 07703-5000 
Comrnimder, U.S. Army Tank-auromotive and Ar~na~nen t s  Corninand, ATTN: TACOM 

BRAC Office, Rob Kaspari, W m c n ,  Ml 48397-5000 
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ST. L O U I S  AREA SUPPORT 

ORGANIZATIONS INCLUDED I N  "OTHEH" GROUP 

U S  Army G a r r i s o n ,  CMPSC, G r a n i t e  C j t y ,  I L  
C - 

M i l i t a r y  Traffice Management Command, Lamber t  A i r p o r t ,  S t .  L o u i s ,  MO 

PERSCOM P e r s o n n e l  ~ s s i  s t a r i c c  Poir i l . ,  St:. L o u i s ,  lvlO 

US Army ROTC, Washing ton  University, st. Louis, MO 

US Army MEDDAC, S t .  L o u i s ,  MO 

US Army Research I n s t  for B e h a v o r j a l  & S o c i a l  Sciences, S t . - L o u i s ,  MO -- 

U S  A r m y  C I D ,  S t .  Louis Fl-nud Field O f c ,  S t .  LOU~... ; ,  MO 

Scott AFB Excharlge, Granite C i t y ,  S L  and S t .  ~ o u i s ; ,  MO 

Def C o n t r a c t  Management D i s t ,  S t .  L [ :~u . i s ,  MO 

US.Marine Recruiting S t a t i o n ,  St. L o u i s ,  MO 

- 
U S  Navy R e c - r u i t i n g  Cmd, S t .  L o u i s ,  MO 

F ' i r s t  R e s e r v e .  Naval C [ : ~ n t r u c t i o n  D z ' i g a d e  Spt  Det, 

DOD I G ,  G r a n i t e  C i t y ,  IL 

~ e f  Investjgativc Svc F i e l d  O f c ,  S t .  L o u i s ,  MO 

- Dept of A g r i c u l t u r e ,  S t .  L o u i s ,  MO 
d 

US A r m y  Corps of E n g r ,  S t .  L o u i s  D j s t ,  S t .  ~ o u l s ,  MO 

U S  A r m y  R e a d i n e s s  Group,  S t .  L o u i s ,  MO 

U S  Army KOTC, S I U - E d w a r d s v i l l e ,  I L  

O f c  of C o m p l a i n t  I n v e s L i g a t i o n s ,  S t .  L o u i s ,  MO 



ROTC I n s t r u c t o r  Group ,  C h r i s t i a n  B r o t h e r s  Co l l ey t? ,  S t .  L o u i s ,  MO 

U S  A r m y  Mi.l i ta l -y  P e r s o n n e l  C e n t e r ,  T,;lmLart Fi(z.l.c3, S t .  L o u i s ,  MO 

U S  Marir'lc't Car-ps L i a i s o n ,  Larnbcrt. Yicl .d,  St . .  ~u1.1- is ,  MO 

U S  G e n e r a l  ACCountiflg O f c ,  S t .  J .ou i s ,  MO 

Snra l l  I c ~ r s i n e s s  C a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  S t .  L o u i s ,  MO 

Coast. G u a r d ,  2d D i s t r i c t ,  S t .  L o u i s ,  MO 

N a v a l  & M a r i n e  C o r p s  R e s e r v e  T r a i n i n g  C:tr, S t .  L o u i s ,  MO 

O f c  nf  P e r s o n n e l  Management, S t .  L o u i s ,  MO 

D c f  P l a n t  Rep O f c ,  Hazelwood, MO 

N a v a l  R e s e r v e  R e a d i n e s s  Ctr, Larnbcrt F i c l d ,  S t .  Loui .s ,  MO 

Fedcr-a1 E x e c u t i v e  B o a r d ,  S t .  L o u i s ,  M O  

D e f  C o n s t r u c t i o n  S u p p l y  Ctr:, Columbus, OH 

- D e f  General S u p p l y  Ctr, Richmond, VA  

- Def I n d u s t r - i a l  Supp ly  C t r ,  P h i . l a d e l p h : ~ a ,  PA 

D e f  E l e c t r o n i c  Supply  C t r ,  Day ton ,  OH 

8 6 t h  ARCOM, Forest P a r k ,  I L  

- C o n n e c t i c u t  N a t i o n a l  Guard  

C a l i f o r n i a  N a t i o n a l  Guard - 
M i s s i s s i p p i  N a t i o n a l  Guard  

- Federal EnterQency Management Agency 

Fal-msr-s I l o n i e  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  

U S  A.r3my C:r.-iminal I n v e s t i g a t i o n  Cmd, CiraniLe C l  l,y, I L  

M i . l i  t a r y  TL-a l f i ce  Management Conunand, FOV F'rc~c C t r  , (1;ranit.e C i t y  , IL 



MISSION SUPPORT SHOKJFALL 

IMMC 
Provisioning 
Main tenmlce Manage~t~ent 
Jviai~ilenmce Engineering 
Adrnin l ; ~ ~ $ ~ a c c s  
Export I.,icense (SAMD) 
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-- Rcsource Management Directorate 
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DEPARTMENT OF ME ARMY 
UNITED STATES ARMY TANK-AUTOMOTIVE AN0 ARMAUENTE COUUAND 

WARAP(, MICHKIAti 46397.5000 

IKKY TO 
Anomow oc 

AMSTA-RM-B I$:O NAY !1!5 -- 

h4lWORANDUM FOR Commander, U.S. Army Materiel Command, A m :  AMCSO, 
(Mr, Day1 Powell), 5001 Eisenhower Avenue, Alexandria, VA 
22333-0001 

SUBJECT- Manpower Deviation Request - Disestablish ATCOM 

1 .  Reference Memorandum, AMSAT-D-A, HQATCOM , 22  May 95, SAB. 

2. This Command agrees with the ATCOM position identified in para 7b of reference. We -- 

cannot accomplish our new mission requirements without also receiving additional overhead 
positions that directly support those missions. Not providing these positions places an unrealistic 
burden on our current understaffed support areas. 

3. Your attention to this manpower issue is appreciated. TACOM POC is Mr. Robert A. 
Kaspari, AMSTA-RM-B, DSN 786-6095. 

1). R. NEWBERR 
Acting Deputy 
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W E L - P E - B R  s: 26 May 95 

's MAY 1995 
MEMOFUWlUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

sUBJXCT: Review of ATCOM's Draft aRAC 95 Implementation 
Plan 

1. mclosed for your review and r e t u rn  cc~ments to this 
office are the following annexee of subject plan: 

A-Manpower Comptroller, MM 
B-Personnel P&T D i r  
C/F-Logistics Garrison- IDL 
D-~onstruction Qarrison-DFV 
E-Enviromental Garrison-I)W and BEC 
G-~insncial Comgtroller, PB 
H-Real Estate ~arrisan-DPW, Ms. Mauer 

2. We offer  the following preliminary coments for  your 
consideration: 

a. w p o w e r .  We note CECOM is earmarked for 8 military 
spaces in addition to the 167 ci-vilian spaces of which we 
had been previously notified. ATCOM advises these will 
consist of 2 officers, 1 WO, and S enlisked. We have asked 
f o r  a breakout by made. We also note t h a t  the plan does 
noC address the spaces f o r  ATCOM PMs/Weapon Systems Managers 
which are not located at St. Louis. Since the m C  95 
proposal disestablishes ATCOM, we think the plan shduld 
addresa disposition of a l l  these spaces, e. g., transfer of 
PM Mobile Electric Power and Weagoa Systems Manager for 

-" physical -,--., Security a t  Fort BeXvoir to CECOM a t  Fort Belvoir. .. - 

Base Ops.  The draft Logistics Annex states base 
ops/mission support spaces will. relocate t lo both MICOM and 

..- . SSC bu t  shows none for  CECOM or TACOM. In BRAC 93, we were 
required to transfer 11 base ope spaces to Fort Jackaon with 
the 175 relocating Chaplain School spaces. These sgaces 
were documented in the Manpower Annex to o'ux implementation . 

We should receive a plus-up of 11 bage ops spaces 
from ATCOM and this should be addressed in the ManDower 
Annex. 

- .I 

.>. construction. This a m e x  shows the 167 civilian 
positions transferring but omits the 8 militaxy spaces. The 
annex does not yet include the data from the draft 1391s 
prepar'ed by DPW and forwarded to ATCOM: 



AMSEL-PE-BR 
SUBJECT: Review 
Plan 

ATCOM ' S Draft-' BRAC 

d .  Environmental. Page 6 of this annex states ATCOM 
nee& input from us on the need to conduct a survey to 
ident i fy  any impacts to cu l tu r a l  resources as a result of 
the fac i l i t i e s  conversion we have planned to accommodate the 
transfer of ATCOM spaces. 

3, Please provide your comments to us by 26 May 95. We 
will conselidate them and respond to ATCOM. 

4 .  POC are ~ a t r i c i a  Devine, 28748 and Rate Ace, 21614. 

5. CECOM Bottom Line:  THE SOLDIER. 

Enc 
as 

1 
Acting Director, Program - 
~nalysis and Ehaluation 

DISTRIBUTION: 
AMSEC-CP-MM 
AMSEL-CIP-PB 
F-MSEL-PT 
SELF'M-DL 
SELFM-Fw 
BEC 
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M F i H O W D U M  FOR RECORD 

JUDJLCTJ ATCOM Mooting With DA/AMC DRAC Team 

3 .  T rst*ndad a b r i h f j  nu 3 5 M ~ Y  .Q5. v5v-n hy t.h& ATCOM RRAC ~ P f i c c  to 
tl;c HQ AMC BRAC T a m ,  rapraaantad by Mr. Daryl p ~ w a l l ,  Mr. Ffank 
a x a z i a n o ,  and Ms. Mary Oraham, r a  well as t h e  m!.~mC Office 
rs~rasent8tlVc, Ms. Pat FLvnt. The ourDosc of tbc b r i e f i n a  was t o  
discuss manpower deviations from t h e  Army rnsta l+at ion  Stat ion ing  Plan 
( A D x r w  Ctr* ATtSrl-lTDCY# Lv y ~ u v l d - a  r O L ~ L U P  y t l  ~ ~ I W - K ~ L P ~ L  abb4.wa--  b~ 

t h e  ATCOM Implfmontation Plan, and to obtain thallatest guidance and 
dlraccion from HQ AMC. The briafara ware indivi'ualb from the ATCox 
a m c  office who a m  preparing the required annex, t e,  and ceproscntaclvcs 
f r o m  the Acqulsitlon Contsr, Zntagsnced ~atarielj~anagarnent ccnttr, and 
the Baa6  Operations Canter. Repra8ent:ativcs f r o  the Charloa Melvin e Price C e n t e r ,  A v i a t i o n  RDEC, STHn, and the MICON; .BWC Office were a l a o  
in attendance. i 

I 
2 .  Mr. Powall atstad ha had no n e w  guSdancc to  provlda and d id  not  
a r ~ t i c L g a t e  a n y  additional gddanca being i s s u e d  from HQ M C ,  He 
mantioncd there would b6 a video Celeconiersnce $ W C )  on 25 May 958 and 
Lllal; i t  W h &  cu Z J E O V ~ ~ ~  a11 update Lu all HQ AMC I)RP,C ~ l g ~ ~ l ~ & a L ~ o J i * .  Tlrt 
Z'cram bar v i s i t a d  most of the hMC organizations on t h e  BHAC l i a t  but it 
hafi bcan &overa l  w e e k s  s i n c e  they have been to some locat ions  and t h e  
i h t e n t  aE the VTC w a a  to kaup a l l  of tha orqaoizht iona updated. 

3 A large portion of the brief lng  d e a l t  with manpover deviations and 
was proaented by Mr. ban SchaaLsr. MI. Schaefer d m l t  p r i m a r i l y  with 
problama ATCOM had wlth t h e  c i v i l i a n  and military space8 reflected i n  
thc msnpowar proposal, auch as double counting of aoma positions and 
i n c o r r e c t  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  mllitary apacaa, bcrwee? the four commands 
gaining ATCoM mis8lona. Mr. schaefar a lno  raibed tha concern chat  ba8a 
opcratAona p o x i t i o n s  were caduoad eo low that M X C D I  would not be abLa to 

- aupport the incroaaed raquirtmanta they would havo to aasuma. Mr. 
Powell etared that AHC would be l h  trouble  i f  th6y could not  combine two 
commands w i t h  6 ,000 peopla or l ean .  He s t a t e d  t h a t  n f e w  yaara ago AMC 
had agproximacely 100,006 pareonnel and they were told t o  reduce down co 

. 70 ,000  personnel a t  which tima they cold DA thay:aould not iunarion at 
that l e v e l .  Howsvet, AMC i s  now a t  7 1 , 0 0 0  parsonnal and they aro 
cont inuing to perform theit tuission.. Now the d i h s c t i o n  i s  to  get 
parronnel  dew i n t o  t h o  l o w  .OO1OOO strength l a v e i s ,  s o  a l l  acntunanda a r e  
going ro have t o  perform a t  strength levels that are diffioult to 
accept. 

I .  Mr. Powv11 ata ted  t h a t  HQ AHC and DA b e l i e v e  tho 1512 ATCON 
p o ~ ~ i t i o t ~ a  that. arc to realSgur to MfCOM a t e  a ~ t F i c ; i c s ~ t  1.0 p c r f ~ m  tt)c - Aviation miasion u s i n g  a combined command concept (margo of A ~ C O M  and 
MICOM). In essence, the manpowMf a h o r ~ f a l l t r  i n  t l ~ a  a v i a t i o n  m i a a i o n  
could be covrrad by tho QKGm.8 manpower i n  NICOM. Howaver, Mc. Schaefer 

' q u u r ~ i u l i r J - - ~ l ~ b l a  Cha abvinya wefa to be yninad if p o a i L l o t i ~  w a r t  
4 b a c k f i l l e d  by eKcess MICOM pwcuonhal. ATCOM beilt~vt3r; they have managed 

f h s i r  strongth Icvols apprapriataly w h i l e  o t h e r  AMc commando have not, 
LLJL IIUW tlloy a ~ e  Lcit>g requ ired  to take a disprofiortiotlate p c ~ s u t ~ r ~ c l  GUL 



f rF&-AV-AEC-8 
I 16 M4y 95  

SVBJECTl ATCOM Meeting w i t h  DA/N.(C BPAC Team , 
t h rough  use of t h e  BHnC i n s t e a d  of having other k o m n d s ,  lrucl> a a  MICOM, 
conduc t  a RIP t o  reduce their o v e r a t r c n g t h  situation. 

I 

5. M r .  Powell a l s o  wanted t o  know ATCOM' a strtud on r e c o ~ l c l l l l l g  t h e  
ASIP manpower figures w i t h  the Program Budget Guidancv (PBU) lnanyowalr 
figures. Mr. S c h a a f e r  statad ATCOM had n o t  f i n a  i z e d  rhc reconciliation 
but they would La able t o  do i t .  However, Mr. 9 h r e f a s  qucat ioned how d L h a  rloli-AMC o ~ g a l ~ i r a  L i o l ~ r ,  such au PEO, kvialioi~, ohould be addrcs aod . 
Mr. P O ~ ~ X I  nkatmd that 4MC w a s  n o t  conc:ernad w i c h  ~ c c u ~ ~ c l l i n g  tho non- 
AMC o r g a n i z a t i o n s  bacause chcse  numbcrn would be accepted by HQ AMC a3 
aubmltted. Ma. F l y n t  9tated that t h e  PEO could cornpafe t h e  numbers 
butwsvlr t l ~ v  AsxP and  t h e  TBG r n d  reconcila C t ~ u n  ill tlac t>arrative pol t io l l  
of tho ATCOM manpower annex, 

I 6. The  nexc p a r t  o f  t h e  br ie f ing  was conductod by  t h e  ATCOM DRAC Office 
POCm who a r e  prsparlng the i m p l s m s n t a t i o n  annsx.4. &ch plovlded a 
s t a t o a  to the ~ / A M c  5-C Taarn and r a i s e d  'isauea'thcy felt nvvdud U o  be 
a d d r ~ t r a e d ~  M r .  Gary Turner,  POC for  t h e  Construction Antlax, raiaed one 
irauct 05 critical concern t o  the p W .  T l d a  iaaua d e a l t  w l t h  planning 
f l o o r  apaca f o r  c ~ l l o c a c c d  c o n t r a c t o r  pecaonnal. H e  8tated L>lut tile PEO 
had a regUlrbm4nt f o r  170 collocated contractors #and char ATtOM had  a 
reqUirCmCPt tor approximately 400 more. M r .  Frank c;rezlano s twkvcl c l ~ u L  
i t  wan policy that PO c o n s t x u c t i o n  would be built for cuntrwuLocs and 
chat hone would be plannod. Wowever, Mr. Powell.ernco~ rhac HQ AMC 
r c ~ o g ~ a i r o s  t h e  importance of conttactors in gott&ng the m i ~ ~ i o n  
accomplishcd and t h a t  the ~ 6 0  should pxosn this i s s u e  through it8 DA 
chanr ie la  . 
7 .  M r .  T t i t : n c r  a l s o  t a i r r d  the oonoarn thrrr ruuld be i n s u f f i c i a n t  6paca 
LO houble kho 2369 p e r s o n n e l  ATCOM/PEO/BINA would ba L ~ a ~ r ~ f . L l o r ~ l ~ l y  to 

I!u~~:c-:il.Lc. MS. Tuxncr ' ;  conccrn wac b==cr! z:: ~::_F-=--LLC:: pzovidbd 5;' 
MICOM concerning t h e  ,number of poxsonnel chat could be housed i n  t h c  
b u i l d i n g 6  t o  be r e n o v a t e d  and a n  addition t o  t he j8pa rkman  C e t ~ t e ~ -  t11uL I2 
t v  be built. M r .  Graziano stated that Hr. Sam Fie lds ,  MXCOM'a l ~ a 4 d  of 

-- f a c i . L i t i c s ,  h q ~  told hln thay w i l l  provJ.de t h e  rc locac ing  organizaCiorln 
the raquixad apace c l l r oug l~  aiclrer r r n o v a t l o ~ l  or i)aw construction, and 
LhcL rlFw construction would bs baaed on 162 u q u u ~ c  J c c L  L i l r ~ e s  tbc numbor 
:of poraonncl  to ba ras1ocat.d to fjuntmvi1J.e. 

0 .  13s. Anna Clark p~eaantad  tlaa ~ i n h n c i n l  hnnsx ,update and ranted to 
know i f  t h e  f i n a n c l l l  data  could be br0ke.n out cepaxntely Lor 
A T C O M / P E O / S X ~  i n s t a a d  of xolled up as i t  was in'cha COBRA model.  Mr. 
Pvwall cold her to raport the in fo rmat ion  s a p a r a g e l y .  

I 

9 .  The final isaua was r a i s e d  by M r .  sch&efer aqb Mr. Tom smith, Chief 
V L  L)IW ATCOM BRAG Office. The concern was t l iat  tio or:~c )rbd tvct; movad a n  
AMC Major Subordihako Command or  an N a t l o h a l  f r ~ v & r l t o : ~ ~  Cot\t;rol P o i n t ,  
and t.here were borne grave  c o n c e r n s  w i t h  doing t h i ~ ,  particularly w i t h  
,CCBS. Thaea concern8 ara cona idered  3 0  ~erloue ' h ey  could be p o t c n c i a l  
show n ~ o p p e i ! a ,  particularly t r y i n g  t o  meet a 30 $ep 9 8 ,  complc t lon  date.  
ML. Puwull'v J l r u u L i u r ~  wow Lo plat1 clir p~uvs LO n+ka a a r u e  ar.3 n o t  t o  be 
locked In t o  dates given  in a  directive. Mr. smith  also mtutcd t l ~ a t .  I L  
was the pOsltl.on o f  ATCOM'B ssniow s t a f f  chey would be sending a broken 
command t o  I l u n c a v l l l c  i f  the manpower f i g u r e s  renalncd a a  t h e y  c u c ~ e l t ~ - J y  
a c e  planncd. 

1 0 .  1 df scuased cha PEO issties of  cor\ccrn with ~ d c .  S c t ~ a e f e r  a f t e r  t h e  

maatlng and h i 8  recommendation wa3 for t h e  PEO t o  uae t h e  kSIr n d e r  111 
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1700 NORTH MOPRE STREET SUITE 11a2S 

A R U N  T O W ,  VA 22209 

70 -6964S04 i ALAN J- DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COCIMISSIONLRS: 
AL C : O R N U  

' n ~ u k c e r  cox 
GEN 1- B- DAVIS. U W  (RPT1 
5. LIKE UUNQ 
RADM BENJAMIN F- HONTOTA. v8N c R l 3 1  
W 6  JIOSUB RODLOS, JR.. USA (RET) 
WElrlOl LOUlSL STELE 

I 
ATCOM's mission support personnd. However, 
reduction could be wbea u m m m  
basis fbr dh imhg 100 perceot of ATCOM's 

*n support 

Colonel Micbael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing study 
200 Army Pentagon 
WashisSton, D.C. 203 10.0200 

Dear Colonel J o e :  

2. 
additional base opaatiorrs personnel. the Army rrcon~mendation k h d e s  only 75 
personnel. P b s e  explain why the 

pms r&r-b 0% rrrjimr 

9 h 1 7  -*m -\1-\7 

; 

The Team hr the fonowing & re the  viat ti on-Troop Commsod 
(ATCOM). I would appraiPte p u t  ~ " p ,  by May 25,1995. 

-- 3. The ATCOM BRAC OEce indicates 45 
mission kthkavalidrequiremerd? 

I appreciate your assi- and tz, 
perso& are requjred far the remix@ ma suppcnt 

If you need any chZcation of rhese 
Team Analyst. 

question& please contact MiLe Kauredy, the Army 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSU 'E AND REALlGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH M a O R E  STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINCkTON, VA 22209 7rB64s08 A L k N  J. D l X O N ,  CHAIRWAN 

COMMISSlONEfl5: 
A L  C O R N E L I A  
REBECCA COX 

ay 24, 1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. I-EE KUNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. WONTOYA, U S N  (ROT) 
MG J O S U E  R O B U S ,  JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STELLE 

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

Dear Colonel Jones: i 
This letter amends the May 1 1,1995 letter regarding Aviation-Troop Support Command 

(ATCOM). I would appreciate your rcspo- by June 2, 1995. 

1. The ATCOM manpower deviation requkt identifies the 3 87 micas overhead positions 
required by organization (see attachmend). Pleare m a i n  why these positions are or ar -ot 
valid mission requirements. 

2. PI- provide the results fiom the Base Operating Support Stadling Model for Naticlq 
Detroit Arsenal and Fort Mornmouth. I the number of personrlel indicated by the mode1 were 
reduced, please explain why. i 

3. The ATCOM manpower deviation q u  also changed the number of military personnel - . . 
--. relocating to the gaining installations. I this request going to be approved? If so, please 

revise COBRA f" 
I 

I appreciate your assistance and coo eration. i 
' If you need any clarification of these 

Team hx&rst. 

I Sincerely, 

question$ please contact Mike Kennedy, the h y  

I$&@ I Edward A. Brown ID 

I 
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OEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 AQMV PEN7AC;ON 
WASHIFIGTON 02 203 10-0200 

The  Honorable Afarl J. Dixon 
Chaimaq The Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Cornmission I 
I 

1700 North Moorc Street, Ste. 1425 , 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 I 

Dear Chairman D'ixon: 

The Army Basing Study has reviewed t h t  lener form the  Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission, dated May 24, 1995 regarding A.TCOM. 

I 

The following providcd the answers to t 1 . e questio~u raised by your staff: 

Question 1 ; Tbe ATCOM manpower deviation request identifies the 387 excess overhead 
positions required by organization (see attachment). Please explain vvlly these pos;tions are or are 

not valid mission requirements. I 

Answer I :  Thc proposal is to establish merged, fully integated Aviation and Missiles 
.Command; not to transfer the status quo to pcdstone. Detailed planning, resulting in a tine-by- 

-" 
h e  organizational m a r e  will b e  accornpIished OVCI- ~ime and include the cornofidation of 
similar life cyclc functions. This d allow for ccononues of scale, in~provetl o5cicncies and 
effectiveness, and r e d 1  in less acquisition &d materie.1 mm?nagement effon than currently requued 
or projecied for, two stand-alone command:. Continued organizational s t r e d n i n g ,  process and 
business improvements. and economies and cficiencies will be made in mmaeernent and 
support filnctions, driving down the overhchd requirement. These iritiatives wtll allow for- the 
erf~blirhrnent of a fully viable, intcyated cchnmand within the total strength of 6300 personnel. 
We d o  not consider the positions noted in the ATCOhl memo to be d i d  requirements. 

Question 2: Please provide the results &om [he Bare Operaring Suppon StaRine Model for - - 
Natick Detroit Arsenal and Fon hfo-ourh If the number of perrorurd indicate4 by the model 
were reduced, please explain why. 

I 

I 

I) Answer 2: The BOSSM cstirnate for B ~ S O P S  suppon at Redstone was halved because. upon 
further analysis, it far exceeded the nunlberlof BASOF'S government persomlel requi~-cd in order 
to absorb the proposed re3Jignrnent at Redqone Arsend. The popu1;ltion of Redstone Arsenal 
per the FY 1939 columl of the November 1994 A.mly Stationing andl Inszallatioo Plan (ASP) is 



I 

to be 14,228; not including NASA Morton Thiokol, non-appropriated fund activities 
a d  non-govemen[al activities such as ban$s. The liedstone Ai-scrlal Support Activity, which 

BASOPS and infiastmcture suppo~?, has a projected strengsh of 463. This equates to a 
ratio of supponed to support  of 30. 7 to 1 .he population growth .at Redstonc under the 
proposal is 2302. Utilizing thc support ratio r projecred for FY 1999 (the first full year the 
proposal would be .implemented), the  Redstqne Arserlal Support Ac?.ivity would require 76 
additjond pcrsomel to accotnmodate thc  I-edlignrncnt:. Ho\sfever, other factors need t o  he 
considered as well. 1 

I a. The rtussion relocating is *cleanw, ade up  entirely of adrn~nistrative, white mlla, 

personnel. I 

b. Infrast~ucture growth to accommokkite the I-calignmmt will he limited; about 60% of the: 
population growth to the inrtlllation will oc;upy already constructed facilities. 

c. The plus up to the Redst.one Arsen? Support Activity is irlcremental to the baseline 
srength of the activity, and can be accornrnodated at a variable rate. 

The requirerncnrr for BASOPS plus ups lor both Detroit and Fort Monmouth were ellrninared 
because thc arnount of the positions to be refiligned are inconsequential in proportion to the 
current populations of those htrallationq These realignments can be eanly absorbed by the 
existing support structure Using thc FY 19?9 colurr~n ofthe Novernber 1994 ASP, Fon 
Monmouth and Detroit Arsenal have populatiom of 10,476 nnd 4,597 respectively. The 
realignmer-lts under the proposal are 167 to ort Monmouth for a 1 5% increarc, and IS4 to 
Detroit Arsenal for a 3.0% increase. "i 

I 

The current population of Natick per the overnber 1994 ASP u 1,298. Of that amount, 2 19 P . are coded BASOPS per the FY 1995 TDA Applying an average b ; ~ e d  on these figures would 

-.. rcquue an increase of 25 personnel- However, the high percentage of personnel dedicated to 
BASOYS is a reflection of critical mass necFsary to run an installat~on with a vcry small mission 
population. If does not need to be replicated at that rate for additional mission oricnred plus ups. 
.~heref&c, the requirement for BASOPS eliport at Natick t o  absofb the proposed r ed ipnen t  
was determined to be 13 government persodnel 

1, Question 3 :  The ATCOM manpower dc, ation rcquest also changed the number of militar-y 
personnel relocating ro the gaining installari6ns. 1s rtus reqrlcst going to be approved? If so. 
please revise COBRA. I 

I 
- 

hrwer  3 :  The rcqocsi for revising the dumber of military personnel to be rzlocated 6 0 m  HQ 
I 

ATCOM to the gaining locations, is being addressed in a systc&c manner as s part of the process 
of building impIementation pI:ms for the B W C  91 proposals. Thesc plans arc due at the HQDA 

1. on 25 Jul95 ind  final approval is not envisibned until hug 95. We do not know whether the 
ATCOM proposed break out will be appiovbd for lmplerncntation. The break out is bscd an 
projected FY 98 PBG authorizations. COBRA reaiignmcnts are based on the November 1594 
A S P  and not projected PEG authorizatiorlsl Therefore, COBRA will not be revised. 

I 



The information provided is accurate a.t~d yomplete to the best of our know\cdgc and belief If 
you i l e a l  my clarificztion to thcsc rcsporrses,ple~se contact Cathy Polmateer (703)693-00771R 

I 

I 
I I)i~-cctor, The Army Basing Study 
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AVIATION AND TROOP COMMAND 
MAJOR ISSUES 

ISSUE #4: What are the costs and savings associated with the relocation of the Space & * 

Strategic Defense Command (SSDC) to Redstone Arsenal? 

A. ~ivilia#~ersonnel reductions - 
Army position: No personnel reductions would be a'chieved by relocating SSDC, 
despite the Army Basing Study's report to the Undersecretary of the Army that 
the relocation of SSDC would result in "synergy wit11 major [Program Managers] 
and Missile Command at Redstone." 

Community ~osition: In light of the Army's acknov~ledgment that the relocation 
of SSDC would result in synergy, a reduction of at 1e:ast 2 1 percent of -SSDC ..- 
personnel could be achieved. (This percentage is based on the reduction in 
personnel the Army's expects to achieve through the relocation of ATCOM's 
functions -- 786 out of 3784 personnel.) 

B. Military construction costs 

Army position: $13.6 million, based on COBRA formula for estimating 
renovation costs. 

Community position: $1.6 million, based on data cclllected by Commission staff. 



. , 

, )  . I  , I '  i >*cl 'pc'.r.',," .. r., .,ry:..,-... ... . +,; 2 .\ ... - ,::c ~QS.EHO&D:/.S E N S ~ ~ I \  
.C,?..,. ,.,.*..I--,.rr;c 

I ' q t ~ ~ ~ ~  SUMMARY 
SPACE &STRATEGIC DEFE.NS.E COMMAND, 

I MUNTSVIL.LE, AL 

I- 
\ 

OPERATIONAL: - none, local move 
-' synergy with major PMs and Missile Command at Redstone 

I PERSONNEL:, M~LITARY ' 4ClVILlAN 
. REDUCTI~NS f 1 

I ENVIRONMENTAL: No significant (imitations 

RE ALIGNMENTS 35 - 

I ECONOMIC: - 

97 5 

None 

1 

I OTHER SERVICE~DOD FACTORS: None 

i , fiLTERNATlVES CONSIDERED 

. I 

None ' . 

1 '..' 11.1 

 HE ARMY BASING STUDY 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOWRE A N D  REALIGINMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE utuart SUITE 1425 v>,-i7.i> : L ~ + x  r2 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-196-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

Colonel Michd G. Jones 
Director, Tba Army Basing Study 
200 Army Ptntagon 
Wsshin~fon, D.C. 203 10-0200 

' April 19, 1995 COMMI8WIONC~8I 
AL C O l l N C L l A  
REBECCA COX 
GCN J. I). OAVI*, Y a A f  (RLT)  6 

.. LKK KLlNd 
R A O k  . INJAMIN ?. MONTOYA, USN (RCT) 
M a  J O ~ U C  ROBLKS, JR..  USA (RCT)  
W I N O 1  LOUISE STEELP 

Daar Colonel Jo&: 

Afta fiuthcr review of tha available data, several quastioaa were idsn&cd r g u -  the, 
fscitity roquktmcnts for the Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM) rmmmcndation. I would 
appreciate your rasponsw by May 3, 1995. 

1. In davaloping tbe facilities raquiremantlr at Redstone Arsenal, urhy did the Army use 200 
quare feat per paraon for headquarters ATCOM and the Techdc. Apptications P r o m  
Oftice personnel and 162 square feet per person for all other personnel? 

2. Rcsdstont Anenal ofacials stated existing space can be mvatcd to sccommodpte 1600 
perm& and the costs will vary by building ss seen in th4 Ochcd table. Plcnst commant. 

-3. Why didn't the Army use the 162 SF per person m o r  for the Fort Mommouth construction ? 

4. The projected FY 1997 pmomel s&cngt.h for the Progun Executive Office-Aviation is 171 
: less ahd the Systems httgratcd M m q p m a  Activity L 77 IWI than the -line used to 

dcvclop the thciiity requirsmsnts. Tbcrtforc, shouldn't the Wity rwamants at MOIX 
Araenrl ba redud accordingly? 

If you n d  any clarifidon'of these questionq plaasb contact Milce Kmcdy ,  the Army 
Team Analyst. I appreciate your asais&nce and cooyeration. 

Sincerely, * 

Edward A B 
Army T m  Leader 



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

Eatimatcd ~ c n i v a ~ o n  Costs at ~ e d s t o a c  Ancnnl 

Building Number of Square Feet* Cost 
csQQ.Q 

568 1 
_Peoole 'L 
700 1 13,400 $ 8,336 (1) 

5400 c - 6 4 L a a a - S Q  (3) 
1 

Total 1600 259,200 $ 9,956 
- - 

Notes 
* AlI square feet requiremcnts base on 162 SF per person 
(1) Renovation cost bascd on COBRA algorithm 
(2) Renovation cost bascd on $20 per SF, per Sam Fields, Redstone Arsenal 
(3) No Renovation cost per Sam Fields, Rcdstont Arsenal 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF T H I  CHIEF OF STAFF 

100 ARMY PENTAQON 
WASHINGTON DC 10310-0200 

May 1, 1995 

Tho Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, The Defense Base CLosurc 

and Rea1igr)mcnt Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Ste. 1425 
Arlington, Vvginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The Army Basing Study has reviewed the letter fiom the Defense, Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission, dated April 19, 1995 regarding the facility requirements for the 
Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM) rccornrnandation. 

A- 

The attached information Paper fiom Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management, . 
provides tho answers to the questions raised by your staff. 

The information provided is accurate and complcto to the best of' our knowledge and belief If 
you need any clarification to these responses, please contact Cathy Polmatccr at (703)693-007718. 

COL, GS 
X)irc~tor, The P m y  Basing Study 



-. . . INFORMATION PAPER 

SUBJECT: Defense Base Closure and Realignment (lornmission Questions on ATCOM 
Recommendations 

1. Purpose: To respond to questions raised in the Deftnse Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission letter dated 19 April, 1995. 

' 

2. Q: In developing the facilities requirements at R.edstone Arsen.al, why did the Army use 200 I 

square feet per person for headquarters ATCOM and the Technical Applications Program Office 
personnel and 162 square feet per person for all other personnel? 

A: The ATCQM elements evaluated for relocation to Redstone have a total strength of over - 
2,500 persons. Policy established during BRAC 93 and documented in DAEN-ZCI-P memo, 13 
Jan 93. Subject: Planning Criteria for Major Headquarters Administrative Space, provides for the 
planning use of 200 gross s q u m  feet per authorized person for headquarters with 500 or more 
authorizations. The additional space per authorizatiol~ accounts for special purpose administrative 
space (conference rooms, ADP, storage, reception, reproduction, and auditorium) which must be 
justified on a square foot basis during the programming process. Units not meeting this criteria are 
authorized the standard planning factor of 162 gross square feet per requirement. 

3. Q: Rcdstone Arsenal officials stated existing space can be renovated to accommodate 1600 
personnel, and the costs will vary by building as seen in the attached table. Please comment. 

A: Redstone Arsenal has been recognized as having an excess of administrative s ace, B 
-- 

partially associated with new construction that is still in progress. Much of the c m n  y occupied . 
administrative space is substandard, and our planning assumptions have been that existing 
requircrnents on post and nearby elements in leased facilities would loccupy the adequate 
administrative space. and that remaining excess, substandard space would not be available for 
administrative use. This substandard space is not considered adequate for renovation to be used 
for administrative urposes. Accordingly, our planning for units relocating to Rcdstone Arsenal 
has been to place 8 em into new construction. 

4. Q: Why didn't the Army use the 162 SF per person factor for the Fort Motmouth . 
construction? 

-- A: While the full ATCOM headquarters has moix than 500 persons and qualifies for 200 SF 
per person, &locating portions of that headquarters having stren th less than 500 should not be 
sized usin the large headquarters policy. Facilities for the ATC 8 M element moving to Fort 
Monmoui ,  with 167 persons, should have been sized using 162 SF per penon. The consuuction 
scope shoqld be 27,000 SF rather than 33,000 SF. 

5.  Q: The projected FY 1997 personnel strength for. the Program ESxecutive Office-Aviation is 
17 1 less and the Sysrems Integrated Manngement Activity is 77 less than the baseline used to 
develop the facility requirements. Therefore. shouldn't the facility requirements at Redstone 
Arsenal be reduced accordingly? 

- A: ASIP strengths for h e  Program Executive Office-Aviation a~nd the Systems Integrated 
Management Activity are as  follows: .I 

FY 00 Strengths . Aug 94 ASIP Jan 95  ASIP 

PEO-Avn 
SIMA (St Louis piece) 409 

The Jan 95 ASIP shows an authorized strength reduction of 89 total spaces for PEO-Avn. 
If the full UIC is targeted to relocate LO Redstone Arsenal with ATCOM. then it is appropriate to 
reduce ttic planning suengths by 89 spaces and reevaluate facilities costs. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF ml! CHIEF OF CNOIMIFI8 

WMHINOTON, O.C. Wlb28W - 

DAEN-ZCI-P 
1 a JAN 1593 

4 

MEMORANDUM FOR TOTAL ARMY BASING STUDY (TXBS ) 

SUBJECT: Flaming Criteria for Major Heladquartare Adminisrtrative 
Space - 

1. Ref erencee : 

a. & 405-70, Utilization of Real Estate 

b. D U N - Z C I  Requirements 3tudies for HQ 4th.and 6th Armiee, 
HQ USAREC and Building 1, Ft Benjamin Harr:taon. 

2. For an administrative headquarters, AR 405-70 authorizee -- 
162 grose aquare feet of administrative apace for each authorized 
parson performing an adminietrative function. Resulting from the 
etudies cited at refarance lb, it was concluded for administra- 
tive headquartera with 500 or more author1z:ed gareonnel that 200 
groan aquare feet par authorized person was a good planning 
figure to apply. This additional planning figure allotment of 
38 groan aquare feat per geraon allowed for needed spacial 
purpose administrative apace (Conference Room, ADP, Storage, 
Racaption, Reproduction, Auditorium) that is required to be 
justified on a square foot per square foot baaia in the more 
Betailad prograntming procerss (DD Form 1391/Proj ect Development 
Brochures) and verified by MACOM/HQDA review. 

: 3 .  Recommend that the TABS use 200 groas square feet  par 
authorized Person to develop requirements for administrative 
headquarters with 500 or more authorized personnel. 

FOR THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS: 
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AVIATION AND TROOP COMMAND 
MAJOR ISSUES 

ISSUE #5: Issues not addressed by the Army. 

A. Use of s.urp1us permanent administrative space at Redstone Arsenal. 
b 

Despite requests by the Army's Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation 
Management (ACS-IM), the Army Materiel Comm;md has not provided a plan for 
the use of 546,000 square feet of surplus permanent administrative space at 
Redstone Arsenal. ACS-IM has directed that in allocating this space, "the 
requirements of the Space and Strategic Defense Command and Program 
Executive Office organizations ...p redate any BRAC-related effort and should be : 

considered in the review." 

B Leased space in the vicinity of bases receiving ATCOM .functions. 

In directing DOD to consider vacating leased space., the 1993 Commission 
expressed concern that "with the downsizing of the Military Services, excess 
capacity in administrative space is being created on military bases, often in close 
proximity to the leased space." While DOD did consider some leased facilities as  
part of its 1995 base closure evaluation, it directed the Services not to evaluate 
independently the vast majority of leased space in close proximity to military 
bases. As a result, the Army failed in the case of A'I'COM to evaluate as an 
alternative the possibility of vacating $10.1 million worth of leases located in the 
vicinity of Redstone Arsenal, $19.0 million worth of leases located in the vicinity 
of Fort Monmouth, $1.1 million worth of leases located in the vicinity of Natick 
RDEC, and $3.7 million worth of leases located in the vicinity of Detroit Arsenal. 

C. Consolidation of all DOD aviation acquisition organizaltions. 

The Commission on Roles and Missions of the Armled Forces, led by Mr. John 
White, has recommended that DOD collocate "all Amy, Navy, and Air Force 
program management offices responsible for development, production, and 
support of military aircraft and related equipment." As Deputy Secretary of 
Defense, Mr. White will now have principal responsibility for implementing this 
recommendation. Since this recommt:ndation will cause ATCOM's aviation 
functions to be collocated with similar functions at a yet to be determined site, the 
transfer of ATCOM's aviation functions to Redstone Arsenal at this time would 
be a waste of over $100 million in moving and military construction costs. 
Instead, the Army should defer any decision to move ATCOM's functions until 
DOD has determined the site for a DOD-wide aviation acquisition organization. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF FOR INSTALLATION MANAGEMENT 

GOO ARMY PENTAGON 
WAS'HlNQTON DC 20310-0600 

REPLY TO 
* m u t a n  o~ 

DAIM-FDP-P 

@ 

MEMOEL~DUM FOR CHIEF, SPECIAL. ANALYSIS OFFICE, HEADQUfiERS U.S 
ARMY MATERIEL COblblAND, ATTN: AkfCSO, 500 1 
EISENHOWER AVENCIE, ALEXWRIA, VA 22333-00'01 - 

SUBJECT: New Construction Support for Logistics Suppon Activity (LOGSA) at Redstone 
Arsenal (RSA) 

1. References: 
... , . . . r ,  

a. Memorandum, AMCSO, dated 24 Jan 95, S A B  (Encl 1). 
-- 

b. .Memorandum, DAIM-FDY-B, 30 Sep 94,'SAB Gncl2). 

2. In reference lb ,  we asked that your command provide an analysis of the disposition for the 
projected 546,000 SF of surplus permanent administrative u x  space at Redstonc Arsenal (RSA). 
Your response, ref la, partially addressed ihe many issues under consideration but raised 
additional concerns about the new construction which RSA i s  requesting. 

a. My staff has reviewed MCOM's feedback to the Summer 94 &my Stationing and 
Installation Plan (ASP), which was the baseline for our September assessment of the RSA 
situation.- We accepted all of MICOM's adjustments where they did not violate eithc~ the h l y ' s  

force slruccure ceilings or your command's plan. Since then, we note that several organizations 
; stationed at RSA have suffered reductions in their authorizations. We now also have the potential 

impact of the B ~ C  95 re~lnrnendation t o  form at RS.4 the Aviation and Missiles Commmd. 

b. As one step in soliditjling the RSA personnel authorizaf.ions baseline from which we 
both must work, recommend AMC work with HQDA ODCSOPS (DAMO-FDF) to ensure that 
the Structure and Manpower Allocation System (SAMAS) accurately reflects the correct 
authorizations for units at RSA. Until any needed changcs are documcnrcd formally in SAMAS, 
we must continue to asscss facility requ'uetnents based on B e  Winter 95 ASIP data, as we do for 
all other organizations and instdations. 

3. The above concerns, including BRAC 95 impacts, nctcssitnte a more thorough rcview of 
your plan3 for  ad~ninistrativc use: space at RSA The information previously provided on the 
cxccss facilities at RSA does not provide the needed level o f  detail to accomplish chis. 
Accordin&, request you provide an updated plan.for the use o r  disposition of the projected 
546,000 SF of surplus permanent administrative space, to include: 



D AIM-FDP-P 
SUBJECT: New Construction Support for Logistics Support Activity (LOGSA) at Redstone 
Arsenal (RSA) 

a. Relocations from leased space onto RSA. AMC personrrd in leases are only a small part 
of the Army's t o d  leasing in Huntsville. The requirements of the Space and Strategic Defense - 
Command and Program Executive Office organizations, for instance, predate any B R A C - ~ C ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
effort and should be considered in the review, with the results ofthe associa~ed economic andyds 
included in the plan. 

b. Consolidations and reallo&tion of space on RSA as necessary to make better uie of 
available space. . 

. . .  - ...,.. . ., 
c. Dernolition.of temporary Nuctury ahd'dernoljtion of ur.economicaUy repairable 

pcrrnanent and semi-petinanent administrative use facilitier. Your plan should identify the split of -- 
temporary, semi-permanent and perrnandt facilities scheduled for demolition, as well as provide . 
justification for any proposed moihballing facilities versus demolition. . 

d. ~ccommodation of BRAC 95 requirements: +201 military and +2,368 civilian spaccs. 

e. Command position on space authorizations at RSA, usinjg the enclosed Winter 95 A S P  
as the baseline. 

-- 4. Out goal is to achieve a firm personnel authorizations baseline against which RSA 
administrative space requirements can be assessed. This will assist in minimizing facilities 
operations and maintenance expenditures at RSA while still provjdi~ng needed administrative 

; faciliti& to meet mission requirements. Your revised plan is requested NLT 28 Apr 95. 

5 .  My staff is available to assist you in coordinating the updatc to SAMAS, and to clarify the 
additional facilities data required. My POC for the A S P  and SAMAS issues is MAT h4icbel 
Costigan, (703) 693-4583. POC for faciIies issues is Mr. Doug Macherey, (703) 693-5039. 
FAX: (703) 693-479 1 . 

e Enclosures 

CF: 
DAMO-FDF 
D A M O - m  
D m $ - B O  

ROBERT L: HERIVDON 
Brigadier General, GS 
Direitor, Facilities and Housing 
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I - , The Commission also believes Colonel Cannan's 
recommendations should be implemented to help 
reduce costs and improve service to affected 
communities. The Army and Navy should also 
look to replicate the Air Force system to facili- 
tate and expedite base disposal to fully assist 
community recovery efforts. The work of the 
Service's disposal agencies should be function- 
ally supervised by the DoD "reuse czar" so as to 
assure process.co~dination. 

Leases 
The Commission's review of Department of 
Defense leases shows a significant amount of 
operation and maintenance funds spent annu- 
ally for leased office space. With the downsizing 
of the Military Services, excess capacity in 
administrative space is being created on mili- 
tary bases, often in close proximity to the leased 
space. For example, the Army currently leases 
office space in San Antonio, TX, while excess 
capacity exists in government-owned adminis- 
trative space at San Antonio's Fort Sam Hous- 
ton. The Commission suggests DoD direct the 
Services to include a separate category for leased 
facilities during the 1995 process to ensure a 
bottom-up review of all leased space. 

The Commission believes DoD should review 
its current leases to determine whether or not 
'excess government-owned administrative space - could be used instead of leased office space. A 
review of leased facilities must cross service 
boundaries to ensure leases are minimized and 
use of space on military installations is maxi- 
mized. The Commission endorses efforts like 
the Army's public-private development plans for 
the Fort Belvoir Engineer Proving Ground (EPG). 
This initiative, authorized by Congress in 1989, 
permits the Army to trade development rights 
on the EPG in return for sufficient adminis- 

- trative space also on the EPG at no capital 
construction cost to the government. 

The Commission further recommends the 
e Department of Defense, in its bottom-up review 

of this area, examine all options surrounding 
the ownership-versus-lease issue as i t  relates to 
DoD facilities. Conventional wisdom appears to 
suggest ownership of facilities by the Depart- 
ment of Defense is more economical and ben- 
eficial to military readiness than leasing due to 

potentially significant savings in operations and. 
maintenance funds. However, ownership does 
not come WI thout attendant costs, and there 
may be instances where leased space is a better 
option, especially for short-term requirements. 
Modem business practice recognizes there should 
be a capital usage charge for-facilities that are 
"owned" to avoid a bias against leasing, which 
often provides greater future flexibility. 

Finally, during its review and analysis the Com- 
mission discovered what appeared to be DoD's 
leasing of space from GSA at premium rates 
above the going commercial rates for like areas. 
The Commis:;ion thinks there may be fertile 
ground to pursue potential anomalies in lease 
rates as indicated in the foregoing, along with 
anomalies in the overall accounting systems of 
lease-versus-own space comparisons. that cohld 
help avoid us~~ng flawed data. 

Defense Finance and Accounting . 
Service (DFAS) 
The 1991 Defense Rase Closure and Realign- 
ment Commission recommended DoD submit a 
consolidation plan of the Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service (DFAS) to the 1993 Com- 
mission. DFAS developed a plan for locating a 
consolidated work force based on a site selec- 
tion process lknown as the "Opportunity for 
Economic Growth" (OEG). The OEG solicited 
proposals from communities which addressed 
specific mandatory and preferred requirements 
in the followi~ng major categories: cost to the 
Department of' Defense, site and office charac- 
teristics, and community characteristics. In 
December, 19!92, DoD announced that it had 
chosen the top 20 contenders in the competi- 
tion to select new locations for further consoli- 
dated finance-and-accounting centers. The 
selected communities were among 112 sites from 
33 states which submitte&216 proposals. The 
final winners of the competition were to be 
;announced in the Secretary of Defense's base 
12losure .and realignment recommendations 
submitted to the Commission on or before 
March 15, 1993. 

The DFAS con:jolidation was not forwarded to 
[.he Commission as part of the Secretary's 1993 
recommendations because the Secretary of 
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The attached documents, provided by the Defense Department, contain a listing of leases 
held by the Armyaavy, Air Force and Defense Logistics Agency in the same Metropolitan - 
Statistical k e a s  (MSAs) as Redstone Arsenal, AL; Fort Monmouth, NJ; Natick Research, 
Development and Engineering Center, MA; and Detroit Arsenal, MI. The total annual cost of the 
leases listed for each of these areas follows: 

DOD leases in the same MSA as Redstone Arsenal $10,136,807 
DOD leases in the same MSA as Fort Monrnouth $19,006,814 

$1,148,782 DOD leases in the same MSA as Natick RDEC 
DOD leases in the same MSA as Detroit Arsenal $3,679,834 

-- 



THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301 - 1  300 

May 16. 1995 

The Honorable Richard A. Gephardt 
Dcrnwrc\tic h i d e r  
tJ.S. House of Representatives 
Wul~ington. B.C. 205 15-6537 

Dear Mr. Jxadcr: 

Enclosed i s  tlie infiumstion you ~que.sted regarding Amly, Navy, Air Fore., cind Defense 
Loeistics Agency leases in the four Metro pol itan Statistical Areas you highlighted. The data is the 
m&t current availahls m d  includes the following information on each fac.ility: 

- Lessor 
- Lessee 
- Address 
- Tenant 
- Total square footage by rype of use 
- Cost per square foot 
- Total cost of the lease 
- T L ~ I  number of pel-sonnel in the :uea 
- Terms of the penalty 

U: my staff can he of further assistance, ple~se do not hesitate to call. 

2-&- 
Sandra K. Stuart 
Assistant Sec~.staly of Defe.11sc 
(Lcgislativs Affairs) 
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GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION ( G S A )  . 

LEASED SPACE 1995 

MAJCOM : 

Joint Personal PmperQ S h i p p i .  Office 

LEASE NUMBER: 

GSA 

LEASE EXPIRATION DATE: 

N/A 

PURPOSE OF LEASE: 
Skipent of military m m k r s  ' personal property wrl&iCe 

-- 
LEASE LOCATION: 

BUILDINGS AND THEIR SQUARE FEET: 

6 ,300  SF 

- 
ANNUAL COST: 



MAJCOM: A M C  (This spacc was not lcaxd thn~ thc R d  Esuitc 
Managcmcnt ofiicc. Real Property, at Hanscorn AFEI.) 

E n  
C 

Contract H F 49650-9 1-DO01 1 CLIN # 126AC01 

ASE EXPIRATION DATE- October 1995 

This organization was not part of ESC at thc timc they 
lcved this spacc. Now they an and arc moving on to the base. Now they arc 66 
S PTGISC. 

..* 
430 Bcdford Smxt Lexington, MA 02 173 

WGS P\r\rD THFJR SOUARE FEET, OnC building 30,700 SF 

AT. COST- $654,000 



N ~ J  f e c i l i t y  leases  in t h e  v i c i n i t y  o f  Redstone A r ~ e : ~ a l  i n  Alabama or 
N a t ; i c k  Research, Development & E n g i n e e r i l l y  C e n t e r  I n  Kassachucetts. 

Seven f a c i l i t y  leasea j.n the y i c i n i t y  of Detroit ,  P..rsenal i n  Michigan: 

Lessor: State of Michigan, Dept.  of M i l L t b r y  AIfairs - * 
Lessee: U, S .A .  
Addre06 r Broadhead Naval A r m o r y ,  '/GO0 East J e f f  ersori Ave.,  

Detroit, MI - 
Tanan t : MARRES FOR 
T o t a l  square footage by type of ume: Approx. 1 9 , 0 0 0  ST t o t a l  
cost per square foot by type of use: Minimel.; $1-00/19,000 sf 
T o t a l  aout of laass: $1.00 annually 
T o t a l  number of personnol omployed/houaad a t  the faci l i ty:  Varies 
Arnount of .penalty, if any, ror ear ly  termina1:ion of Lease: None 

2 .  Leasor: Harbortown Apar t r n e r l l . : ~  
L e a a m :  U.S.A. 
Addreso: 3320 Spinnaker Lane, A p t .  10-E, Det ro i t ,  MI -- 
Tenant :  4th MARCORDIST 
T o t a l  bquare footaga by typa o f  uae: Unknown (one bedroom a p t . )  
C o t s t  par equaco foot by type o f  use: Unknown 
Total aoat of lease: $8,940 annually 
Total number of personne l  employed or houaed at the f a c i l i t y ;  L 
h u n t  of penal ty ,  if any, f o r  oarly t a r m i n a t i o n  of lease: None 

3 .  Lonnor: Mar ina  Bay Club A p a r t m e n t s .  
L t e o f o ~ :  I J . S , A .  

. Addrorrl 14221 P a r k  Streel., Apt. 18, Gibra l t i l r ,  M I  
-- T e n a n t :  MARRESFOR 

T o t a l  s h i r e  footage by typa o f  use: Unknown (one  bedroom a p t . )  
Coat  per squarm foot  by type of use:  U n k n o w n  

' T o t a l  o a a t  oE leas*: $6, 6 6 0  annual.1.y 
To ta l  numbcr of pareonnel employed or housed at the f a o i l i t y :  1 
Amount of penalty, Itr any, for aarly  t e r m i n a t i o n  of lease: None 

4 .  Learor: Sunset Manor N o r t h  A y a r t m e r l t s  
k a c e e :  U .  S.A. 
Addreos: 135 North R i v e r  Road, Apt. A305, Mt. Clernens, MI - Tenant : MARRESFOR 
TO-1 oquare rootagr by t y p ~  of uoa: Onknown (one bedroom a p t  . )  
Coat: par amquare foot by type of urre: U ~ k r l o w n  
T o k m l  cost '  of lease: $ 6 ,  360  a n n u a l l y  * 
Tot-01 numbrr of permanno1 employed or housed a ' t  the f a c i l i t y :  1 
Amount of penalty, i f  any, for  aarly t o m n a t i o n  o f  l enae ;  Ngne 



, .J&. 
5. Laamor: Sunset Manor N o r t h  Apartlnents 

Learee: U .  S . A .  
Addromm: 137 N01t.h R i v e r   dad, Apt:. R300, Mt:. Clernens, M1 
Tenant ; M.ARRES FO3 
Total aquara footage by type of uae: Unhnowrl (one bedxooni a p t .  1 
C o n t  per BqurrQ f o o t  by type of U6e; Unknown 
Total oost  of loaao: $6,360 annually - 
Total number of personnel mpLoywd or houead at the faaility: 1 
Amount of p e n a l t y ,  i f  m y ,  for warly terrnlnation of lease: NO96 

6 .  Leasor: The L o f t s  (apartments)  
Loaaee: U . S . A .  
Address: 6533 East J e t  ff?rrson, A p t .  106, D e t r o i t ,  MI 
Tanant: MARRESFOR 
T o t r l  aquare footage by type o f  use: Unknown ( o n e  bedroom apt. 1 
Coat par square foot by t.ype of uae: Unknown 
Total aout oE lesao:  $10,488 a n n u a l l y  -- 
T o t a l  nwnbar of personnel employed or hauerrcl at t h e  facility: 1 . 
Amount of penalty,  if any, for early t e r m i n a t i o n  of leaace: None 

7 -  Lessor- The L o f t s  (apartments)  
L e s s e m :  U .  S . A .  
Mdroso: 6533 East J e f f e r s u r i ,  A p t .  320, Detroit, M I  

Tenant : MRRRES FOR 
T o t a l  square footage by type of use: Unkrlown (One bedroom a ~ t . )  
Cost par aquare f o o t  by t p  of use: Unknown 

- T o t a l  coot of lanre: $8,?00 annually 
T o t a l  number of personnel sunploysd or housed at t h a  facility: 1 
Amount df penalty, if any, for early  torminati (m of leaae: NoRe 

One facility l ease  in t h e  v i c i l ~ i t y  ~f Port  Monmauth i t 1  New Jersey: 

1. Laseor: Laurelwood I n c ,  
laesee: U.S.A. 
Addraaa: Laurclwood H o m e s ,  800 .Dun lap  C i r c l e ,  C o l t s  N e c k ,  h'd 
T e n a n k :  numerous Navy and Marine Ccr-ps f a . m i l i e s  - T o t a l  aquore footage by trpe of use: 3 0 0  units of fanl.?ly h o u s i n g  
C o a t  per aquara root by cype of use: $10,709 average  a n n u a l  cost  

per u n i t  
Total oost -of laaae: 5 3 , 2 1 2 , 7 0 0  a n n u a l l y ;  .established a s  a 20 year * 

lease SegLnninq i n  1 9 8 9  
T o t a l  number of poraonnel employad or 'houuad st tha f a c i l i t y . :  1009 
Amount of penalty, i f  any, for oarly taminrrti.o.n of Lenae: 



DEFMSB LOCISTI CS AGENCY 
Oetrolr Arscnal  1x1 Michi~m 

I 
5 ,  238 S, Dearborn S t ,  Chicagn, TI, bCl6Clh 

k e n c y  (KMDIH) 
~lexandrin, VA 22304 

ense Contract Hsna6emen.t bisrr5ct North (DCmN); 

of we; 25,859 SF Office 
278 SP Genera). S'torMc 

a 983 SF a D P  

I I 323 SF Parkfrig 
Cost per eq+re !foot by t ype  of use:  $19.65 Annual Rate - Office 

! 
I 

$15.(65 Annual R ~ t t  - Gen S t o r u a  
S31..?7 Annual Rate - ADP. 
$ 3.29 Amual Raitr - Parking 

Total cost of : $528,106 Anmally (or $132,027 Quarterly) 
Total number ckviliatr and contractor) empioytd or 

ear ly  remination of t h e  lease: 120 day penalty ' 
I 

orn  St , Cnicago, 11, he604 

lexaadria, Vh 2 2 3 0 4  
acr. Manaament Distr ict  North (DCHDN) 

540 SF Office 
of use: $17.49 Annual Rare - Office 

Total cost of lu Annually ( o r  $2,329 Qua,-tc?rly 1 
nncl (military, c i v i l i a n  and contractor) employed or 

any. for early cerminac lon  of .the lease: 120 day penalty 

5, 230 S. Dearborn St. Chicago. 11. 60664 
i s t ics  Agency (HMDIH) 
tion, Alc.uandria, VA 22306 
e Contract Hanagwent District North (DCMDN) 
b a d ,  Northfield Plaza 

by type of  use: 1,828 SF of f i ce  4 

by type of use: $16.72 Annual Rate - Office 
$4,285 Qu,nrterly) 

ian and contr.actor) cruploycd or 

any. for e a r l y  r e rmina t lon  o f  the l eMc:  126 day penalty 



DEFENSE MGISTSCSS AGWCY 
Rcdatonc Arsenal in Alabmn 

4. 481 W .  Peachtree S t . . ,  Aw, Suite 2588. Atlanta, GA 
3ti Lessee: Dcfe &istics Agency' ( W I N )  

hddresa: Came ation,  Alexandria. VA 2 2 3 4 4  
Tenant; QAR, sc Contract Management District Sorlth (DCMDS) 

rsi t y Squarc 

typc  oP u ~ c ;  2,988 SF Office 
1,888 SF Parkim 

t y p e  of use: $12,€15 &tnu.al Rate - Office 
$ 3.18 ~ n n ~ a l  Bate - Parking 

2,500 Arlnually (or $10,625 Vuairterly) 
1 (military, ci.crillan and contuac tor) employed or 

r early  termirlation of the lease: 128 day penalty 

. Peachtreet St. . W, Suite 2500, At lanta .  - C.4 

r- I 'I 

PIS A r i c t  Soottl (DcMDS) 

308 S F  Parking 
Rare - Of ficc 

$ -7% Annual Rate - Parkine 

r )  employed o r  

e :  128 day penal'ty - 

-- T R A N S M I T T A L  
5- 

.I 
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Directions for Defense 

Report of the * 

, Commission on Roles and Missions 

of the Armed, Forces 

May 24, 1995 



Chapter 3, Efficient and Responsiue Support 

- 
However, there has been no corresponding reduction in the number of DOD 

acquisition organizations. The Military Departmlents continue to maintain re- 
dundant staffs and faalities for many types of co:mmon acquisition support ac- 
tivities. Further, the existence of separate Service-unique acquisition 
organizations encourages Service-unique programs at the expense of promising 
joint approaches. 

*, 
We considered consolidating all acquisition functions into a unified organi- 

zation but found that separating those functions from their operational elements 
would introduce additional risk for only modest gain. Instead, we recommend 
collocating similar program offices and consolidatking those particular acquisi- -- 
tion support activities where there is the widest duplication across Service 
and/or agency lines, the highest potential savings, and the greatest opportunity 
to encourage cooperation. The Department's aviation acquisition organizations 
constitute the prime candidates for this initiative, as; discussed.later in this chap: 
ter. 

Streamline Aviation Infrastructure 

The putative "four air forces" 
issue is often ated as an example 
of unnecessary duplication among 
the Armed Forces. The opera- 
tional aspects of this question are 
discussed in Chapter 2. Here, we 
address the opportunities to cut 
the cost of the duplicative airaaft 
support systems. If the DOD avia- -- tion infrastructure supporting the 

operational aviation units were more efficient, then we could retain the mili- 
tarv benefits from operating aircraft in each Service .without the current cost 

'I , 

penalty. 

of economy will be the 
pooling of facilities and personnel in locali- 
ties where at present both Sen-ices have to 
operate, but where from the nature of the 
circumstances, facilities and personnel are 
not fully used." 

- President Harry S Truman, Messnge to 
Congress, 19 December 1945 

Our specific recommendations for reengineering the Department's aviation 
support activities are provided below. 

- Aviation Acquisition Support 

As noted earlier, consolidating 
the support to alviation acquisition 
projects ~ $ 1  saLre money and en- 
courage coopera tion. We recorn- 
mend the collocation of all Armv, 
Navv, and Air Force program management offices responsible for 



- . -- U I  u e r m s e  

development, production, and support of military airaaft and related equip- * 

ment. C o r n o n  acquisition support needs such as engineering, contracting, 
and cost estimating would be met from a consolidated pool of support person- 
nel assigned to program Qffices as needed. Personnel for this consolidated 
pool would be transferred from the Services' materiel and systems commands, 
with a net savings expected after a period of transition. 

Three key elements of this recommendation are illustrated in Figure 3-2. 
FirJt, although collocated, existing aviation acquisition organizations would re- 
tain their Service ties to preserve the links between the users and the providers. - - 
Second, program managers would continue to reside in their respective Services 
but be able to draw from a commorl pool of tedulical and procurement support. 
And third, while we recommend establishing a joint office to handle administra- - 

tive matters, its specific functioning would be worked out by the Service Acqui- 
sition Executives and their Aviation Program Executive Officers. There would be 
no intervening layer of management between program mariagers and their sup- 
port organization. - 

- This consolidation of technical ljupport and collocation of program manage- 
ment offices will achieve the following: 

-- - 

Cut overhead. Maintaining separate organizations in different locations inevi- 
tably involves overhead that DC>D cannot afford. 

Further streamline the chain of command. The 19,86 Packard Commission recom- 
mended a streamlined acquisition chain of command that shifted responsi- 
bility from the Service materiel commands t.o the Program Manager (PM), 
Program Executive Officer (PEO), and the Service Acquisition Executive 
chain. Moving the Program Manager's techrlical and business support per- 

.sonnel into this chain would be another step toward fully implementing the 
Packard Commission recommendations. 

Encourage joint approaches. The lack of common equipment and subsystems 
across the Services has long been seen as excessively costIy. On the other 
hand, the Department's record with joint programs is also poor. Dictating re- 
quirements from the top failed in the TFX/IZ-111 program. Purely coopera- 
tive approaches have also failed repeatedly, in p r t  because having 
separately supported Service acquisition organizations encourages the devel- 

- opment of Semice-unique requirements. This recommendation facilitates 
joint approaches to satisfvlng ~~perational requirements, because the same set 
of experts will support all Service aircraft programs and the program offices 
will be physically closer togeth&. I t  should also lead to increased interoper- 
abilih. and lower support costs among the 5;enrices through increased c:om- 
rnondlitv in the man\. subsystem that require parts and service in the fieid. 
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DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  STATES AIR FORCE 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMI.SSION (Mr F-rank Cirillo, Jr) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 

SUBJECT: Updated COBRA for BRAC '95, Springfield-Beckley to Wright Patterson AFB 

The attached COBRA model for the Springfield-BeckIey move to Wright Patterson AFR 
is an update to the post site survey COBRA. This update contains a more accurate figure of 12 
personnel savings rather than 22. 10 positions, unfunded and unfilled, were erroneously taken as 
savings. The BOS Non-Payroll also decreased because Air Traffic: Control personnel salaries 
had been captured in this category and also in persorinel savings, therefore, double counting the 
savings. The correct amounts are reflected in the new COBRA. 

~&b. BLUME, Jr., Maj Gen, USAF / Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realignment and Transition 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 11'2 
Data As O f  15:22 05/09/1995, Report Created 13:35 06/05/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SS-SPR1.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

Star t ing  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1997 
ROI Year : 2008 (11 Years) 

NPV i n  2015($K): -14.026 
1-Time Cost($K): 24,584 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

M i  lCon 1,689 15,205 
Person 0 -153 
Overhd 218 361 
Moving 0 510 
M i  s s i  o 0 0 
Other 702 1.723 

TOTAL 2,609 17.646 1,236 - 2,764 -2,764 -2,764 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 7 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 5 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 12 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 7 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 47 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 250 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 304 0 0 0 0 

To ta l  

Tota l  
- - - - -  

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
-441 

-2,323 
0 
0 
0 

Summary: .------- 
CLOSE SPRINGFIELD ANG BASE AND RELOCATE FORCE STRUCTURE TO WRIGHT PATT 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As O f  15:22 05/09/1995, Report Created 13:35 06/05/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SS-SPR1.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

Costs (8K) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 
- - - -  ---. 

Mi lCon 1,689 15.205 
Person 0 275 
Overhd 21 8 570 
Moving 0 51 0 
Mlssio 0 0 
Other 702 1,723 

TOTAL 2,609 18,283 4,433 433 433 433 

Savings ($K) Constant Do1 Lars 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Person 0 428 671 671 671 671 
Overhd 0 209 2,525 2,525 2,525 2,525 
Yovi ng 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Tota 1 - - - - -  
16,895 
1.196 
1.599 
51 0 
0 

6.425 

Tota 1 - - - - -  
0 

3,113 
10,311 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
230 
203 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

671 
2,525 

0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 0 637 3,197 3.197 3,197 3,197 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 15:22 05/09/1995, Report Created 13:35 06/05/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SS-SPR1.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

Year 
- - - -  
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 

Cost ($) - - - - - - -  
2,609.559 
17,646,280 
1,236,107 
-2,763,893 
-2,763.893 
-2,763,893 
-2,763,893 
-2.763.893 
-2,763,893 
-2,763,893 
-2,763,893 
-2,763,893 
-2.763.893 
-2,763,893 
-2,763,893 
-2,763,893 
-2,763,893 
-2,763.893 
-2,763,893 
-2.763.893 

Adjusted Cost ($) -----------.---- 
2,574,401 
16,942.614 
1,155.052 
-2,513,534 
-2,446,262 
-2,380.790 
-2,317,071 
-2,255,057 
-2,194,702 
-2,135,963 
-2,078,796 
-2,023,159 
-1.969.012 
-1.916.313 
-1,865,025 
-1,815,109 
-1,766,530 
-1,719.250 
-1.673.236 
-1,628.454 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  15:22 05/09/1995, Report Created 13:35 06/05/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SS-SPR1.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

Category 

Construction 
M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construct ion 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

To ta l  - Construction 

Personne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i a n  Ear ly  Ret i  rement 
C i v i  li an New H i res  
El iminated Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unmp loyment 

To ta l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothbal l  / Shutdown 

To ta l  - Overhead 

Mov i ng 
C iv i  l i a n  Moving 
C iv i  l i a n  PPS 
Mi t i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

To ta l  - Moving 

Cost - - - -  Sub-Tota 1 
- - - - - - - - -  

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 6.425.000 

To ta l  - Other 6,425,000 ---.-------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Tota l  One-Time Costs 24,583,893 

One-Time 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 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings .-----------------.--------------------- 

Tota l  One-Time Savings 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tota l  Net One-Time Costs 24,583,893 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 15:22 05/09/1995, Report Created 13:35 06/05/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SS-SPR1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

ALL Costs i n  $K 
Total  I MA Land Cost Tota 1 

Base Name Mi lCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost - - - - - - - - -  
SPRINGFIELD 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON 
--------------------------------------------------------------.--------------- 
Tota 1s: 16,895 0 0 0 16.895 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  15:22 05/09/1995. Report Created 13:35 06/05/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SS-SPR1.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: SPRINGFIELD, OH 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C i v i l i a n s  
- * - - - - - - - -  -.-------- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - * - - -  

7 56 0 269 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

O f f  i cars 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En l i s ted  0 -2 0 0 0 0 - 2 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 -14 0 0 0 0 -14 
TOTAL 0 -16 0 0 0 0 -16 

BASE POPULATION (Pr io r  t o  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s t e d  Students C iv i  l i ans  .--------- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

7 54 0 255 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, 

1996 
- - - *  

O f f  i c e r s  0 
En l i s ted  0 
Students 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 
TOTAL 0 

OH 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

7 0 0 0 0 7 
47 0 0 0 0 47 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

250 0 0 0 0 250 
304 0 0 0 0 304 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 7 
En l i s t e d  0 47 
Students 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 250 
TOTAL 0 304 

SPRINGFIELD. OH): 
1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

0 0 0 0 7 
0 0 0 0 47 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 250 
0 0 0 0 304 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2031 Tota l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  -. - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En l i s ted  0 - 7 0 0 0 0 - 7 
C i v i l i a n s  0 - 5 0 0 0 0 - 5 
TOTAL 0 -12 0 0 0 0 -12 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l ians - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Pr io r  t o  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

3,709 2,993 0 

C iv i  l ians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

14,109 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - P a g e  2 
D a t a  A s  O f  15:22 05/09/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  13:35 06/05/1995 

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  : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SS-SPR1.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
F r o m  Base:  SPRINGFIELD, OH 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  
O f f i c e r s  0 7 0 0 0 0 7 
E n l i s t e d  0 47 0 0 0 0 47 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 250 0 0 0 0 250 
TOTAL 0 304 0 0 0 0 304 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  WRIGHT-PATTERSON, 
1996 1997 1998 1999 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 7 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 47 0 0 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 250 0 0 
TOTAL 0 304 0 0 

OH) : 
2000 2001 T o t a l  

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 ted S t u d e n t s  C i v i  l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - * - -  

3,716 3,040 0 14,359 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  15:22 05/09/1995, Report Created 13:35 06/05/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SS-SPR1.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civ i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( the remainder) 
C iv i  l i a n  Posi t ions Avai lab le 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regu Lar Retirement 5.00% 
Civ i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i  l ians Avai l ab le  t o  Move 
C iv i  l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
0 0 250 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 250 
0 0 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 250 0 0 0 0 250 
Civ i  l ians Moving 0 250 0 0 0 0 250 
New C i v i l i a n s  Hi red 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 1 0 0 0 0  1 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
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 3 0 0 0 0 3 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

Ear ly  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 are not appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  mi 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 R1I:s) var ies from 
base t o  base. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Stat ion. The ra te  
o f  PPS placaraents invo lv ing  a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Pago 1/3 
Data As O f  15:22 05/09/1995, Report Created 13:35 06/0fi/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SS-SPR1.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS - - - - -  (8K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
F u  Housing 
Land Purch 

OM 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 
Civ Re t i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
HOM Purch 
w 
Yisc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Dr i v ing  

Unanp Loyment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shut down 
New H i r e  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV M i  les 
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
El im 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) - Pag,e 213 
Data As O f  15:22 05/09/1995, Report Crctated 13:35 06/05/1995 

Department : A I R  FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SS-SPRI.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS ----. ($K)-- - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
ow 
RPMA 
80s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

To ta l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COST 2,609 18,283 4,433 '433 433 433 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
oMc 

1 -Tine Move 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Movi ng 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - - (SK) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
C W U S  

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A L Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 637 3,197 3,197 3,197 3,197 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 313 
Data As O f  15:22 05/09/1995, Report Created 13:35 06/015/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SS-SPR1.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Faa Housing 

OM( 
Civ Ret i r IRIF 
Clv Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Movi ng 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
- . - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
08M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Salary 
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 2,609 17,646 1,236 -2,764 -2,764 -2,764 

Tota 1 - - - - -  

Tota 1 Beyond 
- - - - -  - - - - - -  

0 0 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  15:22 05/09/1995. Report Created 13:35 06/05/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SS-SPR1.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgS\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

Personne L 
Base Change %Change - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
SPRINGFIELD -316 -100% 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON 304 1% 

SF 
Change XChange ChgfPer - - - - - -  " - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

-262.000 -100% 829 
36.730 0% 121 

RPMA($) BOS($) 
Base Change %Change Chg/Per Change %Change Chg/Per - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  ..--- - - -  - - - - - - -  
SPRINGFIELD -345.000 -100% 1,092 -2,180,590 -100% 6,901 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON 20.837 0% 68 44,922 1% 148 

RPWBOS($) 
B.80 Change %Change ChgfPer - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
SPRINGFIELD -2,525,590 -101% 7,992 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON 65,760 0% 216 



RPMAIBOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 15:22 05/09/1995, Report Created 13:35 06/OIi/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SS-SPR1.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

Net Change(8K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 To ta l  Beyond .------------- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
RPMA Change 0 -164 -324 -324 -324 -324 -1.460 -324 
BOS Change 0 -0 -2,136 -2,136 -2,136 -2,136 -8,543 -2,136 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ------------------------------------------------------------------------.----- 
TOTAL CHANGES 0 -164 -2,460 -2,460 -2.460 -2,460 ..10,003 -2,460 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  15:22 05/09/1995, Report Created 13:35 06/05/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SS-SPR1.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name Strategy: - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  
SPRINGFIELD, OH Closes i n  FY 1997 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH Realignment 

Surclary : - - - - - - - -  
CLOSE SPRINGFIELD ANG BASE AND RELOCATE FORCE STRUCTURE TO WRIGHT PATT 

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: - - - - - - - - - -  
SPRINGFIELD, OH 

To Base: - - - - - - - -  
WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from SPRINGFIELD, OH t o  WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

1996 - - - -  
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 
C iv i  l i a n  Posit ions: 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  0 
Mi l i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 
HeavyISpecial Vehicles: 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: SPRINGFIELD. OH 

To ta l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
To ta l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
To ta l  Student Employees: 
To ta l  C iv i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i  l i ans  Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 
Tota l  Base Faci li ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Distance: - - - - - - - - -  
16 mi 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SKIYear): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SKIYear): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is 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: 

345 
0 

2,291 
0 
0 

0.89 
0 
0 

20.9'1, 
SPRING 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  15:22 05/09/1995, Report Created 13:35 06/05/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SS-SPR1.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

Tota l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
Tota l  Student Employees: 
Tota l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Famil ies L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i  l i ans  Not W i  1 l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Ava i l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 
Tota l  Base Faci t i  ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi la)  : 

RPMA Non-Payroll (8KIYear) : 
Communications (8KIYear): 
BOS Non-Payroll (8KIYear): 
BOS Payro l l  (SKIYear): 
Fami l y  Housing (8KIYear): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visi  t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ($ /V is 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  Information: 

Name: SPRINGFIELD, OH 
1996 - - - -  

1 -Time Unique Cost ($K): 702 
1-Time Unique Save (8K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 0 
1-Time Moving Save (8K): 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd(8K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (8K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Save(8K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 100% 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 0% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients IYr :  0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 262 

Name: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
I-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients lYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 
F a c i l  ShutOown(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
1,723 4,000 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
377 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

34 137 137 137 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 

100% 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% OX 0% OX 
OX 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: 

Yes 
No 

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 15:22 05/09/1995, Report Created 13:35 06/05/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SS-SPR1.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: SPRINGFIELD. OH 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Of f  Scenario Change: 
En 1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C iv i  l i an :  

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: WRIGHT-PATTERSON, OH 

Descript ion ----.------- 
Maintenance 
Munitions 
POL 
Ops and Training 
Meter u t i  li tes 
Corn Other 
P&O 

Categ - - - - -  
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 

New Mi [Con - - - - - - - - - -  
0 

8,600 
1,220 

0 
0 

26.910 
0 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 76.80% 
Percent Enl is ted Married: 66.90% 
En l i s t e d  Housing Mi icon: 80.00% 
Of f i ce r  Salary($/Year): 78,668.00 
O f f  BAP w i th  Dependents($) : 7,073.00 
Enl istedSalary($/Year):  36.148.00 
En1 BAQ w i th  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost(S1Week) : 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  li ty(Weeks): 18 
C iv i  l i a n  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  Early Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C iv i  l i e n  Regular Re t i re  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i  l e  Oesc: F i  na 1 Factors 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui ld ing SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs populat ion):  0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor:  10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF1Care): 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPOET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab Mi lCon - - - - - - - - - - - -  
85,782 
3,500 

0 
92,173 

0 
0 
0 

Tota l  Cost($K) - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
3,700 
1,250 

440 
5,600 

205 
4,500 
1,200 

Civ Ear ly  Re t 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 iv i  l i a n  PCS Costs ( 8 ) :  28,800.00 
C iv i  l i a n  New H i re  Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Home Price($) : 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 .OO 
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 Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New M i  lCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
Mi lCon Design Rate: 
Mi [Con SIOH Rate: 
Mi [Con Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate fo r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate fo r  NPV.RPTIRO1: 
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Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : SPRINGFIELD FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SS-SPR1.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Y.ter ial /Assigned Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Per Off Fami Ly (Lb): 14,500.00 
nm; Per En1 Fami l y  (Lb): 9,000.00 
W G P e r M i l S i n g l e ( L b ) :  6,400.00 
HHO Per C iv i  Lian (Lb): 18,000.00 
To ta l  HHG Cost (81100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi la) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack L Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mi 1 L igh t  Vehicle($lMi la):  0.43 
HeavyISpec Vehicle($IMi le) : 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS($lPerslTour ) : 6,437.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5,761.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category --.----- 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
OperationaL 
Administrat ive 
Schoo 1 Bui l d i  ngs 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
F u i  l y  Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  
Communications F a c i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
ROT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical Faci l i t i e s  
Environmental 

Category UM - - - - - - - -  - - 
other (SF) 
Opt ionalCategoryB ( ) 
Optional Category C ( ) 
Optional Category D ( ) 
Optional Category E ( ) 
Optional Category F ( ) 
Optional Category G ( ) 
Optional Category H ( ) 
Optional Category I ( ) 
Optional Category J ( ) 
Optional Category K ( ) 
Optional Category L ( ) 
Optional Category M ( ) 
Optional Category N ( ) 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 
Opt ionalCategoryP ( ) 
Optional Category Q ( ) 
Optional Category R ( ) 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

NOTE $1.2 M MILCON AVOIDANCE RESULTS FROM NOT MOVING 

ANG FROM RICKENBACKER AND MOVING SPRINGFIELD TO 

WRIGHT PATTERSON 


