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300 HART SENATE orrtcc DUILOING 
WASHINGTON. OC 206  10 

302-224-4624 

WASHINGTON, DC 206 10-2002 

April 14, 1995 

r:: * , *  " " .  " 
I .  

. , .  . < $ . A .  . 
Commissioner Rebecca G .  Cox -&"'.t,rc ; L5, -v, . g , _.-___ 
DeEencc Base C l o s u ~ e  dnd Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

As you know, Mr. Philip E. Coyle, Director o f  Operational 
Test and Evaluation, Department of Defense is scheduled t o  
testify before the BRnC on Monday on the Joint Cross Service 
G r o u p s  for Laboratories, T e s t  and E v a l u a t i o n .  

It is our ~ ~ n d e r s t a n d i n g  that Mr. Coyle h a s  visited NSWC 
White Oak twice in the p a s t  two weeks and has expressed serious 
concerns a b o u t  the potential loss of the hypervelocity wind 
tunnel and othcr un ique  f u c i l i ~ i e s  at White Oak. W e  would 
a p p r e c i a t e  i t  i f  you would a s k  Mr. Coyle his views on the DOD 
recommendation to close White Oak and have  at tached some 
sugge~tod questions Tur your c o n s l d e r a t ~ o n .  

Thank you for your attention i n  this matter 

Wit:h best r ega rds ,  

Sincerely, 

rbara A .  -Liz@ 
United States S e n a t o r  

Paul S .  arbanes 
United States Senator 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



During testimony before t h e  Commission on March 1, General 
Shalikashvili expressed concerns about how t h e  proposed closllre 
of the Naval S u ~ f a c e  Warfare Center a t  W h i t e  O a k ,  Maryland, would  
a f f e c t  the hype rve loc i t y  w i n d  t u n n e l  l o c a t e d  t h e r e .  D o  you have 
similar concerns? 

Were the hypervelocity wind tunnel and t h e  nuclear weapons 
effects simulation facility at NSWC White Oak considered by t h e  
'rest and Evaluation or Laboratory Joint Cross Service Groups? 

(To the extent not s k a t e d  in previous response) Is i~ y o u r  
view that this wind tunnel must continue to stay in operation, 
e i t h e r  by the Navy o r  some o t h e r  agency, at White Oak or some 
o t h e r  I .nca?ion? 

 TO the e x t e n t  not stated in previous responses) The 
c e r t i  i ed  data c a l l  responses ind icace  t h a c  the U . S .  government  
has no other wind tunnel with the capabilities of t h e  one  a t  
W h i t e  Oak. Is  this the case? 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION t 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 i:i,:,zy>~ 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN 1. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 

April 26, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) . . 
5. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Barbara A. Mikulski 
United States Senate 
Washington, D. C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Mikulski: 

Thank you very much for forwarding questions to me for submission to the Department of 
Defense Joint Cross Service Group on Labs, Test and Evaluation, for their review and reply. I 
certainly understand your strong interest in the base closure and realignment process. 

Your questions have been submitted to the Operational Test and Evaluation, Joint Cross 
Service Group, and I anticipate a full response within two weeks. We will contact your office as 
soon as we receive the responses. 

Again, thank you for submitting questions for the record. I look forward to working with 
you through this difficult and challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact the 
Commission whenever you believe we can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

?;i.sn .n2:gc:~2n& q/,3-/R/ 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 25, 1995 

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

The Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Sarbanes: 

Thank you very much for forwarding questions to me for submission to the Department of 
Defense Joint Cross Service Group on Labs, Test and Evaluation, for their review and reply. I 
certainly understand your strong interest in the base closure and realignment process. 

Your questions have been submitted to the Operational Test and Evaluation, Joint Cross 
Service Group, and I anticipate a full response within two weeks. We will contact your ofice as 
soon as we receive the responses. 

Again, thank you for submitting questions for the record. I Iook forward to working with 
you through this difficult and challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact the 
Commission whenever you believe we can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 7 0 0  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

April 14, 1995 ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

Mr. Albert F. Lowas, Jr., P.E. 
Deputy Director 
Air Force Base Conversion Agency 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 2300 
Arlington, Virginia 22209-2802 

Dear Mr. Lowas: 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
G E N  J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Thank you so much for taking the time fiom your busy schedule to meet with me 
to discuss the issue of reuse at closed Air Force installations. The information you shared 
with me will be most helpfbl as the Defense Base Closure Commission continues its analysis 
of the reuse process. 

Additionally, please express my sincere appreciation to Mr. John Carr for 
sharing his views with me. 

Again, thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

/ 

Davis Thompson 
anager, Reuse Liaison 
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
STATE CAPITOL 

SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87501 

GARY E. JOHNSON 
GOVERNOR 

15 April 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission <:,- " ", ' ..$";.'<f,:':':,f:P 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 I -  . c 

Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am pleased to submit New Mexico's list of witnesses for your hearing on Kirtland AFB, 
scheduled for 20 April 1995. Consistent with the Commission's instructions, this letter has been 
coordinated with our Congressional delegation, and represents our State's consensus input. 

New Mexico's case will be presented by a Steering Committee which we created to 
review the Air Force's analyses, augmented by senior officials from the Department of Energy. 
Presenting our briefing will be Mr. Leo Marquez, the leader of our Steering Committee. He will 
be assisted by five functional area experts from the Steering Committee: Mr. Edward Giller, Mr. 
Sherman McCorkle, Mr. Hanson Scott, Mr. Charlie Thomas and Mr. John Vuksich. Finally, Mr. 
Bruce Twining, Manager of the Department of Energy's Albuquerque Operations Office, and Dr. 
Roger Hagengruber, Vice President for Defense Programs for Sandia National Laboratories, will 
be available to address the effects of the proposed realignment actions at Kirtland AFB on DOE'S 
responsibilities related to nuclear weapons and other national security matters. 

The members of the New Mexico Congressional delegation, the Mayor of Albuquerque, 
Mr. Martin J. Chavez, and I will be present for the hearing. Since the time for the hearing is 
limited, none of us will be involved in the presentation, but we will, of course, be available to 
answer questions from the members of the Commission, in the event any are posed to us. 

The presentation New Mexico will provide your Commission is founded upon solid facts. 
Our Steering Committee is excited to have the opportunity to personally present this powerful 
case. Attached to this letter is a copy of a treatise describing Kirtland AFB, which includes our 
rationale for the retention of this installation. A copy of this treatise has been provided to each 
commissioner in a separate mailing. 



New Mexico stands ready to assist you in any manner possible that will facilitate the 
accomplishment of your important and difficult task. Please do not hesitate to contact any 
member of our Congressional delegation, the Mayor of Albuquerque or me for any assistance we 
might provide. 

Sincerely, 

Gary E. Johnson 
Governor of New Mexico 
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Report From the Community 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense announced the 1995 Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) candidates. Kirtland Air Force Base was identified for major realignment actions including the 
following: 

(a) Relocate the 58th Special Operations Wing to Hollo~nan AFB, NM. 

(b) Relocate the Air Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center to Eglin AFB, FL. 

(c) Relocate the Air Force Security Police Agency to Lackland AFB, TX. 

(d) Relocate the Air Force Inspection Agency and the Air Force Safety Agency to Kelly AFB, TX. 

(e) Relocate Defense Nuclear Agency to Kelly AFB, TX. 

(f) Deactivate the 377th Air Base Wing and close other activities and facilities at Kirtland AFB 
including medical services and family housing. 

(g) Retain Phillips Laboratory and the 898th Munitions Squadron in cantonment (a small, 
secured location within the base). 

The Kirtland AFB Task Force was formed in response to the Department of Defense announcement to 
realign Kirtland. The proposal would result in the loss of 6850 direct jobs and 5066 indirect jobs (USAF 
estimates). The proposal went to the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission on March 1st. 

The Task Force consists of volunteers from the affected community of Albuquerque, New Mexico, as 
well as the surrounding area and the state. The Mayor of Albuquerque nominated the original members. 
Later, the NM Congressional Delegation named a Steering Group to coordinate the Mayor's Task Force 
with other in-being and soon-to-be-formed groups. 

The Steering Group and Task Force have reviewed the DODIUSAF proposal for mission impacts, 
consistency with BRAC criteria, cost impacts, and community effects, including potential reuse. This 
report expresses the results of that review. 

Leo Marquez, Lt. Gen., USAF, Ret. Charlie Thomas, Col., USAF, Ret. 

Hanson Scott, B. Gen., USAF, Ret. Sherman McCorkle 

Bob Francis, Col., USAF, Ret. John Vuksich, LTC, USA, Ret. 

I April 1995 



After reviewing materials provided by the Department of Defense and the US Air Force, the Community 
Steering Group recommends that the proposal to realign Kirtland AFB be withdrawn. Our reasons align 
with the following BRAC criteria: 

Return on Investment 

Cost Impacts 
The Task Force has examined the costs to accomplish the Kirtland realignment (as provided by DOD). 
Our conclusions: 

the one time cost is $525.7M, much higher than the DOD estimate of $277.5M; 
the annual "savings" of $62M projected by DOD are overstated (task force estimate is an 
annual cost of $12.7M; there are no savings); and, 
the DOD should especially have included the one-time and annual cost impacts on DOE, 
since Kirtland is a Federal installation with DOE as a major tenant; a large portion of the 
funds provided to Sandia National Laboratories (DOE contractor) are provided by DOD; 
and, the costs to the taxpayer should be included in BRAC considerations whenever they 
have a significant impact. 

Military Value Concerns 

Nuclear Surety Will Be Diininislted 
Transfer of activities from Kirtland would have a major impact on the nuclear surety cohesion within the 
DODIDOE. Kirtland has a 50 year history of support to the Nuclear Weapons Program of the United 
States. The intimate technical and professional association among military and civilian staff resident at 
Kirtland, as well as the responsive interchange between organizations such as DOE [and its contractors, 
Sandia National Laboratories (SNL) and Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)], and DOD (Field 
Command, Defense Nuclear Agency; the Interservice Nuclear Weapons School, and others), enabled and 
facilitated the development, maintenance and safety of the nation's nuclear stockpile. All these activities 
purposefully gathered at Kirtland over a period of years, e.g., BRAC 93 moved the AF Safety Agency to 
Kirtland to collocate with its Directorate of Nuclear Surety. Diffusion at a minimum would impact the 
efficiency and effectiveness of nuclear surety. 

58tlt Special Operations Wing Training Will Be Disrupted 
The 58th Special Operations Wing does not need to move. In addition, the infrastructure at Holloman 
does not match what exists at Kirtland. The training mission and people assigned will suffer through a 
transition period of several years. The training pipeline will be disrupted for a period of 6 to 12 months. 
Moving to Holloman will cost more than twice the original AF estimate. 

Air Quality 
The AF should not have removed Kirtland from its receival status. Thousands could move to Kirtland 
without detrimental effects on local air quality. 

KIRTLAND AFB COMMUNITY STEERING GROUP II 



Report From the Community 

Bottoin Liite 
Serious mission concerns are raised if this realignment occurs. The BRAC should review those concerns 
and the costs involved. Using the revised one-time costs of $525.7M and annual costs of $12.7M (see 
next page) would result in no Return on Investment (ROI). This fact should eliminate theoriginal 
Kirtland realignment proposal from further consideration. 

I11 April 1995 



Cost Differences Between A F  Proposal and Community Estimate 
Note: Costs were gatlzered fro111 many soLlrces and ntay be in FY 95, 96 or 97 dollars. No attenlpt was 
rtlade to norlltalize tlte inputs since tlze co~zcl~rsiort w0~11d not change. 

Recurring 

USAF Claimed Savings $62.OM 

Omissions in AF Proposal (These reduce A F  claimed savings.) 

DOE Infrastructure 
Security for 898th MSS 
BOS for Base X(C0BRA calculation) and FCDNA 
VA Hospital (loss of AF personnel) 
CHAMPUS (impact on retireesldependents) 

New Recurring Savings Total Minus $12.7M 

One Time Costs 

USAF Claimed Costs 

Onzissions in AF Proposal (These add to claimed costs.) 

DOE 
Phillips Laboratory 
150th FG, ANG 
KUMSC 
Move 58TH Simulators 
Move TACCSF 

Disagreements (Community suggests these as requirements; AF may disagree.) 

Housing for 58TH SOW 
USAF Safety Center Building 
Field Command, Defense Nuclear Agency 
NCO Academy 
Additional ramp (for 58th SOW) 
Simulator Building (for 58th SOW) 

New One Time Costs Total 

KIRTLAND AFB COMMUNITY STEERING GROUP IV 
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Report From the Community 

CHAPTER 1 KIRTLAND AFB REALIGNMENT: WHY? WHY NOT? 1 

1 .I History 
1.2 AF Questionnaire 
1.3 BRAC Considerations 

CHAPTER 2 COST CORRECTIONS TO THE USAF ESTIMATE 9 

2.1 Recurring Cost Omissions 
2.2 One-Time Cost Omissions 
2.3 One-Time Disagreements 

CHAPTER 3 MILITARY VALUE - MISSION CONCERNS FOR NUCLEAR SURETY 13 

3.1 Nuclear Surety 13 

CHAPTER 4 MILITARY VALUE - UNITS MOVING FROM KIRTLAND AFB 17 

58th Special Operations Wing (SOW) 17 
Air Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center (AFOTEC) 2 1 
Field Command, Defense Nuclear Agency (FCDNA) 24 
Air Force Inspection Agency (AFIA) 25 
Air Force Safety Agency (AFSA) 26 
San Antonio Air Logistics CenterINuclear Weapons Integration 
Division (SA-ALCINWI) 27 
Air Force Security Police Agency (AFSPA) 27 
Theater Air Command and Control Simulation Facility (TACCSF) 28 

5.1 Phillips Laboratory (PL) 29 
5.2 150th Fighter Group, Air National Guard (ANG) 3 1 
5.3 Department of EnergyISandia National Laboratories 32 
5.4 Veterans Administration Medical Center (VAMC) 33 
5.5 Kirtland Underground Munitions Storage Complex (KUMSC) 34 
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A. MAPS 

B. 5 8 ~ ~  SOW CONSIDERATIONS 

C. ANALYSIS OF USAF BRAC QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Report From the Community 

CHAPTER 1 
KIRTLAND AFB REALIGNMENT: WHY? WHY NOT? 

1.1 History 

Kirtland Air Force Base is a unique, one-of-a-kind federal installation which encompasses almost 
52000 acres. A "normal" Air Force Base has a primary flying mission and a few organizations that 
support that single mission. Kirtland on the other hand could be compared to a mid-sized community 
that has a variety of businesses and activities that are different but interrelated. The Air Force as the 
host military department provides the support for Air Force units, Department of Defense (DOD) 

agencies, Department of Energy (DOE) organizations, 
including Sandia National Laboratories, and a host of 
contractors who support Air Force and non-Air Force 
missions. In total, there are over 150 on and off base tenant 
organizations supported by the 377th Air Base Wing, the 
host Air Force organization. These tenant organizations 
represent over 18000 people that receive support from the 
Air Force. The 377th Air Base Wing provides their support 
with 2750 people, making the total work force at Kirtland 
almost 21000. Kirtland Air Force Base is the largest 
employer in the State of New Mexico. 

Kirtland Air Force Base, as we know it today, was created in 197 1 by the consolidation of Sandia Base, 
Manzano Base and the original Kirtland Air Force Base. The original Kirtland Base began in 1939 as a 
refueling station for transient military aircraft on 2000 acres of leased land near the municipal airport. In 
1941, it became a training site for combat aircrews. 

The original Sandia Base began as a training site for aircraft mechanics. Later, it became an extension of 
the nation's nuclear weapons research and development program when units of Z Division of Los 
AIamos Laboratory and an Army Military Police Detachment moved to the base in 1941. Z Division 
was the forerunner of Sandia National Laboratories; the military detachment was the forerunner of Field 
Command, Defense Nuclear Agency. From a humble beginning in what was described as "a motley 
assortment of prewar structures," the military services established elaborate, interrelated research and 
development facilities for more advanced work on weapons of the future. 

Sandia National Laboratories was created in 1947, and assumed the responsibility for weapons 
development. It has since been described as the "nuclear ordnance engineer for the United States of 
America." The military departments were the end user of the weapons and in 1947 a joint "Armed 
Forces Special Weapons Project" was established at Sandia Base to handle all the logistical support 
associated with atomic weapons. This organization subsequently became Field Command, Defense 
Nuclear Agency (DNA) and was the forerunner of many other separate but related agencies, 
organizations, and units which came together under the umbrella of nuclear support. 

The Air Force Special Weapons Center was established at Kirtland in 1952, and handled weapons 
related projects, including the planning of nuclear tests. The Air Force Weapons Laboratory was formed 
in 1963, and was a premier research and development organization which formed the nucleus for 
Phillips Laboratory. 

1 April 1995 



Although many other atomic or nuclear organizations existed at one time or another, all military services 
and many other governmental agencies recognized Kirtland AFB as the nuclear "headwaters" and have 
participated in activities on the base. By consolidating numerous nuclear related functions at Kirtland, 
the Department of Defense and others have achieved a single source of expertise to handle the myriad of 
technical, developmental, and operational issues associated with nuclear weapons. This "nuclear 
community" is nationally recognized as the source of information, guidance, direction and authority on 
any and all issues related to military weapons. 

The nature of research and development, test and evaluation, and operational aircrew training requires a 
large facility and Kirtland offered adequate space to conduct all missions. Excess space was available 
and Kirtland has been favorably considered for the addition of other missions over the years. The Air 
Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center (AFOTEC) was established in 1974, to be the single 
manager for operational test and evaluation of new weapons systems intended for Air Force use. 
Kirtland was selected as the home for AFOTEC as a means to separate operational testing and 
evaluation from the Air Force Major Commands responsible for developing and supporting weapons 
systems. An independent location was required to keep functions separated and prevent possible 
influence during operational testing and evaluation. 

The Air Force Office of Security Police was activated at Kirtland in 1978. Security police have a critical 
role in weapons security and a strong connection with the nuclear community. The most recent additions 
to Kirtland were the Air Force Inspection Agency (AFIA) and the Air Force Safety Agency (AFSA) 
which moved from Norton AFB, California in the summer of 1993. Both agencies were displaced by a 
BRAC action which closed Norton AFB, and they moved into a new $14 million facility that was 
specifically designed and built to accommodate them. Both the AFIA and AFSA have important roles in 
the safety and security of military nuclear weapons, which made their new home an ideal addition to the 
nuclear community. 

Kirtland was selected as the focal base for providing centralized training for all Rescue and Special 
Operations Forces in the Air Force. The 58th Special Operations Wing (SOW) takes its lineage from the 
1550th Aircrew Training and Test Wing which was transferred to Kirtland in 1976. The unique 
simulator facilities, diverse terrain, and specialized training areas provide an exceptional capability to 
train aircrews and conduct mission rehearsals for highly sensitive operations. 

Kirtland has been considered a "core" base or a location that has the potential to receive additional 
organizations or missions. Several units are or were in the process of relocating to Kirtland as part of Air 
Force consolidation efforts. In recent years the Air Force Space and Missile Center was considered a 
candidate to move from Los Angeles Air Force Base to Kirtland; however, that move was predicated on 
closing Los Angeles Air Force Base in one of the BRAC cycles. 

1 . I .  1 US Air Force Affiliation 
The US Air Force has provided the support at Kirtland AFB for many years. For decades, the base 
supported flying activities, drawn by excellent flying weather, and weapons research and development, 
drawn by like activities dating back to the post World War I1 years. 

Today, Kirtland has the largest collection of activities at any DOD installation (over 150). The base has 
changed hands many times. The base currently belongs to the AF Materiel Command whose only 
mission activities are the Phillips Laboratory and the Kirtland Underground Munitions Storage Complex 
(KUMSC). Support for all activities is provided by the 377th Air Base Wing (ABW), operating through 
a series of host-tenant support agreements. 

KIRTLAND AFB COMMUNITY STEERING GROUP 2 



I Report From the Community 

The Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC), the parent organization for the Phillips Lab (PL) and the 
377th ABW, the host unit, is proposing to realign Kirtland to divest itself of a large cost in a location 
where its mission interest is small. Thus, it places Kirtland in the Laboratory and Product Center 
subcategory for assessment in the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process, yet PL has only 5% 
of the worker population at Kirtland. Then, after examining it in this questionable category, the AF goes 
along with the Joint Cross-Service Group high score for PL by recommending to keep PL. Then it 
proposes to remove the support unit. If the lab scored well, why not keep the support in place? 

1.2 AF Questionnaire 

As part of the BRAC process, all installations must complete a questionnaire. The completion of the AF 
questionnaire on Kirtland was not comprehensive, leaving gaps in information needed to decide the 
future of Kirtland. There seemed to be great difficulty in rating this Air Force Base when taxiways and 
runways are owned by the City of Albuquerque. What should have been a plus (maintenance and 
upgrade of runways would be paid for by non-DOD money) became a negative (no credit was taken for 
airfield capabilities since someone else owned them). The analysis reviewing the questionnaire point by 
point is at Appendix C. 

It is interesting to note a major change to the percentage of facility space rated at condition code one 
occurred during the process of evaluation. That change was so significant that it dropped the overall 
Facility Condition rating for Kirtland. (The summary chart for these changes is at Appendix D). 

1.3 BRAC Considerations 

1.3.1 Consolidation Objective 
A stated objective of the BRAC is to consolidate a variety of activities and to provide support via a 
single service. That is exactly the case at Kirtland where over 150 activities are supported by the US Air 
Force. Kirtlarzd is a inodel BRAC base rather than one that should be considered for realignment. 

1.3.2 Costs arzd Reuse 
Another major point of inconsistency in proposing a realignment of Kirtland is the cost impact. The 
BRAC process is designed to identify higher cost installations for realignment or closure. The best way 
to accomplish savings is to completely close the installation. This also makes reuse much more 
beneficial to the local community. In the case of Kirtland, the proposed realignment leaves major 
cantonment areas (PL, ANG, DOE/SNL) that occupy approximately 95% of the land area. In addition, 
over 60% of the work force is still in place (and needing support). Thus, the claim of significant savings 
and reuse possibilities are greatly diminished. A major installation will still be in place even after the 
realignment. See map at Appendix A. 

BRAC criteria includes an analysis of the implementation costs, annual savings, and return on 
investment (ROI) for each closure or realignment. At Kirtland, there are major impacts to the units 
remaining who need to support themselves. For example, the additional annual costs of support for 
major activities remaining are estimated at $30.6M annually for DOWSNL. 

Although some costs for PL and ANG are included in the AF analysis, DOE costs are not. The DOE 
costs of $30.6M should be deducted from the AF claimed savings since: 
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they are a direct impact of the proposal, and 
the majority of funding for remaining DOE activities comes from DOD (through DOE 
Defense Programs). 

1.3.3 Air Quality 
Air Quality Considerations as They Relate to Capacity for Future Growth at Kirtland AFB 
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County is currently classified as a low-moderate non-attainment area for the 
criteria pollutant carbon monoxide (CO). However, Albuquerque/Bernalillo County has not exceeded 
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 1 
for three years, making the area eligible for 
redesignation to attainmentlmaintenance status. As part 
of the formal redesignation procedure, the City's Air 
Pollution Control division has prepared a State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) for Maintenance of the CO 
standard. The SIP submittal is scheduled for ~ u b l i c  
hearing before the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Air 
Quality Control Board on April 13, 1995. Once 
approved, the SIP submittal will be transmitted to the 
EPA Region VI office by the Governor. EPA has 
committed to take action on the redesignation request by 
July 15, 1995. To date, no adverse public comments 
have been received. and all EPA comments have been ,-.,. rrrillips Laboratory Starfire Optical Range 
addressed. 

Included in the SIP document is a maintenance demonstration which shows that even with significant 
projected increases in population, employment, and vehicle miles of travel, total CO emissions for the 
next ten years (analysis period through 2005) will be significantly lower than the 1993 emissions cap. 
This difference between the 1993 cap and projected emissions in subsequent years is the so-called 
"headroom" in the emissions budget. This headroom is generated as the 1993 vehicle fleet is replaced by 
newer, lower emitting vehicles, as well as by an upgraded vehicle inspection program, and the continued 
implementation of the oxyfuel program and mandatory no-burn program. 

The various Air Force/Phillips Laboratory relocation to Kirtland scenarios ranging from an initial 625 
employees to a total of 6000 employees would take up no more than 10% of this headroom and thus 
could be easily accommodated from an emissions cap perspective. In March 1994, Phillips Lab 
completed a conformity analysis which conservatively estimated that the relocation of 625 jobs to 
art land would result in the addition of 85 tons of CO per year to the local airshed. The City's Air 
Pollution Control Division concurred with this estimate. Assuming 6000 relocations would generate 10 
times the emissions or 850 tons CO per year and even rounding up to 1000 tons per year to be 
conservative, this figure is still less than 3 tons per day or less than 10% of the projected 3 1 tons per day 
headroom available in 1996. This percentage would be even less in later, higher headroom years when 
such sizeable relocations would realistically be fully realized. The implementation year of the proposal 
is a critical element of any conformity analysis. 

In addition to the emissions cap and headroom issues, an applicable requirement of General Conformity 
to any proposed expansion at Kirtland involves project or plan specific demonstrations that the action 
will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of a National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). 
General Conformity rules set specific thresholds of pollutants that apply to federal actions. The CO 

KIRTLAND AFB COMMUNITY STEERING GROUP 4 



Report From the Community 

threshold of 100 tons is applicable to non-attainment and maintenance areas. If a federal action will 
provide 100 tons or more of CO, as determined by a specific applicability analysis, then a more detailed 
site specific analysis using intersection modeling techniques becomes necessary. 

In a CO non-attainment area without current violations like Bernalillo County or in a maintenance area 
such as Bernalillo County will become upon redesignation, this second level of analysis requires the 
federal agency to demonstrate that the proposed action will not cause or contribute to a violation of the 
NAAQS for CO. This is a significantly easier test to meet than that required for a CO non-attainmerit 
area experiencing violations where the federal action is not allowed to exacerbate an existing violation, 
cause or contribute to a new violation or delay attainment of the standard. By way of further 
comparison, the most difficult demonstration of conformity would be in an ozone non-attainment area 
where actions exceeding the 100 ton per year threshold are required to mitigate or offset emissions to no 
net increase. 

It is important to note that should such an analysis for a specific proposal indicate a violation of the CO 
standard, the expansion would not necessarily be precluded. Moreover, the federal agency would not 
have to bring net emissions increase down to zero or even 100 tons per year. Rather, the agency would 
have to mitigate the actions' impacts so that the action did not cause or contribute to a violation. 
Federal installations like Kirtland are in a uniquely advantageous position in terms of mitigating CO 
emissions associated with vehicle travel and traffic congestion. In general, an Air Force base is capable 
of exercising a much greater impact on the commuting habits and on-site activities of its employees and 
tenants than other employers. 

The City Air Pollution Control Division has reviewed the March 1, 1995, Preliminary Conformity 
Analysis for Kirtland, prepared by Radian Corporation and concurs with the generally conservative 
approach taken. The City also agrees with the study conclusion that the emissions cap would allow for a 
20% growth at Kirtland by the year 2005. 

In contrast, the Air Force conformity analyses appear to be oversimplified at best, resulting in incorrect 
conclusions. In his letter of March 15 to Senator Bingaman, Col. Bull accurately lists the numerous 
requirements of general conformity and states it would have been unwise for the Air Force to proceed 
with an action where a positive conformity determination was in doubt. Nowhere in said correspondence 
is it stated that such a conformity analysis was conducted specific to Kirtland, much less what 
assumptions or baseline data were used. 

However, two statements made to Senator Bingaman's office raise serious questions about the purported 
conformity analysis. The first assertion in question is that a move of 2600 personnel to Kirtland would 
result in 450 tons of CO and that this would violate the SIP. This tonnage is less than 1 and 113 tons of 
CO per day or an insignificant 3% of the 1996 headroom. How does 450 tons of CO per year violate the 
SIP? We can only surmise that the Air Force failed to take into account the implementation year of the 
action, and, thus, the headroom in the emissions budget that would have been available. 

A related issue is the AF's statement that they had to use MOBILE4.1 due to federal law. In actuality 
EPA guidance even prior to the release of MOBILE5 was that 1990 inventories would need to be redone 
using MOBILES. Moreover, while the preamble to the transportation conformity rule allows for a one 
year grace period from November 24, 1993, to November 24, 1994, this grace period was put in place to 
allow Metropolitan Planning Organizations more time to update their transportation conformity 
demonstrations. This grace period is not applicable to Albuquerque/Bernalillo County since both the 
1994 and 1995 Transportation Conformity Demonstrations were done using MOBILE5a and a 
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recalculated 1990 Base Year Inventory as per EPA guidance. Consequently, this MOBILE5 based 1990 
inventory was documented and available upon request. 

In conclusion, the maintenance of attainment SIP does not significantly constrain future growth at 
Kirtland. It is unfortunate that the Air Force did not request the most current and relevant Air 
Quality information from the local agency before embarking on the purported analysis. Clearly, 
the result has been to unnecessarily penalize an environmentally proactive community with an 
award-winning vehicle inspection program, one of the nation's first and most effective oxyfuel 
programs, and the nation's first predictive meteorology based no-burn program. 

Fairly late in its decision process (December 1994), the Air Force ordered a reevaluation of BRAC 
proposals based on air quality impacts. Prior to this time, Los Angeles AFB was a candidate for closure 
with a major portion of its mission moving to Kirtland. Within ten days of the reevaluation request, the 
Los Angeles proposal was withdrawn from consideration and Kirtland became a candidate for 
realignment. (See USAF BCEG minutes at Appendix E). Bernalillo County including Albuquerque and 
Kirtland AFB is in a non attainment status for carbon monoxide only, but has been in compliance for 
three years. As described, efforts are underway to redesignate it to attainment /maintenance status for 
carbon monoxide. The AF should have used current information which would have shown a positive 
impact of moving people to Kirtland. That assessment would have kept Kirtland as a receiving base 
allowing additional missions such as the Space and Missile Systems Center to move from Los 
Angeles AFB. The BRAC should consider that alternative. 

The figure below illustrates the positive results of CO controlled programs in a growing community. 

Exceedatrces of the CO *NAAQS in Albuquerque, NNI 
1982 through 1993 for all sites - 'NAAQS = National Atnbienl Air Wualtty Standard 
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1.3.4 Base Status 
In previous BRAC cycles, Kirtland was exempt from consideration. It is interesting that Kirtland was 
a last minute change after years of being a "core" base for the AF. The BRAC should determine what 
changed; the last minute look at air quality appears to have caused this change (BCEG minutes in 
Appendix E). The Air ~ o r c e  reasoning was wrong. 

1.3.5 Ecorzornic Impact 
Realignment of Kigland would produce the largest job loss of all AF BRAC 95 proposals; it is 
the second largest on the DOD BRAC 95 proposal. Impacts on the Albuquerque, NM area 
include the loss of: 

6850 direct jobs 
5066 indirect jobs 
$223M in payroll 

A thorough discussion of economic impact is provided in Appendix F. 

1.3.6 Reuse by Local Commurzity 
It is BRAC policy to expedite the transition of property and facilities to the local community to soften 
the blow of a realignment or closure. In the case of Kirtland, the cantonment areas around the PL, ANG, 
and DOEISNL activities leave approximately ninety-five percent (95%) of the property occupied, 
greatly hindering any reuse. The majority of the available facilities will include housing. Although the 
housing may be of some benefit to the community, there is no fostering of economic activity when 
housing encompasses most of the reusable facilities. This lack of viable reuse potential violates the 
plan unveiled in July 1993 by President Clinton to revitalize communities affected by base closure. 
With essentially nothing but housing being in excess, reuse options that can generate jobs are 
nonexistent. 

Return for 

(approx. 40,000 acres) \ 
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CHAPTER 2 
COST CORRECTIONS TO THE USAF ESTIMATE 

Chapter Overview 

The USAF cost estimates have serious omissions that result in false conclusions regarding the potential 
cost savings to the Department of Defense. These omissions occur in both categories of recurring cost 
savings and one-time costs to realign Kirtland AFB. Less seriously, there are disagreements with some 
one-time costs within the USAF cost estimates. The USAF projects an annual recurring savings of $62 
million. Considering the omissions, that figure should be an annual cost of $12.7 million. Similarly, the 
USAF projects a one-time cost of realignment to be $277.5 million. Considering omissions and 
disagreements, that cost should be $525.7 million. 

2.1 Recurring Cost Omissions 

2.1.1 Base Operatirtg Support Funds for Non-Air Force Units 
The USAF has overstated a cost savings for BOS by $10.6 million. Of the $62 million that the USAF 
projects as recurring savings, $52 million is due to personnel reductions within the 377th Air Base Wing 
(ABW) of 1375 "excess" support personnel. Under the realignment, the USAF has retained support 
personnel for USAF units at a rate of 9.6% of the authorized strength of the supported units. The USAF 
did not retain support personnel for non-USAF units. Since none of the non-USAF units at Kirtland are 
being disbanded, the necessity for the support those units currently receive from the USAF remains. 
What the USAF has done is merely pull the support provided to the non-USAF organizations and 
claimed a savings without identifying that there will be a replacement cost to someone else within the 
DOD. If the non-USAF organizations are provided BOS at the same rate of 9.6% as USAF units are 
provided support, an additional 209 personnel should be retained from the pool of 1375 "excess" 
personnel eliminated by the USAF. Using the personnel cost data from the COBRA model, the annual 
BOS cost of $10.6 million is determined by multiplying the number of support personnel by the annual 
cost of a person. 

2.1.2 Security for the 898th Munitions Support Squadron 
The USAF has not provided a security force to replace the military policemen currently performing the 
security mission for the 898th MSS, which reflects an omission of $8.2 million annually. Currently, the 
377 Security Police Squadron provides the security function to the 898th MSS. This organization is 
eliminated as part of the 1375 "excess" support personnel from the 377 ABW discussed above, and the 
USAF cost estimate does not include the costs for the establishment of a replacement organization.' The 
Government Accounting Office was informed by the USAF that the security force includes 
approximately 175 personnel. Using the personnel cost data from the COBRA model, the annual 
security force cost of $8.2 million is determined by multiplying the number of guards by the annual cost 
of a person. 

I While the USAF cost estimate includes personnel for the 898th MSS security mission. these personnel are not accounted for correctly in the 
COBRA model to reflect they are a new organization, resulting from a BRAC action. 
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2.1.3 Department of Energy Cost Shift S 
As in the case of BOS in paragraph 1 above, the USAF shifted some cost of base support from the 
USAF to the DOE organizations. The Secretary of the Department of Energy has certified an annual 
cost to DOE of $30.6 million. While DOD policy explicitly states that cost shifts to other agencies are 
not to be considered, the bulk of the DOE work at Kirtland AFB is funded by DOD appropriations. 
DOE will merely transfer this added annual cost on to its customer, the DOD. "Costs to the taxpayer" 
should be the measure. 

2.1.4 Veterans Hospital Cost Shift 
The USAF has unilaterally dissolved a partnership arrangement with the Department of Veteran Affairs 
Medical Center in Albuquerque that will result in an increased cost to that hospital of $5.1 million 
annually. The hospital at Kirtland AFB is a prototype, joint hospital between the USAF and the 
Department of Veterans Affairs. The VA informally provided information indicating a cost to them of 
$5.1 million annually when the USAF abandons their obligations. While DOD policy explicitly states 
that cost shifts to other agencies are not to be considered, the cost shift to the VA is covered under the 
DOD exception to that policy. 

2.1.5 CHAMPUS 
The USAF failed to calculate the $20.2 million increase in CHAMPUS cost as a result of their 
realignment recommendation. DOD guidance explicitly requires the military departments to include the 
added costs to CHAMPUS that will result from BRAC actions. The USAF ignored that requirement. 
From patient visit data, and from the CHAMPUS per-visit cost data provided by the USAF hospital at 
Kirtland AFB, an annual cost shift to CHAMPUS of $20.2 million is determined by multiplying the cost 
per visit by the number of visits. This is the method used internally in the COBRA model. This cost was 
corrected to reflect the elimination of an annual $3.4 million dollar liability paid by the USAF to the VA. 

2.2 One-Time Cost Omissions 

2.2.1 Cantonmertt Costs 
The USAF failed to consider costs to organizations remaining at Kirtland AFB that are necessary to 
transition from an active air force base into a cluster of cantonment areas. These one-time costs affect 
Sandia National Laboratories for $64.1 million as determined by the Secretary of Energy; affect Phillips 
Laboratories for $18.4 million as determined by the USAF site visit team; affect the 150 FG (ANG) for 
$7.1 million as determined by the USAF site visit team; and affect the Kirtland Underground Munitions 
Storage Complex for $2.8 million as determined by the USAF site visit team. 

2.2.2 Moving the Flight Simulators of the 58th Special Operations Wing 
The USAF failed to consider the one-time cost to move the simulators of the 58th SOW for a cost of 
$26.7 million. This cost estimate was generated by the contractor who builds and operates these special 
simulators for the USAF. It is composed of three elements: first, the cost of disassembly and assembly 
of the simulators; second, the cost of packing and transporting the simulators to Holloman AFB ( as 
determined by Mayflower Movers); and third, the cost of relocating the contractor operators of the 
simulator to Holloman AFB in a manner consistent with the requirements of the current contract. 

2.2.3 Move the Theater Air Comrnand arzd Corttrol Sirnulation Facility 
The USAF failed to consider the cost of moving the Theater Air Command and Control Simulation 
Facility (TACCSF), a large training computer simulation, for a total of $9.9 million. This cost was 
provided by the USAF personnel who would be responsible for its movement. This cost does not include 
any MILCON necessary to house TACCSF. 

KIRTLAND AFB COMMUNITY STEERING GROUP 



Report From the Community 

2.3 One-Time Cost Disagreements 

2.3.1 Milcon for Simulator Buildings at Hollornan AFB 
The USAF has not provided sufficient funds for MILCON for simulator buildings for the 58th SOW, 
reflecting a one-time cost of $3.8 million. The stated requirement by the USAF for MILCON for the 
flight simulators is 12 simulator bays. The USAF included cost estimates for four bays and stated that 
the 6 bays currently scheduled for construction at Kirtland AFB would be reprogrammed for Holloman 
AFB. The USAF estimate is two bays short of the stated requirement. The cost of $3.8 million is 
determined by a proportional factoring of the USAF cost of the four bays to six bays. 

2.3.2. Milcon for the USAF Safety Center and Inspection Agency 
The USAF cost estimate proposes to renovate World War I1 buildings for the Safety and Inspection 
Centers at a cost of $1.4 million. The USAF decision to renovate the proposed facilities is not 
supportable. The Corps of Engineers provided the cost of the current facilities, recently built for these 
organizations for $15 million. The one-time cost of $13.6 million reflects the difference in the cost of a 
new facility beyond the funds allocated by the USAF for a renovation. 

2.3.3 Milcon for the De ferzse Nuclear Agerzcy 
The USAF has understated the cost of MILCON for DNA by $1 1.6 million. USAF cost documents 
reflect requirements for classrooms, light SCIFs, and a library whose costs were not included in the 
USAF cost estimates. The $1 1.6 million cost for these facilities was determined by proportional 
factoring on a square foot.basis with similar facilities that were costed by the USAF at Holloman AFB. 

2.3.4 Milcorl for tlze NCO Academy 
The USAF has understated the cost of a new NCO academy by $7.4 million. COBRA model input 
shows a requirement for a new 51400 square foot facility, with an estimated cost provided of $2 
million. This cost is clearly unreasonable. A cost of $9.4 million was determined by proportional 
factoring on a square foot basis, with similar facilities that were costed by the USAF at Holloman AFB. 
The cost understatement is the difference between the $9.4 million and the USAF $2 million. 

2.3.5 Ramp for "Unautlzorized" Aircraft of the 58th SOW 
The 58th SOW has additional aircraft beyond their authorized number: four each C-130, two each MM- 
53 and two each UH- I .  The USAF plans to authorized strength; however, these aircraft will require, at a 
minimum, a parking space. By proportional factoring on a square yard basis with the cost of the ramp 
cost provided in the USAF estimate, the additional cost for ramp of $7.2 million is determined. No other 
facilities are provided for these extra aircraft. 

2.3.6 Housing for Holloman AFB 
Housing construction is understated by $75.6 million. The USAF shows a requirement for 648 sets of 
quarters but provides costs for only 100 units. By proportional factoring of the USAF cost for 100 units, 
a cost understatement of $75.6 million is determined. Clearly, the number of quarters required is a 
subjective determination. However, Holloman AFB has a housing shortage and also is located in a rural 
area of New Mexico. There simply are not hundreds of extra homes in the Holloman AFB area to absorb 
the relocation of the 58th SOW without imposing hardships on military personnel. 
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CHAPTER 3 
MILITARY VALUE - MISSION CONCERNS FOR NUCLEAR SURETY 

Chapter Overview 

Kirtland has a 50 year history in nuclear surety. The Department of the Air Force (DAF) realignment 
proposal may have unwittingly underestimated the crucial operational requirements of the joint 
Department of Defense (DOD)/Department of Energy (DOE) nuclear weapons mission at Kirtland Air 
Force Base. The team of DODIDOE military and civilian organizations, scientists, engineers, executives, 
technicians, and specialists who develop and manage the nation's nuclear weapons stockpile cannot be 
broken up without jeopardizing the safety and surety of that stockpile. Air Force Safety 
AgencyIDirectorate of Nuclear Surety(AFSA/DNS), the Air Force Inspection Agency (AFIA), Field 
Command Defense Nuclear Agency (FCDNA), Nuclear Weapons Integration Division (NWID), the 
Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons Division Detachment (NAWCWDD), and the Navy Liaison Office 
(NLO) should remain located as near to other members as possible to continue co-developing and co- 
managing the nation's nuclear weapons stockpile. 

The consolidation of Kirtland, Sandia Base, and Manzano Base support functions in 1971, resulted in 
major savings. The termination of consolidated base support will result in major additional support 
costs. In addition, DAF only considered the value of the consolidated base to itself, not its value to all 
federal agencies. Much of the savings claimed are actually transfers of costs and responsibilities for 
support to other bases and other agencies, primarily DOE and DNA. Kirtland should remain fully active 
with all the existing tenant organizations remaining in place. 

3.1 Nuclear Surety 

3.1.1 History/Missioiz 
The United States' first nuclear weapons were developed by a joint military-civilian team called the 
Manhattan Project. The military provided security and base support while the civilians developed, 
constructed, and tested the first weapon. After the war, the government began taking extraordinary 
precautions to be sure that our nuclear weapons would always be extremely well designed and 
manufactured; be safe to transport, survive an accident and store; be safe and secure aboard ships, 
aircraft, and missiles; never fall into the wrong hands; be secure from unauthorized use; and would 
work. That effort, known as "Nuclear Weapons Surety," remains top priority with the team that today 
manages the nation's weapons. 

In 1946, the Congress passed the Atomic Energy Act to put our nuclear weapons under civilian control 
and split the Manhattan Project team into two agencies: one civilian, the Atomic Energy Commission 
(AEC), and the other military, the Armed Forces Special Weapons Project (AFSWP). Together, they 
develop and manage the nuclear weapons stockpile. The two established separate headquarters in 
Washington, D.C. for liaison with the President, the Congress, and the military department's 
headquarters. That same year, the two agencies began construction of Sandia Base in Albuquerque, New 
Mexico, a single base operated by AFSWP for both agencies where they could co-develop, co-manage, 
and co-accomplish the field work necessary to provide the safest and surest nuclear arsenal on Earth. 
One of the first facilities constructed was Sandia Laboratory. The people of Sandia Laboratory, 
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AFSWP's Field Command, and AEC's Albuquerque Operations Office (ALO) were, and still are, a team 
and an extremely valuable pool of military and civilian managerial and technical knowledge and 
experience. The organizations have changed names several times. Today, AFSWP is known as the 
Defense Nuclear Agency, the AEC is the Department of Energy, and Sandia Laboratory isknown as 
Sandia National Laboratories (SNL). They still perform the same joint mission at the same location. 
Sandia Base is now part of Kirtland Air Force Base, and the team includes several new military 
organizations. 

During the Cold War, nuclear weapons become far more sophisticated and numerous and Army, Navy, 
and Air Force organizations joined the team at Sandia Base, assuming greater responsibilities in the 
development and management of nuclear weapons. Co-locating nuclear management team members on 
Kirtland ensures daily interaction on classified and sensitive issues, enables a rapid, team response to 
urgent problems, and permits sharing of resource materials, data, and libraries. This is especially critical 
for FCDNA stockpile and nuclear material managers who must rely on daily in-person contact with SNL 
and LANL counterparts to perform their daily duties. Air Force Safety Agency/Directorate of Nuclear 
Surety(AFSA/DNS), the Air Force Inspection Agency (AFIA), the Air Force Nuclear Weapons 
Integration Division (NWID),the San Antonio Air Logistics CenterINuclear Weapons Integration 
Division ( S A - A L C N I ) ,  the Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons Division Detachment (NAWCWDD), 
and the Navy Liaison Office (NLO) representatives rely on the same in-person contacts and access to 
SNL data to assure the safety and surety of nuclear weapons systems. Their SNL counterparts rely on 
the same in-person contacts to perform their duties. The need for their inter-organizational coordination 
is far more intense and essential than it was during the Manhattan Project. Breaking up and moving 
FCDNA and USAF members of the team would make such interactions, rapid responses, and sharing 
resources extremely difficult and expensive. 

Kirtland is the only place in the country where the Department of Energy, Sandia National Laboratories, 
the Department of Defense, and the Air Force come together in a continuous, daily effort to develop and 
to work the vital procedures that have kept our nuclear arsenal safe and secure. The synergy that has 
been created by the co-location of the major players in this effort is a result of years of relationships and 
interaction of a very diverse group of individuals, ranging from scientists, engineers, munitions 
specialists, security specialists, and operations personnel. The result of the national effort has been a 
perfect record - not a single mishap involving nuclear weapons has produced a nuclear yield. 

With the ongoing reduction in numbers of nuclear weapons and no new 
weapons production, the primary emphasis in nuclear stockpile 
management is now on more effective and economical support of the 
remaining stockpile, including surety, safety, and logistical support. It is 
important that all agencies involved be located at the hub of these 
activities. FCDNA is a key organization in managing and providing 
stockpile support. All Service maintenance activities and Joint Nuclear 
Weapons Publications Systems (JNWPS) activities funnel through 
FCDNA, including maintenance manuals, parts manuals, and catalogs. 
FCDNA's nuclear stockpile support duties include, but are not limited to: 

a. Maintaining the national accountability database of the 
national nuclear stockpile and its associated reporting system. 

b. Managing the nuclear weapons material system including limited life components, test and 
handling equipment, spare parts, and supplies from initial provisioning through final 
disposal, including cataloging, standardization, acquisition, and distribution to the Services. 
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c. Administering the Unsatisfactory Report (UR) System whereby all deficiencies in weapons, 
manuals, test and handling equipment, and joint test assemblies (JTA) are reported to 
FCDNA as a central clearing house. FCDNA is responsible for resolving the deficiencies 
through coordination with SNL and others and for coordinating and distributing the answers 
to the Services. 

d. Organizing and chairing conferences of Service and SNL officials to coordinate 
development of alterations and retrofits to nuclear weapons. Since complicated design, 
engineering, and speci.al equipment is required, in-person coordination by FCDNA, SNL, 
and Services counterparts is essential. 

e. Conducting Nuclear Weapons Effects Tests (NWET), which simulate various nuclear 
detonation effects including blast, thermal, electro-magnetic pulse, and ionizing radiation 
effects on Service designed equipment and facilities. Most of these tests are conducted at 
expensive, permanent FCDNA facilities at Kirtland or White Sands Missile Range. 

f. Operating the Interservice Nuclear Weapons School, which conducts general training for 
senior officers and other personnel from the Department of Defense, the Services, and other 
government agencies, in particular, the Department of Energy. Of critical importance are the 
Flag Officer, Senior Officer, and Nuclear Emergency Team nuclear accident response 
courses. 

Currently, at Kirtland, there are eight training sites, five active and three inactive, that were established 
in the late 1950s and early 1960s under special AEC permits. These sites were "seeded" with radioactive 
thorium to provide realistic training to designated response team members. The sites contain wreckage 
of aircraft and vehicles that simulate possible nuclear weapons accident scenarios. Team members don 
protective gear and masks and perform surveys of the accident sites where they map the area and 
identify the potential "hot spots" of radioactive contamination that could occur during an actual accident. 
This is done under the strict supervision of highly qualified instructors who ensure no radioactive 
exposure occurs to the students or to themselves. These sites at Kirtland are the only such sites in the 
United States. With new environmental requirements, it is doubtful that other such sites could be opened 
anywhere. The sites are "grandfathered," being established before environmental legislation passed in 
the late 1970s and 1980s. These sites are invaluable for realistic nuclear accident response training. 

Hopefully, the United States will never have another nuclear weapons accident, but there have been over 
30 incidences in our history. If another one occurs, the responding personnel need to be well trained in 
advance. No time exists for "on the job training." Instant communication from television, radio and the 
press will put a constant strain on the response team members. Training on the four active radioactive 
sites is the only way to do this with realistic conditions. The Department of Defense cannot afford to 
lose these irreplaceable assets. 

Breaking up and scattering FCDNA nuclear weapons support operations would be contrary to the 
primary objective and final recommendations in a 1994 assessment of DNA functions directed by 
Congress (Public Law 103-139, November 1993) and conducted for the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense (OSD) by the National Defense Research InstituteIRand Corp. (ie, consolidation of all agencies 
reporting to a single OSD executive). ("An Assessment of Defense Nuclear Agency Functions - A 
Pathway Toward a New Nuclear Infrastructure for the Nation," The Rand Corp., 1994, ISBN 0-8330- 
1545-1). Most of the nuclear weapons support functions proposed for organizational consolidation are 
already geographically consolidated at Kirtland. 

FCDNA has been planning and managing nuclear effects tests and simulations at numerous remote 
locations from its offices at Kirtland since the 1950s. Previous efforts to break up and relocate these 
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functions were unsatisfactory; therefore, they were returned to their present organization and physical 
location. The FCDNA Interservice Nuclear Weapons School operates in a facility specially designed and 
constructed for that purpose. Previous efforts to relocate the school were unsatisfactory. There is no 
known rationale or justification for moving this FCDNA mission element from its tailor-made facility. 
Over the years, Kirtland evolved into a tailor-made base for developing and managing the stockpile (and 
the peripheral activities such as modifications, upgrades, etc.) in one-of-a-kind facilities as the SNL, the 
Interservice Nuclear Weapons School, the Manzano Base munitions area and KUMSC, and numerous 
nuclear weapons effects simulation facilities. AFSWP (now FCDNA) and AEC (now DOE-AL) jointly 
funded many facilities on Sandia Base; DOE still owns much of the Sandia Base land. 

3.1.2 Discussion 
The nuclear weapons support functions performed by DOE-AL, FCDNA, AFSNDNS, AFIA, NWID, 
SA-ALC/NWI, NAWCWDD, and the NLO rely on a synergistic and unique mix of corporate knowledge 
and infrastructure. The impact of breaking up and separating these functions would have severely 
adverse impacts, including: 

Dramatic loss of corporate knowledge, 
Loss of daily interaction and awareness of current developments, 
Delay and difficulty in resolving critical problems, and 
Major increases in secure communications and travel costs. 

The proposed realignment will remove FCDNA, and the AFSA from the "nuclear community." They are 
vital players in the surety of the nation's nuclear weapons programs. Members of all agencies within the 
"nuclear community7' interact daily on the important time sensitive, classified issues of nuclear surety 
and security. Removing vital players could be detrimental to the future viability of the nation's nuclear 
deterrent posture. The relationships built up over the past 40-plus years cannot continue on a "long 
distance" basis. Fax machines and teleconferencing cannot replace daily interaction of all of the key 
players in the nuclear surety process. 

~nclusions 
KUMSC security requirements would be better satisfied as a 
military base than as a DOE contractor operated installation. 
Relocating FCDNA from its facilities, some of which are 
tailor-made for its mission, is not necessary to effect closure 
of Kirtland AFB. It would be a waste of federal funds and 
would seriously impair joint DOD-DOE management of the 
nations nuclear stockpile for no logical reason. 
Maintaining a military base would provide an ideal location for future geographic and 
organizational consolidation of nuclear weapons functions from other locations and 
organizations as recommended to OSD and the Congress in Rand Corporation's assessment 
of DNA functions. 

3.1.4 Recommendations 
Leave Kirtland Air Force Base intact as an active military installation. 
Conduct a joint DOD-DOE study to determine how best to manage and operate the base to 
provide consolidation of the nation's nuclear weapons functions and infrastructure. 
Leave FCDNA, AFSAIDNS, AFIA, NWID, SA-ALCINWI, NAWCWDD, and NLO in their 
current facilities pending further study of how to best manage and operate the complex 
facilities. 
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MILITARY VALUE - UNITS MOVING FROM KIRTLAND AFB 

Chapter Overview 

This chapter focuses on the primary units proposed to move from Kirtland: 

58th Special Operations Wing (SOW) 
Air Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center (AFOTEC) 
Field Command, Defense Nuclear Agency (FCDNA) 
Air Force Inspection Agency (AFIA) 
Air Force Safety Agency (AFSA) 
San Antonio Air Logistics Center, Nuclear Weapons Integration Division (SA-ALCINWI) 
Air Force Security Police Agency (AFSPA) 
Theater Air Command and Control Simulation Facility (TACCSF) 

The 58th receives a lot of attention because of potential mission degradation and cost to move. The 
potential receiver site, Holloman AFB, has limited infrastructure. The proposal would cost about twice 
the Air Force estimate. 

AFOTEC, FCDNA, AFIA, AFSA, and AFSPA are moves "for the sake of moving" in order to reuse 
Base Operating Support at Kirtland. Mission impacts are addressed in this chapter and in Chapter 2. 

AFIA and AFSA were moved into a new $14M building at Kirtland as part of BRAC 93. 

TACCSF is one example of a significant small tenant being overlooked. 

4.1 58th Special Operations Wing 

4.1.1 History 
The 58 SOW takes its lineage from the 1550 Aircrew Training and Test Wing assigned to Kirtland AFB 
in 1976. It was the Air Force's Formal Helicopter and Rescue HC-130 Training School under the 

command of the Aerospace Rescue and ~ecovery Service (ARRS). 
Rescue Forces recovered 3883 people during the Vietnam Conflict. 
Towards the end of the war, Search and Rescue began to explore a 
new concept of operations due to increasing threats. From the search 
and rescue task force (consisting of armed escort, helicopters and HC- 
130 tankers controlled by an Airborne Mission Control), the Air Force 
began to explore night, low-level, single ship, clandestine operations. 
The first successful recovery was made using these specially equipped 

aircraft, and Kirtland and the 1550th began to develop and refine follow-on equipment and procedures 
that would change rescue operations in a higher threat environment forever. 

By March of 1979, the first production model Pave Low HH-53H with unique nighttime, terrain 
followinglterrain avoidance, low-level, adverse weather capability was rolled out of the Naval Rework 
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Facility at Pensacola, FL. The 1550th performed all operational test and evaluation of these aircraft. 
ARRS was prepared to declare eight HH-53H's operationally ready in the Spring of 1980, when a 
mission to rescue American hostages from Iran was attempted. This mission was unsuccessful partly due 
to many of the factors the 1550th was addressing through enhanced aircraft capabilities and procedures. 
The Air Force embarked upon preparations for a second attempt, and all Pave Low Aircraft were 
transferred from Kirtland to the Tactical Air Command. They were assigned to the 1st Special 
Operations Wing at Hurlburt Field, FL, joining the MC-130E Combat Talon and the AC-130H Gunship 
to support clandestine operations of the Army Special Operations Forces. The 1550th continued to 
provide initial qualification and upgrade training on H-1, H-3, and HC-130 while training for the HH- 
53H, MC-130E, and AC-130H was accomplished at the operational 1st Special Operations Wing. ARRS 
embarked upon another helicopter modernization program using the H-60 airframe and many of the 
same equipment features as the Pave Low H-53. The 1550th'~ expertise was vital in establishing the 
requirements for this development program, and the first of the MH-60G aircraft was delivered to 
Kirtland in late 1988. 

As the terrorist threat continued to increase in the 1980s, a focused effort to improve United States 
Counterterrorist capabilities took place within the Department of Defense. Following the 1982 USAF 
Scientific Advisory Board Summer Study on Airlift and Force Projection, the Air Force reorganized 
Rescue and Special Operations Forces under a single command, the Military Airlift Command. Twenty 
Third Air Force, at Scott AFB, IL was established under MAC as the lead Command to enhance 
capabilities to deal with the terrorist threat, including the recovery of future potential hostages within 
hostile territory countries. 

In 1984, the Pentagon approved the first Special Operations Master Plan, a modernization plan to 
organize and equip forces with the capability to deal with terrorism and hostage situations, as well as 
low level conflict in third world nations. This plan included the concept of centralized training, separate 
and distinguished from operational forces. Operational units would be forward deployed and stationed in 
areas where threats were most likely to occur. These forces would be able to quickly react to situations 
requiring immediate and precise action. The concept was for Special Operations Forces to be formally 
trained at a central location, be rehearsed in actual mission profiles, and be exercised with other forces 
in their designated areas of responsibilities to remain combat ready and to provide an immediate 
response capability. In 1987, the Joint Special Operations Command at Fort Bragg, NC was established, 
and 23rd Air Force became the Air Component Command of the United States Special Operations 
Command. Twenty Third Air Force in conjunction with Dep Sec Def for Special Operations and Low 
Intensity Conflict (SOLIC) conducted exhaustive studies to refine the separation of operations and 
training to permanently establish a Centralized Training and Mission Rehearsal location. 

Kirtland Air Force Base was selected as the base for 
centralized training for all Rescue and Special Operations 
Forces. Climate, vast sparsely populated areas for low level 
training, mountains, water, desert, forest, designated firing 
ranges, assault strips, a base with room for expansion, and a 
community and state willing, ready, and able to support all 
military operations of United States priority were factors that 
consistently rose to the top for Kirtland. After exhaustive 
studies at all levels, including the United States Special 
Operations Command at MacDill AFB, FL (a joint command), 
the decision to make Kirtland the centralized location for 
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Special Operations Forces Training and Mission Rehearsal was complete. The first MH-53 J Pave Low 
Helicopter (an upgraded version of the Pave Low HH-53H developed at Kirtland) was delivered in 
November of 1987. Special Operations training systems along with appropriate construction have 
been designed, developed, and installed at Kirtland. These systems combine and interface to 
provide the world's most technologically advanced and sophisticated training and the only mission 
rehearsal data base development system within DOD. 

4.1.2 Mission 
The 58th Special Operations Wing (SOW) is a USAF formal school for the training of special operations 
aircrews for Air Force Special Operations Command and air rescue aircrews for Air Combat Command, 
Air Force Materiel Command, Air Mobility Command, Theater Commands, Air Force Reserve, and Air 
National Guard. Training is also conducted for pararescue specialist and combat controllers. There are 
83 separate courses, providing combat training for 1000 plus students per year. Training is provided for 
aircraft qualification, mission qualification, and annual refresher training in the UH-IN, MWHH-60G, 
TH-53A, MH-53J, HC-130, and MC-130 aircraft. Training encompasses academics, flight simulators, 
field exercises and aircraft. The unit has 33 assigned aircraft to include six UH-ls, six H-60s, ten H-53s, 
six HC-130, and five MC-130s. There are currently six high fidelity aircraft simulators, and four 
Iow/medium fidelity procedure trainers, building to fifteen simulatorltraining devices by FY97. The 
simulators are housed in large specialized facilities requiring unique air-conditioning, mechanical, 
electrical, and space requirements. The highest fidelity simulators are capable of six degrees freedom of 
motion and incorporate advanced visual displays. These devices are supported through contracts with 
Lockheed Martin, Hughes, and Loral. 

58th SOW flight operations are primarily at night and are 
conducted at low altitudes. Very specific types of terrain and 
flight operations are required, which are ideal in the Kirtland 
area but are marginal in the Holloman area. For example, 
there are a lack of low-level training routes in the Holloman 
area suitable for the types of aircraft flown by the 58th. Most 
of the terrain-following and terrain-avoidance routes are 

obstructed by wilderness areas and spotted owl habitats. In fact, some training may have to be done by 
flying up to Kirtland and using the current routes, at greater fuel expense and degraded training time. 

The unique ability to support mission rehearsal is provided to the Department of Defense by the 58th 
SOW. These missions support critical national objectives, most of which are classified. This one-of-a- 
kind facility has generated over one million square nautical miles of visual data bases covering major 
"hot spots" of the world. This mission rehearsal display generation capability is unique to the 58th SOW 
in support of the DOD. The operating budget for 1994 was approximately $25.5M. The additional 
budget for unique special operations requirements was approximately $22.5111. 

4.1.3 Costs of Realignment 
4.1.3.1 Costs to Move 
The Air Force proposal moves the 58th SOW to Holloman. Holloman does not have enough water, 
electrical power, or overall infrastructure. It is not widely known, but the 58th operates a power and 
water intensive operation for their flight simulators and the associated computer complex, which is quite 
extensive. The excellent infrastructure now at Kirtland is virtually nonexistent at Holloman (fiber 
optic lines, water mains, ramp space, hangers, simulator space, on and off base housing, etc.). 
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Current 58th SOW facilities number in excess of 40 buildings and 927000 square feet. Among its 
dedicated assets are 2500000 sq. ft of ramp and an auxiliary field for helicopter operations, 
i-ncluding a fire house. When the unit was considered for realignment in 1992 to Fairchild AFB, its 
estimated needs were in excess of 1 million sq. ft plus similar amounts of ramp space and an auxiliary 
field. Infrastructure was already available at the destination base which satisfied nearly 40% of 
stated requirements, yet the Air Force estimated the beddown of the wing would cost in excess of 
$170M, the majority of which was in new military construction. (Personnel costs were not included 
on these figures.) The 1992 move of the 58th SOW to Fairchild AFB was overturned due to cost. 
Hollornan AFB provides less capacity than Fairchild AFB whose departing B-52 and KC-135 
mission left approximately 600000 sq. ft of available space. New training devices have added to the 
facility requirements. Eight million dollars in MILCON for a new simulator facility and a new academic 
support facility are contracted and on hold pending BRAC decisions. Holloman AFB has no existing 
open facilities due to recently added F- 117 and German Tornado aircraft. 

4.1.3.2 Construction Cost Considerations 
The AF proposal to move the 58th SOW does not provide the wing with all the facilities it enjoys 
at Kirtland. For example, the AF provides hangar and ramp space based on primary aircraft. At 
hrtland, there is enough space for primary and backup aircraft. This can be important when winds are 
strong and maintenance personnel are trying to prevent damage to helicopters. With sufficient hangar 
space, the helicopters can be moved inside. If space is insufficient, rotor blades must be removed at a 
significant manpower cost. Other considerations include: 

Base housing to support approximately 1500 
military and civilian personnel 
Specialized simulator facilities 
Networked classrooms 
Networked learning center 
Contractor support facilities 
Loss of hangar space for all aircraft (existing 
hangar capacity is not planned to be placed 
elsewhere) 
Hangars (helicopters must be hangared or blades 
removed in high winds) 
Realignment plans call for only four of nineteen helicopters to be hangared 
Specialized maintenance shops 
Operations facilities 
Aerial port 
Dormslsingle family 
Dining facilities 
Loss of auxiliary field 
Assault landing strips and drop zones 
Environmental impact assessmentslstatement 
Must establish new training areas at significant delay, cost, and flying time (increase aircraft 
and maintenance flying hours) 
Surveys 
Approvalslcoordination 
Incompatible aircraft in the traffic pattern (e.g., Pope AFB mishap) 
Discrete special operations no longer masked by commercial traffic 
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4.1.4 Suminary Poiizts 

OPERATIONAL ADVANTAGES OF MOVING: 

Air Force dedicated runway 

OPERATIONAL DISADVANTAGES OF MOVING: 

Extensive range restrictions for flying in and about Holloman vs. Kirtland 
Disruption of training profiles; Kirtland provides immediate access while Holloman requires 
circumnavigating extensive restricted areas to reach training areas. (Note: all flying 
activities stop when mission profiles are active) 
Rebuilding a mission ready status 
Cost and difficulty of moving simulators 
Disruption of mission rehearsal capability for prolonged period of time 
Disruption of unique one-of-a-kind facility for real world mission rehearsal 
Disruption of training pipeline (6 to 12 months) 
Current shortage of qualified operational crewmembers will increase 
Impact overseas short tour/CONUS balance 
Manning turmoil at gaining units as tours are extended 

COSTS: 

Our estimate of the one time construction cost to move the 58th SOW is about two times the original AF 
estimate. Differences in cost estimates are in the cost summary. Additional information on the 58th 
SOW is at Appendix D. 

4.2 Air Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center (AFOTEC) 

4.2.1 History 
The Air Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center was formally activated on January 1, 1974 at 
Kirtland. Originally named the Air Force Test and Evaluation Center (AFTEC), AFOTEC was chartered 
to be an independent organization, separate from the Air Force commands which develop, procure, and 
use Air Force weapons and subsystems. The headquarters was located at Kirtland as an adjunct to the 
Air Force Test and Evaluation Systems Program Office (TESPO). The decision to locate at Kirtland was 
influenced by the fact that no significant system development or developmental test activity was taking 
place at Kirtland. AFOTEC achieved initial operational capability in April 1974 with full operational 
status following in October 1974. Prior to AFOTEC's creation, the translation of users needs into 
contract specification was without focus or structure, frequently resulting in a product that failed under 
operational conditions. With the advent of AFOTEC, the developmental test results were called into 
question. As a result, the decision was made to not subject AFOTEC to the pressures of being a tenant 
unit on a base where the host activity was a key developmental tester. 

4.2.2 Missioiz/Maitniizg 
In accordance with DOD policy, AFOTEC is an Operational Test Agency aligned independently from 
organizations that develop, procure, and use any of the equipment to be tested. The operational units 
which employ the systems are AFOTEC's most important customers. AFOTEC is the agent responsible 
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for verifying that the system will be operationally effective and operationally suitable when employed in 
the intended operational environment. Other important customers for AFOTEC are the acquisition 
decision-makers. The findings resulting from OT&E contribute to decisions on the acquisition of new 
systems, improvements to systems already being produced, and modifications of systems currently 
deployed in the field. The requirements for OT&E have been set forth in Public Law (Title 10, US 
Code). The law requires that a system must successfully accomplish initial operational test and 
evaluation prior to proceeding into the Full Scale production phase of the acquisition life cycle. 

The current authorized manning level at Headquarters AFOTEC at Kirtland is approximately 615 
people. This breaks down into approximately 342 officers, 96 enlisted, and 177 civilians. In addition, 
approximately 130 person-years of contractor personnel provide technical support to the AFOTEC staff 
in A1 buquerque and at the detachments. Headquarters AFOTEC personnel currently reside in four 
buildings in close proximity to the intersection of Wyoming and Gibson on Kirtland. The amount of 
floor space in use is 167 185 square feet. The current facilities include a large SCIF, numerous vaults, a 
presentation center capable of seating 200 people, a computer operations room, a classroom and training 
center, and a computer preparation area. The SCIF contains a substantial mainframe computer system. 
According to the Host Tenant Support Agreement between AFOTEC and the 377th ABW, the annual 
cost of supporting AFOTEC at Kirtland is $3,484,026. 

4.2.3 BRA C Criteria 

A. MILITARY VALUE 

I .  Current and future mission requirements and impact on operational readiness of the DOD 
total force. AFOTEC has the mission to plan and conduct operational test and evaluation 
independent from the system developers and testers. AFOTEC's current location at Kirtland offers 
excellertt iizsitlatioiz of tlte OT&E process froin the system development and DT&E processes. 
Eglin AFB is one of the two Air Force locations with a very significant amount of developmental 
test activity. While relocating AFOTEC to a systems development test base may not result in any 
real conlpromise of AFOTEC's independence, the perception by acquisition decision makers and 
the Congress that the Air Force has eroded AFOTEC's independence is very probable. 

One of AFOTEC's missions is to assess the survivability of a weapon system in a nuclear 
environment. Sandia National Laboratories is the recognized expert in the testing of systems in both 
simulated and realistic nuclear environments. The relocation of AFOTEC would result in the loss of 
this synergism with the nuclear community. 

When the proposed relocation of AFOTEC to Eglin AFB is viewed in a larger BRAC context, 
additional mission impacts are apparent. Separate from the Kirtland proposal, the Air Force has 
proposed to relocate the Electronic Combat Test Environment from Eglin AFB to Nellis AFB. This 
proposal will have the effect of centralizing in one location, Nellis AFB, all of the Air Force 
Electronic Combat open air range activities. AFOTEC's mission of testing a system in realistic 
environments has resulted in significant AFOTEC use of these open air test activities. Future 
requirements continue this significant use. As a result of relocating to Eglin AFB, AFOTEC will 
be a significantly greater distance away from the test assets intended to be used in OT&E 
resulting in increased operational costs. 
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2. Availability and conditions of land, facilities, and associated airspace at both the existing and 
potential receiving locations. Of these items, only facilities applies to AFOTEC. The facilities 
currently occupied by AFOTEC at Kirtland have recently undergone significant upgrades. The 
facilities are in very close proximity to each other-+ requirement for the significant dialogue and 
interaction between AFOTEC personnel. In addition, AFOTEC currently has specialized facilities 
including a SCIF, several vaults, a presentation centerlauditorium, a computer operations center, a 
classroom/training center, and a computer preparation area. These facilities must be replicated at the 
gaining location for AFOTEC's overall mission accomplishment. According to reliable sources, 
existing facilities meeting these requirements do not currently exist at Eglin AFB. The absence of 
SCIF at Eglin will significantly hamper the AFOTEC mission. This necessitates construction of 
new facilities. 

3 .  Ability to accommodate contingency mobility and future total force requirements at both the 
existing and potential receiving locations. This question is not applicable to AFOTEC. 

4. Cost and manpower implications. From AFOTEC's standpoint, operating costs will be the same at 
Eglin AFB as they are at Kirtland AFB. The size of AFOTEC is not expected to change appreciably. 
The current Base Operating Support paid by AFOTEC to the 377th ABW is approximately $3.5 
million. A relocation to Eglin AFB would not result in any significant change in the amount of BOS. 
Facilities at Eglin AFB comparable to the facilities currently occupied by AFOTEC at Kirtland, are 
not available. New military construction will be required for a move to Eglin AFB, including 
the construction of a SCIF for AFOTEC's Special Test activity. 

The relocation of AFOTEC to Eglirz AFB will also result irt a signi'carzt irtcrease in the 
organization's anrtrlal operatirtg budget caused by increased travel costs. The increased travel 
costs result from the location of Eglin AFB as compared to the destinations of most of AFOTEC's 
travel. Travel in and out of the Eglin AFB area is high cost because Eglin is not a major airline hub. 

A manpower implication with potentially significant impact on the overall mission accomplishment 
of AFOTEC deals with the portion of the civilian workforce unwilling to relocate to Eglin AFB. 
Recent srrrveys within the orgatzizatiorz indicate that as inarty as 25% of the civilians will choose 
not to relocate. If this 25% happeizs to be made up of a significant iturnber of the senior civilians 
within the orgarzizatiorts, serious rnissiorz degradation could occur. In addition to relocating 
government personnel, AFOTEC has approximately 130 person-years of contractual support. Costs 
to move them may be passed on to the government. 

B. RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

5. Extent and timing of potential cost savings including the number of years beginning with the 
date of completion of closure or realignment for savings to exceed costs. Data for AFOTEC 
associated costs contribute to the overall return on investment figure, but specific data for AFOTEC 
is not available. However, it should be noted that the relocation costs from Kirtland to Eglin AFB 
are not small. Because of one-time costs for MILCON and for government personnel 
relocation, there are no net savings in support costs for AFOTEC as a result of the proposed 
relocation. 
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C. IMPACTS 

6. Economic impact on communities. Information from AFOTEC contributes indirectly to this 
criteria. The total direct jobs affected by the proposed relocation is approximately 615. With the - 

addition of another 130 contractor personnel, the total comes to about 745 jobs affected by the 
relocatio~z of AFOTEC from Kirtlarzd AFB to Eglirz AFB. 

7. Infrastructure to support forces, missions, and personnel of both the existing and potential 
receiving communities. The infrastructure required to support AFOTEC will not change as a result 
of moving the organization from Kirtland to Eglin AFB. However costs may be higher. Facilities, 
personnel, and BOS are all discussed above. 

8. Environmental impact. There will be no environmental impacts as a result of the proposed 
relocation of AFOTEC. 

4.3 Field Command, Defense Nuclear Agency 

4.3.1 Mission 
Field Command Defense Nuclear Agency (FCDNA) is the field operations element of the Defense 
Nuclear Agency (DNA) which was originally the Manhattan Engineer District, formed in 1942 during 
the Manhattan Project to develop the world's first nuclear weapon. It was a joint service project, giving 
DNA the lineage and distinction of being the oldest joint service agency, even older than the present-day 
Department of Defense. 

The Agency's name was changed to the Armed Forces Special 
Weapons Project in 1947, to the Defense Atomic Support Agency in 
1959, and to the Defense Nuclear Agency in 197 1. However, its 
mission and joint Service nature have remained basically 
unchanged. 

Field Command's mission includes maintaining the accountability 
database on all nuclear weapons in the national stockpile; 
conducting Nuclear Weapons Effects Tests using high explosives, 
thermal, electro-magnetic pulse, and radiation simulation facilities; 
conducting Joint Nuclear Surety Inspections of all Services' nuclear 
capable units; providing arms control and counterproliferation 
support; providing Cooperative Threat Reduction (Nunn-Lugar) 
Program support; operating the Interservice Nuclear Weapons 
School; and operating Johnston Atoll, the Pacific Nuclear Test Site 
where the Army's Chemical Agent Demilitarization System is now located. DNA research helps ensure 
US forces are prepared to operate on future battle fields where opponents may possess conventional, 
nuclear, biological, or chemical warfare capabilities. 

Headquarters, Field Command DNA is located adjacent to DOE and Sandia National Laboratories 
facilities in the nuclear weapons support complex, which occupies 95% of the present Kirtland Air Force 
Base, and which Field Command formerly managed and operated as Sandia Base. Field Command also 
conducts operations at Nevada Test Site, White Sands Missile Range, and Johnston Atoll, 700 miles 
southwest of Honolulu. 
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Field Command's work requires close coordination with all the military services and daily contact with 
the Department of Energy's Albuquerque Operations Office, Sandia National Laboratories, and all other 
Nuclear Weapons Support organizations on the base. Field Command is an integral element of the 
worldwide nuclear support structure that helps maintain the validity of our nuclear deterrent. 

4.3. I .  1 Costs to Move 
The move of FCDNA is one of several that is a pure cost in order to effect the realignment. The only 
reason to move is removal of the support wing from Kirtland. 

4.4 Air Force Inspection Agency 

4.4.1 Missiort 
Air Force Inspection Agency at Kirtland reports to The Inspector General, Office of the Secretary of the 
Air Force. AFIA, comprised of four inspection directorates, is charged with assessing Air Force fighting 
capability and resource management effectiveness and making appropriate recommendations for 
improving Air Force mission capability. The agency also conducts special reviews and inquiries as 
directed by the SECAF, chief of staff and The Inspector General. There are currently 191 personnel 
assigned to AFIA. 

As a r-esrrlt of BRAC 93, AFIA along rcitlt AFSA inoved fro171 Norton AFB, CA to Kirtlaild in J~ily 1993 at 
a total cost of $21.8M. The new location provides AFIA with a modem facility tailored to the agency's 
mission and incorporates state-of-the-art communications and information processing capabilities 
designed to improve the efficiency of the organization. 

The Field Inspection Directorate provides independent assessments of USAF capability at MAJCOMs, 
field operating agencies, and direct-reporting units. In addition, field inspectors accompany MAJCOM 
IG teams to maintain contact with field units. The inspectors also look into items of special concern in 
accordance with the statutory obligation of the Air Force IG to "inquire into and report upon the 
discipline, efficiency, and economy of the Air Force." 

Two new directorates, Management Inspection and Acquisition Inspection, were formed in late 1991 to 
execute a new approach to management and acquisition management reviews replacing the functional 
management and system acquisition management inspections. The FMRs and AMRs provide 
assessments of specific aspects of a process or program, rather than the broad-scale program or systems 
analyses done previously. The reviews stress owner responsibility for development and implementation 
of corrective action. 

The Medical Inspection Directorate continues its rigorous oversight of the Air Force Medical Service, 
performing health services inspections of active duty, Air Force Reserve, and Air National Guard 
medical treatment facilities. Medical inspectors use a new and streamlined approach, emphasizing 
outcome and performance and incorporating data from multiple sources to provide commanders with the 
most effective assessments possible. The directorate has also enhanced its capability to perform medical 
FMRs and conduct more realistic evaluation of medical readiness in conjunction with MAJCOM Quality 
Air Force Evaluations and Operational Readiness Inspections. 

4.4.1.1 Costs to Move 
The proposed move of AFIA is one of several that is a pure cost in order to effect the realignment. The 
only reason to move is removal of the support wing from Kirtland. 
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4.5 Air Force Safety Agency 

4.5.1 Mission 
The Air Force Safety Agency, a field operating agency (FOA), manages the Air Force Mishap 
Prevention Program and the Air Force Nuclear Surety Program. It develops regulatory guidance, 
provides technical assistance in all safety disciplines, and maintains the Air Force data base for all safety 
issues throughout the Air Force. 

As a result of BRAC 93, AFSA and AFIA moved to Kirtland. Their new facility was tailored to their 
mission and provides state-of-the-art information and communications support. The agency comprises 
eight directorates and a command section. The command section provides legal, budget, personnel, and 
administrative support. The agency has four mission directorates: Flight Safety, Ground Safety, 
Weapons and Space Safety, and Nuclear Surety--and four support directorates: System Safety and 
Engineering, Live Sciences, Safety Education, and Data Operations and Analysis. 

The Flight Safety Directorate leads the Air Force Mishap Prevention effort for manned aircraft. The 
Ground Safety Directorate concentrates on ensuring a safe work environment. Weapons and Space 
Safety personnel ensure safe handling of explosives, with a focus on ammunition transportation and 
storage, as well as oversee mishap prevention programs for ballistic missiles, remotely piloted vehicles, 
and satellites. The Directorate of Nuclear Surety is responsible for ma~zagerial oversight of the Air Force 
nuclear weapons surety programs. 

The System Safety and Engineering Directorate plays an important role in ensuring safety in the 
engineering concepts applied to USAF aerospace systems. The Safety Education Directorate publishes 
mishap prevention periodicals, oversees a variety of courses for individuals assigned to mishap 
prevention duties, and operates the Air Force Crash Laboratory. The Data Operations and Analysis 
Directorate maintains the Air Force data base for all safety issues throughout the Air Force. The 
Directorate of Life Sciences provides operational insight, scientific and technical support, and 
Headquarters USAF oversight to aeromedical, life support, egress, physiological and psychological 
human factor issues. 

4.5.1.1 Costs To Move 
AFSA also moved to Kirtland as part of BRAC 93. The proposed move of AFSA is one of several that 
is a pure cost in order to effect the realignment. The only reason to move is removal of the support wing 
from Kirtland. 
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4.6 San Antonio Air Logistics CenterINuclear Weapons Integration Division 
(SA-ALCfNWI) 

4.6.1 Mission 
This division, consisting of 78 (16 military; 62 civilian) people is a detachment of the San Antonio Air 
Logistic Center's Directorate of Nuclear Weapons (SA-ALCINW). Tlie division is the Air Force 
teclinical arrtz irz tlie ruiclear weapons arena. 

There is a compelling argument to keep the division at Kirtland. In addition to working technical nuclear 
issues (weapon program management, safety, compatibility, logistics, analysis, publications, R+D,), NWl 
is tlze Air Force ofJicinl liaison between DOE artd SNL to USAF rtiiclear i~rlits irz tlzejield and to tlze 898 
Mirnitions Squadrort at Kirtland. 

NWI personnel meet at least weekly with SNL on vital nuclear issues such as weapon management, 
weapon compatibility, publications and safety. In addition, NWI writes, in conjunction with DOE and 
SNL, the Technical Nuclear Safety Analysis (TNSA) for the Air Force Nuclear Weapons Systems Safety 
Group (NWSSG). The group meets 8- 10 times per year to write nuclear weapons system rules for all Air 
Force nuclear weapons systems (B-I, B-2, B-52, F- 16, F-I 1 I, Minuteman 11, I11 and Peacekeeper). The 
TNSA forms the technical backbone for all weapon system safety rules and cannot be written without 
close consultation with DOE and SNL. 

4.6.1.1 Costs to Move: 
The move of SA-ALCfNWI is one of the several that is a pure cost in order to effect the realignment. 
The only reason to move is removal of the support wing at Kirtland. 

4.7 Air Force Security Police Agency (AFSPA) 

4.7.1 Mission 
The Air Force Security Police Agency reports directly to the Air Force Chief of Security Police, 
Headquarters U.S. Air Force. The agency is the center of expertise for implementing programs to meet 
the needs of Air Force commanders in the protection of vital resources. Guidance is provided to a total 
force of 30,000 security and law enforcement personnel. 

A wide range of programs is overseen by the agency, including air base ground defense, aerospace 
systems security, the U.S. Air Force corrections program, security police training, security education, 
intrusion detection systems, safeguarding national security information, combat arms training and 
maintenance, security police equipment, and the Security Police Automated System. 

The agency also manages the Department of Defense Military Working Dog Program which supports 
civilian law enforcement efforts. It maintains liaison and coordinates with federal, state and local law 
enforcement agencies. 

4.7.1.1 Costs to Move 
The proposed move of AFSPA is one of several that is a pure cost in order to effect the realignment. The 
only reason to move is removal of the support wing from Kirtland. 
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4.8 Theater Air Command and Control Simulation Facility (TACCSF) 

4.8.1 Mission 
This unique USAF Air Warfare Center facility supports Air Combat Command requirements. Of special 
note is the simulator which would be extremely difficult and costly to move from Kirtland. 

4.8.2 Impact 
This unit is one of several overlooked in the original proposal. The immediate cost impact is estimated 
at $9.9M. 
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Chapter Overview 

This chapter focuses on units approved to remain at Kirtland: 

Phillips Laboratory (PL) 
150th Fighter Group, Air National Guard 
Department of EnergylSandia National Laboratories (DOEJSNL) 
Veterans Administration Medical Center (VAMC) 
Kirtland Underground Munitions Storage Complex (KUMSC) 

Most units remaining at Kirtland will be in three cantonment areas: 1) DOEISNL, 2) ANG and 3) PL. 

Because of continuing operational requirements (especially hazard and safety zones for explosive 
storage and testing) over ninety-five percent (95%) of the Kirtland land area will still be in use. (See 
map inside front cover.) Significant support costs shift from the Air Force to other federal agencies; for 
example, DOEISNL estimates one time costs of $64.1M and annual costs of $30.6M. 

The VAMC loses Air Force medical capabilities currently part of a joint use agreement. This is another 
example of a program that is a national model for cost sharing (a BRAC objective) being dismantled 
($5.1 M). 

The AF proposal to "civilianize" the KUMSC workforce and security raises great concern. 

5.1 Phillips Laboratory (PL) 

5. I. I History 
Newly formed in late 1990 as one of four Air Force "super laboratories," the Phillips Laboratory brings 
a proud heritage to New Mexico. It was formed, in part, from Kirtland resources of the Air Force Space 
Technology Center headquarters and the Weapons Laboratory. 

5.1.2 Requirements 
5.1.2.1 Mission 
An Air Force scientist helps develop a laser that uses oxygen and iodine to produce a short wavelength, 
high-impact beam. Another researcher is developing microcircuitry that can operate reliably in the 
radiation-rich environment of space. Meanwhile, others are developing trillion-watt microwave devices 
that may be used for future weapons, producing exotic propulsion sources that will allow travel into 
deep space, and studying the effects of the sun on aerospace systems. These are among the more than 
2,000 men and women who make up the Phillips Laboratory. 

Headquartered at Kirtland AFB, Phillips Laboratory is the primary Air Force laboratory for the 
development of space and missile technologies whose dedicated work force focuses on space- and . 
missile-related geophysics, and directed energy research and development. With more than 1,500 
projects in progress, the Laboratory has an annual budget of more than $750 million. 
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Phillips Laboratory, and its predecessor units, have been instrumental in developing radiation-hardened 
space micro-electronics, prototype high-energy laser weapons, projectiles that can intercept 
intercontinental ballistic missiles, and world-class facilities for simulating and evaluating nuclear 
weapons effects. 

Involved in every rocket engine ever developed by the Air Force, the Laboratory continues improving 
systems and operations through a greater understanding of the near-earth and deep-space environment. 
Additionally, the organization will have prepared the groundwork for future generations of directed- 
energy plasmas and microwaves. 

Named after General Samuel C. Phillips, a leader in space research and development, the laboratory 
concentrates its activities in six scientific directorates: geophysics, propulsion, space and missiles 
technology, lasers and imaging, advanced weapons and survivability, and space experiments. Although 
the majority of the Lab's people are in New Mexico, major operations are conducted in California and 
Massachusetts. 

5.1.2.2 Larid 
The Phillips Laboratory (PL) will continue to occupy its current buildings in a west side cantonment 
area. Security and other support would be needed. 

5.1.3 I~npacts 
Of particular concern is the negative long term ramifications of the Air Force proposal, including 
the loss of the vision of a world-class center-of-excellence for USAF space research activities at 
Kirtland. Achieving this vision requires completing the partial consolidation of the PL geographically 
dispersed directorates approved in 1991, continuing the move of the Space and Missile Systems 
CenterRE to Kirtland, and implementing the first step of full PL consolidation by moving all of their 
Hanscom AFB operations to Kirtland. Increased operating efficiency and research synergisms would 
then occur. This grand vision is now at risk. All of the PL Hanscom operation should be moved to 
Kirtland by adding them to the BRAC language, because they have tremendous synergies with the other 
PL directorates. 

Additionally, PL acquires many junior officers in the early stages of an Air Force career. The Air Force 
proposal will forfeit the training mission for junior officers who now receive direct personal experience 
actually conducting research. These officers then take this experience with them to other jobs in the 
USAF, such as acquisition programs. 

5.1.3.2 Assumptions 
PL would isolate itself and its utilities into its cantonment area. 

5.1.3.3 One Ti~ne 
In order to transition from support of the 377th ABW to standing on its own, PL would need to 
complete several projects. The total construction costs are estimated at $18.4M. 

5.1.3.4 Annual Costs 
There is an increase to the annual operations cost for manpower, equipment, and training. 
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5.2 150th Fighter Group, Air National Guard (ANG) 

5.2.1 History 
The New Mexico Air National Guard's 150th Fighter Group has been stationed on Kirtland since 1947. 
The 150th was called to active duty for the Korean War and its pilots flew 1,413 combat missions in F- 
51 and F-86 aircraft. The unit won the coveted Spaatz Trophy in 1956. The 150th was called to active 
duty again in 1968 and was deployed to Southeast Asia. In 15 months, the 150th flew more than 6,000 
combat missions in the F-100 fighter. In September 1973, the 150th began flying the A-7D Corsair 11, a 
single-engine tactical fighter. The unit was awarded the Winston P. Wilson Trophy in 1979 for being 
judged the most outstanding Air National Guard unit equipped with jet fighter or reconnaissance aircraft. 

In July 1980, the 150th was assigned as the first A-7D unit in the newly formed Rapid Deployment 
Force (RDF), now designated the U.S. Central Command. In November 1980, the unit participated in 
RDF joint task force exercise\Bright Star 8 1: and achieved a record for A-7D nonstop flight when unit 
pilots flew 11 112 hours from Pease AFB, NH, directly to Cairo West AB, Egypt. The 150th Fighter 
Group also participates in bi-annual Gunsmoke competitions, and was named the best A-7 unit in the 
tactical air forces in 1989 and 1991. 

'i. 

Each year, the unit participates in several deployments and 
exercises throughout the United States and overseas. Past 
deployments have taken the unit to Alaska, Hawaii, the United 
Kingdom, Germany, the Netherlands, Spain, and Central America. 

With a long and proud history as a fighter unit capable of meeting 
any challenge, the 150th was selected to convert from the A-7D to 
the F-16ClD conversion in October 1992. In addition to flying its 
new F-16 mission, the unit also has a unique Defense Systems 
Evaluation Branch, which is involved in testing U.S. Army air 
defense weapon systems at ranges at Fort Bliss, Texas, and White 
Sands Missile Range, NM 

5.2.2 Requirements 
5.2.2.1 Mission 
The 150th continues to fly F-16 aircraft in support of "Total Force" requirements. 

5.2.2.2 Land 
I f  the realignment occurs, the 150th would transition to a "stand alone" ANG unit at a commercial 
airport (Albuquerque). The cantonment area is based on the needs of that configuration. (See map at 
appendix A). 

5.2.3 Impacts 
5..2.3.1 Assumptions 
The cantonment area would need security; operations require firefighting and base support. 

5.2.3.2 One Time 
The one-time construction costs to isolate the area, provide security, and add facilities to become a 
"stand alone" unit are estimated at $7.1M. 

5.2.3.3 Annual Costs 
The annual costs include hiring 86 personnel to replace services formerly provided by the 377th ABW. 
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5.3 Department of EnergyISandia National Laboratories 

5.3.1 History 
In 1945, Sandia was a small part of Los Alamos Laboratory, called Z Division, which provided technical 
support to the US Army. In 1949, Harry Truman wrote to the president of AT&T to offer "an 
opporlunity to render an exceptional service in the national interest" through management of Sandia 
Laboratories. After 44 years as a government-owned contractor-operated laboratory, Sandia continues to 
provide exceptional service in the national interest as one of the country's largest technical resources. 

Today, Sandia is operated by Sandia Corporation, a subsidiary 
of Lockheed Martin Corporation, for the U.S. Department of 
Energy. Its headquarters and main laboratory are located on 
Kirtland Air Force Base in Albuquerque, New Mexico. 
Another Sandia laboratory complex, in Livermore, California, 
was established in 1956 to provide a close working 
relationship with Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory. 
Test ranges are operated near Tonopah, Nevada, and on the 
island of Kauai, Hawaii. 

Sandia employs more than 8,500 people; the majority are 
based in New Mexico. Some 1,050 employees work in 

California, and smaller groups work at Tonopah, Kauai, and the DOE Pantex Plant in Amarillo, Texas. 
Approximately 60 percent of the Laboratories employees are in technical and scientific positions, and 
the remainder are in crafts, skilled labor, and administration. 

5.3.2 Requirements 
5.3.2.1 Mission 
DOE will retain all of its activities at Kirtland AFB including its Albuquerque Operations Office, the 
Kirtland Area Office, Sandia National Laboratories(SNL), the Inhalation Toxicology Research 
Institute(ITRI), Ross Aviation, and Allied Signal. The latter two activities will occupy space on the west 
side of the installation in the ANG or PL cantonment areas. SNL and ITRI will be on the east side in the 
DOE cantonment area (see map at appendix A). 

5.3.2.2 Land 
The east side cantonment area will contain 2842 acres currently 
owned by DOE, 15000 acres provided by land-use permits from 
the USAF, the Forest Service, and the Isleta Indian Reservation, 
and the remaining area that would be vacated by the AF but still 
required as safetylbuffer zones for DOE existing activities. 

5.3.3 Impacts 
5.3.3.1 Assumptions 
DOE has no reason to leave Kirtland. Its activities would remain in their existing buildings. DOE would 
need to fulfill its safety, security, and infrastructure support requirements by operating the cantonment 
area on the east side (map at appendix A). The costs to assume thesi responsibilities and make the 
cantonment area a viable installation are outlined below. There are one-time costs (needed if the AF 
leaves) and annual costs (for continued operation of functions previously provided by the AF). 
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5.3.3.2 One Time Costs 
The proposed realignment of Grtland would shift major burdens to the DOE and its contractors 
remaining at the installation. The costs of projects and equipment to make the transition to sole operator 
of the east installation include: 

Utilities projects planned by the AF but not completed, and, 
projects to isolate east installation utilities Total $29.2M 
Infi-astructure roads, bridge, fencing, gates Total 19.8M 
Public Safety fire protection, security, and emergency operations Total 15.1M 

Overall Total $64.1M 

5.3.3.3 Annual Costs 
The AF proposal would remove over 2500 people providing support to organizations at Kirtland. 
Although DOE activities have internal support (human resources, accounting, payroll, purchasing, 
communications, and maintenance), additional personnel would be required to replace functions 
provided by the AF. 

DOE estimates that nearly 300 people would be required along with supplies, training, and other 
recurring items. The total annual costs to support the nearly 10000 workers involved in DOE activities is 
$30.6M. 

Overall Total $30.6M 

5.4 Veterans Administration Medical Center (VAMC) 

The AF host organization (and its medical component) 
entered into an agreement with the Veterans 
Administration (VA) to provide service through a joint 
medical center in Albuquerque. This arrangement saved 
the AF a replacement hospital at Kirtland AFB. The AF 
is the main provider of emergency service at the center 
and sharing arrangements exist for the remaining variety 
of services in the center. This was the first joint 
militaryNA medical center and is now a model for New AF Outpatient Clinic adjacent to VAMC 
similar arrangements throughout the US. 

5.4.2 Impact 
The AF proposal to realign Kirtland will remove the AF medical presence in its clinics and the joint 
medical center. As a result, the VA would have to provide additional staffing to continue required 
services (emergency) and other existing services. The estimated cost of lost income from breaking up 
the joint-use arrangement is $5.1M to the VA. 

5.4.3 Retirees/Champus 
After a realignment, retirees and their dependents in the area would no longer be able to obtain care at 
AF facilities. Satisfying these needs via CHAMPUS or an alternative system would mean additional 
costs subsidized by the government. We estimate these costs at $20.2M based on actual use of AF 
medical facilities in previous years. 
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5.5 Kirtland Underground Munitions Storage Complex (KUMSC) 

5.5.1 Mission 
This unique facility, occupied in 1992, is the workplace for the 
898th Munitions Squadron. The 898th provides depot level 
maintenance and logistics support to DOD agencies. 

5.5.2 Impact 
The AF proposal would "civilianize" the 898th and its 
supporting security force. This raises great concern and should 
be carefirlly evaluated. KUMSC needs several projects 
completed to make this transition. The estimated construction 
costs are $2.8M. 
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Why was Kirtland selected for major alignment? We may never know all the factors, but from the Air 
Force perspective, Kirtland is a very large and costly base to operate. Air Force units are in the minority 
on the base, yet the Air Force is the single military Department charged with operating the base. The Air 
Force evaluation is based solely upon a view of the Air Force mission and the cost to support that 
mission. 

Viewed from the National resource perspective, Kirtland is a major federal installation, hosting 
Department of Defense, Department of Energy, and many other governmental activities. The 
consolidation achieved at Kirtland is one of the BRAC objectives; it has been ongoing since the late 
1940s. The number and types of facilities and capital investment in specialized buildings, ranges and 
equipment would make it impossible to relocate or rebuild the capability that exists at Kirtland. In fact, 
several units were specifically excluded from the realignment actions because of such facilities and 
missions. 

The Air Force made a major shift in direction during BRAC 95. During previous BRAC rounds, the 
Air Force insisted that Kirtland was "essential in supporting several irreplaceable research and 
testing facilities essential to DOD, DOE, and other government agencies." In fact, Kirtland was 
excluded from evaluations during BRAC 91 and 93 due to these critical support requirements--over 150 
tenant organizations. What has changed? The irreplaceable research and testing facilities will remain at 
Kirtland. However, the Air Force is removing critical support functions and in some cases even parts of 
the irreplaceable research and testing facilities and synergism that has been developed over the last 50 
years. If the Air Force desired to separate the research and testing facilities from the supporting base, 
then it  should have done two evaluations. In one case, the lab would be rated high and remain; in the 
other, the support base would rate high against other small aircraft bases or support bases. In fact, 
Kirtland's support base was rated against all major Air Force flying missions and did quite well. 
Therefore, if an appropriate analysis had been done, Kirtland in its entirety would be retained and 
probably expanded. 

The Air Force decided to reduce costs at Kirtland by eliminating the Base Operating Support (BOS). 
The proposal was to move six major tenants and essentially close the base from a military support 
standpoint. Unfortunately, in analyzing the decision, major factors were excluded. First and foremost, 
major non-DOD organizations would be left at Kirtland (Sandia Laboratories, DOE operations) which 
would result in over 10,000 employees still being employed on the base. Required support would be 
shifted to other government agencies. The Department of Energy has estimated additional operation and 
maintenance costs to be $ 30.6 million per year. Secondly, the Air Force identified six major units for 
realignment but neglected the 52 other Department of Defense organizations also on the base. Some of 
those can probably be deactivated but many will have to move and those costs need to be added to the 
Air Force analysis. Lastly, two Air Force units will remain at Kirtland and will require some level of 
support. The Air Force plan is to put a fence around the units (cantonment) and to provide minimal 
support. Because Phillips Lab has numerous facilities and ranges throughout the base, a single 
cantonment concept becomes very difficult to implement. Also, the Air Force proposal to have a civilian 
guard force at the weapons storage area is a radical departure from DOD policy and requires serious 
consideration before destroying the positive military controls on entitled weapons. 
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The issue of air quality was raised and appeared to be an Air Force criterion for elimination of moves to 
Kirtland. In fact, the region has attained compliance with carbon monoxide standards and is being 
removed from non-attainment status. Kirtland can return to "receiving site" status. 

Reuse of all or part of a realigned installation is of prime importance to the community. It gives them an 
opportunity to occupy facilities and to provide new jobs to replace those that were lost. In the case of 
Kirtland, over ninety-five percent (95%) of the property would still be occupied and the available 
property would be mostly housing. This situation makes reuse very difficult and seems to violate BRAC 
criteria. 

In the final analysis, the Air Force viewed Kirtland as a high cost installation which could be eliminated 
by relocating major military units and deactivating the support functions (Air Base Wing) to provide true 
manpower cost savings. The fact that Kirtland is a national asset from the nuclear community 
perspective or that other agencies would remain and need support was not adequately considered in the 
Air Force evaluation. Additionally, reexamination of the costs involved show that this proposal saves 
nothing. Instead, the proposal is a cost to the US Government and taxpayers and should be 
cancelled. 
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The maps provided illustrate the cantonment areas emphasizing the point that over ninety-five 
percent (95%) of the land area of Kirtland will still be occupied after a realignment. Equally as 
important, they show the safety areas and buffer zones still active for the remaining activities. 

Shows the size and scope of the 58th Special Operations Wing and reinforces the expense of 
moving with no gain in mission effectiveness. 

An analysis of the AF BRAC Questionnaire for Kirtland showing the difficulties in interpreting 
questions for this "federal7' installation. 

Shows critical changes made in Kirtland's facilities condition code ratings during the BRAC 
Process. Apparently, the base was attempting to support future construction requests; the result 
was a lowering of its BRAC rating. 

Is a series of base closure executive group minutes showing that Kirtland was a receiver for the 
proposed closure of Los Angeles AFB until air quality is raised as a criterion for cancellation. 

Is a discussion of the tremendous economic impact on the Albuquerque, NM area, as well as the 
limited reuse potential. 
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58th SOW Considerations 

58th Special Operations Wing 
Kirtlartd A FB, New Mexico 
( to be relocated to Hollonzarz A FB, NM ) 

Personnel: Military: 
Civilian: 
Contractor: 

Facilities: Current Facilities: 
Dedicated Ramp space: 
Training Systems1 
Simulation Devices: 

1195 
84 

194 (estimated FY96 staffing 247) 

927,765 square feet 
2,500,000 square feet 

Existing Kirtland AFB/58th SOW Facilities 

Bldg Piirpose Sq Ft 
330 Engine Shop 4000 
33 1 Engine Shop 12 
332 Oxygen S tornge 476 
336 Engine Shop 3 1679 
376 Gun Shop 7 158 
38 1 AGE 1 5909 
404 Pararescue 9425 
436 Pararescue 9370 
437 Pararescue 9802 
43 8 Training Wall NI A 
482 Corrosion Control 50386 
483 HAZMAT 290 
702-704 Engine Test 7511 
926 Simulator Support 3545 
94 1 Combat Control 2880 
945 Combat Control 3570 
948 Flight Simulators 24567 
952 ContractorIClassrooms 23982 
953 Classrooms 11935 
954 Learning Center 7023 
955 Flight Simulator 4972 
956 Flight Simulator 1 1483 
960 NVD Lab 1200 
975 Field Training 26435 
992 FAST 4,000 
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Bldg 
994 
996 
1000 
1001 
1002 
1008 
1009 
1010 
1010 
1016 
1017 
1018 
1019 
1020 
1028 
1037 
XXX 
Total 

Purpose 
Aerial Delivery 
Avionics 
Hangar 
Hangar 
Hangar 
AGE 
Life Support 
Parachute Shop 
Sim Support 
HAZMAT 
LSS10SS 
Flying Squadron 
Flying Squadron 
WingIGroup HQ 
Wing Staff (EM) 
HangarIFuel Cell 
FY95 MILCON 

Sirnulator and Training Systerns 
MH-53J Weapons System Trainer (WST)lMission Rehearsal System (MRS) 
MH-60G WSTIMRS 
HC- 130 WSTIMRS 
TH-53A Operational Flight Trainer (OFT) 
HH-60G OFT 
MH-53J Part Task Trainer (PTT) 
MH-53J Helicopter Procedures Trainer (HPT) 
HC- 1 30 PTT 
LoadMaster P'IT 
UH-1NPIT 
MC- 1 30H WST (FY95 delivery) 
Aerial Gunner Scanner Simulator (AGSS) (FY95 delivery) 
Aerial Refueling Part Task Trainer (ARPTT) (FY96 delivery) 
MH-60GlUH-1N Reconfigurable OFT (FY-97 delivery) 
Night Vision Device (NVD) Lab 

Local Trairting Areas and Facilities 
Paved lighted helicopter auxiliary field with fire station 
Gunnery ranges (2) 
Electronic warfare range 
Drop zones for personnel and equipment (2) 
Assault landing strips (2) 
Helicopter remote landing sites (37 within 25 mi.) 
Air-refueling tracks (1 high, 2 low altitude) 
Water training area 
Pararescue ground training area (4) 
Fixed wing low level routes 
Helicopter low level training area (32, 000 sq. Miles) 
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Operatiorzal Advantages of Moving 
Air Force dedicated runway 

Operational Disadvantages of Moving 
Extensive range restrictions for flying in and about Holloman vs. KAFB 
Disruption of training profiles - Kirtland provides immediate access while Holloman requires 
circumnavigating extensive restricted areas to reach training areas. Note: all flying activities 
stop when mission profiles are active. 
Rebuilding a mission ready status. 
Cost and difficulty of moving simulators. 
Disruption of mission rehearsal capability for prolonged period of time. 
Disruption of unique one of a kind facility for real world mission rehearsal. 
Disruption of training pipeline (6-1 2 months). 
Current shortage of qualified operational crewmembers will be increased. 
Impact overseas short tourICONUS balance. 
Manning turmoil at gaining units as tours are extended. 
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Analysis of USAF BRAC Questionnaire 

Kirtland A FB's BRAC 95 Air Force Ratings 
During the Defense Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 1995 process, the Air Force collected an 
array of data from the field (bases) and major commands. The Air Force then applied color-coded 
ratings to most of the key information elements of the eight DOD approved criteria. Green , Yellow, and 
Red color-coded ratings were used for Criteria I, 11,111, VII, Pc VIII. In keeping the meanings to these 
color coded ratings simple, "Green" equals retain, "Red" equals candidate for closure and/or 
realignment, and "Yellow" is somewhere in the middle. Of course, one red rating did not drive a closure 
recommendations nor did one green rating drive a retention decision. During BRAC 95, the Air Force 
used an aggregate or rolling up of grades, by applying numerical weights and values. These weights 
represented the relative importance of each subelement as compared to the other subelements within a 
given level of the analysis. Subelement weights always added up to 100. For example, subelement A has 
three subelements Al ,  A2, and A3. Each of these three subelements could be assigned the same or 
different weights, however, the sum will be 100. Additionally, the Air Force established a color-coding 
to numerical conversion chart and vice versa, e.g., a green equals 1.00, a green minus equals 0.67, a 
yellow equals 0.00, a red equals minus 1 .O, etc.. To obtain an overall rating, simply multiply the 
numerical value times the weighting for each subelement, then total the resulting numbers, then divide 
by 100, the resulting number is the weighted subelement rating and can be converted back to a color- 
coding. Additionally, the Air Force used standard deviations for certain subelements. Once the 
deviations were determined, the Air Force provided a chart to convert them to color-codings. The Air 
Force used actual COBRA numbers for criteria IV and V. As in past BRAC rounds, the Air Force used a 
level-playing field COBRA for each base. Criteria VI, the econonlic impact on communities, was 
provided by the DOD Joint Cross-Service Group for Economic Impact. Criteria VI was presented as two 
numbers, which represented total job loss, direct and indirect, and job loss as a percentage of statistical 
or economic area population. BRAC decisions were based on overall analysis results and comparisons. 

Specifically, this paper will address all ratings below Green and will discuss perceived and actual 
variations in ratings. The results of this paper could be used to identify potential historic and BRAC 95 
Air Force reported strengths and weaknesses of Kirtland AFB. 

Note: Source documents for this paper were obtained from the material provided by the DOD to the 
1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission to support the DOD BRAC 95 
recommendations. 

A review of all Kirtland's BRAC 95 ratings, by criteria and subelement, that fell below a green rating 
follows: 
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Criteria I 
(Current and future mission requirements and the impact on operational 
readiness of DOD total force) 

Fighter-Operational Effectivelzess (I.l.A.1) 

Fighter-Geographic Locatioit (I. 1 .A. 1 .a) 

Element: Alternate Airfield Rated: Yellow 
Element number: I. I .A. l .a. 1 (Questionnaire element: 1.2.B.4) 
Rationale: Kirtland reported the closest military airfield with a 8000 ft runway as Holloman 

AFB 134 NM away. Possible ratings: Green rating was less than or equal to 100 
NM. Yellow rating was greater than 100 NM but less than or equal to 200 NM. 
Red was greater than 200 NM. 

Comment: Non-concur. The Air Force referenced questionnaire element I.2.B.4 to answer this 
question. This element addressed military airfields with 8,000 ft runways; however, 
Santa Fe Co Muni has a 8000 ft runway and it can be used by fighter type aircraft. 
Element should be rated "Green." 

Element: Freezing Precipitation Rated: Red 
Element number: I. 1 .A. 1 .a.4 (Questionaire element: 1.2.5.3) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported 21 days of freezing 

precipitation annually. Possible ratings: Green rating was 10 or less days. Yellow 
rating was greater than 10 days but less than or equal to 20 days. Red was greater 
than 20 days. 

Comment: Non-concur. Just the number of days of freezing precipitation is not an accurate 
method of evaluating operational impacts. Impacts should be based on missions lost, 
delayed, or rescheduled due to freezing precipitation. In Kirtland's case, it is not an 
active duty operational fighter base, it supports national assets and labs. And, 
freezing precipitation is not a critical factor for lab operations. However, Air 
National Guard forces operate fighters at Kirtland with no tnission degradations. 
Additionally, freezing precipitation's negative affects are normally associated with 
runway operations, i.e., take-offs and landing on icy or snow covered runways. But 
in Kirtland's case, this is not a problem, because the City of Albuquerque pays to 
have the runways plowed and deiced. In fact, the runways have temperature sensing 
devices that alert airfield operations when deicing is required. All of these actions 
are taken at no fiscal expense to DOD. 

Element: Supersonic Air Combat MOAs Rated: Red 
Element number: I. 1 .A. 1 .b. 1 (Questionnaire element: I.2.C. 1 ) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported no supersonic airspace 

(with a minimum size of 4200 sq NM) within 300 NM. Possible ratings: Green 
rating was less than or equal to 100 NM. Yellow rating was greater than 100 NM 
but less than or equal to 150 NM. Red was greater than 150 NM. 

Comment: Concur. However, Kirtland is not an active duty operational fighter base; it supports 
national assets and labs. Supersonic airspace is available much closer, but not one 
area with 4200 sq NM. 
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Element : 
Element number: 
Rationale: 

Comment: 

Element: 
Element number: 
Rationale: 

Comment: 

Element: 
Element number: 
Rationale: 

Comment: 

Element: 
Element number: 
Rationale: 

Comment: 

Element: 
Element number: 
Rationale: 

Comment: 

Other Air Combat MOAs Rated: Yellow 
I. 1 .A. l .b.2 (Questionnaire element: I.2.C.2) 
The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported air combat 
MONkstricted area 76 NM away. Possible ratings: Green rating was less than or 
equal to 50 NM. Yellow rating was greater than 50 NM but less than or equal to 
100 NM. Red was greater than 100 NM. 
Non-concur. Certified questionnaire reported training areas within "Green" rating 
ranges. 

Low Altitude MOAs Rated: Yellow 
I. I .A. 1 .b.3 (Questionnaire element: 1.2.C.3) 
The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported low altitude capable 
MOA 112 NM away. Possible ratings: Green rating was less than or equal to 75 
NM. Yellow rating was greater than 75 NM but less than or equal to 125 NM. Red 
was greater than 125 NM. 
Concur. However, Kirtland is not an active duty operational fighter base; it supports 
national assets and labs. 

Scorable Range Complexes Rated: Red 
I. 1 .A. 1 .b.4 (Questionaire element: I.2.C.4) 
The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported 3 ranges within 250 NM. 
Possible ratings: Green rating was greater than or equal to 1 within 100 NM and 
greater than or equal to 4 within 250 NM. Yellow rating was less than I within 100 
NM and greater than or equal to 4 within 250 NM. Red was less than 4 within 250 
NM. 
Concur. However, Kirtland has and does effectively support fighter operations, even 
though the base primarily supports national assets and labs. 

Ground Forces/Tactical Aircraft Employment Rated: Red 
I. 1 .A. 1 .b.6 (Questionnaire element: I.2.C. 14) 
The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported ground forces/tactical 
aircraft employment area 192 NM away--Ft Bliss. Possible ratings: Green rating: 
less than or equal to 100 NM. Yellow rating: greater than 100 NM but less than or 
equal to 150 NM. Red : greater than 150 NM. 
Concur. However, Kirtland is not an active duty operational fighter base, it 
supports national assets and labs. 

Air Combat Maneuvering Instrumentation (ACMI) Ranges Rated: Red 
I. 1 .A. 1 .b.7 (Questionnaire element: I.2.C.6) 
The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported an ACMI range 31 3 NM 
away--Luke ACMI. Possible ratings: Green rating was less than or equal to 100 
NM. Yellow rating was greater than 100 NM but less than or equal to 150 NM. 
Red was greater than 150 NM. 
Concur. However, Kirtland is not an active duty operational fighter base; it supports 
national assets and labs. 
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Element: Visual Routes/Instrument Routes (VRIIR) Rated: Yellow 
Element number: 1.1 .A. l .b.9 (Questionaire element: 1.2.C.8) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported 5 VRIIR within 100 NM. 

Possible ratings: Green rating was greater than or equal to I0 within 100 NM. 
Yellow rating was less than 10 within 100 NM and greater than or equal to 3 within 
100 NM. Red was less than 3 within 100 NM. 

Comment: Concur. However, Kirtland is not an active duty operational fighter base; it supports 
national assets and labs. 

Bomber-Operational Effectiveltess (I.lA.2) 

Element: Geographic location (freezing precipitation) Rated: Red 
Element number: I. 1 .A.2.a.3 (Questionnaire element: 1.2.J.3) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported 2ldays of freezing 

precipitation annually. Possible ratings: Green rating was 10 or less days. Yellow 
rating was greater than 10 days but less than or equal to 20 days. Red was greater 
than 20 days. 

Comment: Non-concur. Rationale provided under Fighter-Operational Effectiveness. 

Airspace/Trairting Area Growth Poteittial (I.l.A.2.c) 

Element: Airspacmaining Area Growth Potential Rated: Yellow 
Element number: I. I .A.2.c (Questionaire element: not given) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was airspace available for future expansion. Yellow was 

airspace expected to maintain status quo. Red was airspace reductions possible. 
Comments: Non-concur. Kirtland reported airspace available for expansion. 

Tanker-Operational Effectiveness (I.I.A.3) 

Element : Freezing Precipitation Rated: Red 
Element number: I. 1 .A.3.c (Questionaire element: I.2.J.3) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported 2 I days of freezing 

precipitation annually. Possible ratings: Green rating was 10 or less days. Yellow 
rating was greater than 10 days but less than or equal to 20 days. Red was greater 
than 20 days. 

Comment: Non-concur. Rationale provided under Fighter-Operational Effectiveness. 

Element: Tanker Saturation Rated: Yellow 
Element number: I. 1 .A.3.f (Questionaire element: I.2.C. 1 O.d) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported that Kirtland was located 

in a tanker balanced region. Possible ratings: Green rating was tanker poor. Yellow 
rating was balanced. Red rating was tanker rich. 

Comment: Non-concur. Air Force presented no bounds for determining whether a region was 
tanker poor, balanced, or rich. However, BRAC 93 certified data reported similar 
located bases to be located in a tanker poor region, i.e., more receivers than tankers. 
At that time, Dyess AFB had KC-1 35 tankers assigned and Barksdale AFB had KC- 
10s. However, now both Dyess' and Barksdale's tankers have been relocated to 
northern locations. In fact, most tanker aircraft are now located in the northern tier 
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or at the east and west coast mobility bases. The South is still being espoused as 
having a tanker shortfall. Even the decision to reopen MacDill was based partly on a 
tanker shortfall in the South. Kirtland should have been identified as being in a 
tanker poor region, and as such, receive a GREEN rating. 

Airlift- Operational Effectiverless (I.l.A.4) 

Element: Geographic location (freezing precipitation) Rated: Red 
Element number: I. I .A.4.a.3 (Questionaire element: 1.2.5.3) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported 2ldays of freezing 

precipitation annually. Possible ratings: Green rating was 10 or less days. Yellow 
rating was greater than 10 days but less than or equal to 20 days. Red was greater 
than 20 days. 

Comment: Non-concur. Rationale provided under Fighter-Operational Effectiveness. 

Airlift - Training Areas (Z.l.A.4.b) 

Element: Landing Zones - Closest Rated: Yellow 
Element number: I. 1 .A.4.b.4 (Questionnaire element: 1.2.C. 12) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported a landing zone 189 NM 

away - Pinon Cayon. Possible ratings: Green rating was less than or equal to 150 
NM. Yellow rating was greater than 150 NM but less than or equal to 400 NM. 
Red was greater than 400 NM. 

Comment: Concur. However, Kirtland is not a operational airlift base; it supports national 
assets and labs. 

Element: Instrument Routes (IR) for DZs (Equipment) Rated: Red 
Element number: 1.1 .A.4.b.6 (Questionnaire element: 1.2.C.11) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported 0 IR routes for the DZs 

identified. Green rating was greater than or equal to 2 IR count. Yellow rating was 
less than 2 IR count and greater than or equal to 1 IR count. Red rating was less 
than 1 IR count. 

Comment: Concur. However, Kirtland is not a operational airlift base; it supports national 
assets and labs. 

Element: Slow Routes (SR) for DZs (Equipment) Rated: Red 
Element number: I. 1 .A.4.b.7 (Questionnaire element: I.2.C. 1 1 )  
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported 0 SR routes for the DZs 

identified. Green rating was greater than or equal to 2 SR count. Yellow rating was 
less than 2 SR count and greater than or equal to 1 SR count. Red rating was less 
than 1 SR count. 

Comment: Concur. However, Kirtland is not a operational airlift base; it supports national 
assets and labs. 

Trairtirzg Airspace (I.1. B) 

Existirzg Training Airspace (I. 1. B. 1) 
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Element: Military Operating AreasIBombing Ranges Rated: Yellow 
Element number: I. 1 .B. 1 .a (Questionnaire element: not given) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported only normal operational 

restrictions. Green rating was fully adequate MOAIbombing ranges available. 
Yellow rating was generally adequate MONbombing ranges available; some 
restrictions to access or limited route quantity. Red rating was inadequate 
MOAIbombing ranges available. 

Comment: Non-concur. Kirtland officials reported restrictions on operating hours of 
MOAsIranges; however, other times were available. Minor restrictions like these are 
the norm for all Air Force utilized airspace, not the exception. Therefore, this 
element should be rated "Greenw--certified questionnaire does not support a yellow 
rating. 

Future Training Availability (1.1. B.2) 

Element: Military Operating AreasIBombing Ranges Rated: Yellow 
Element number: I. 1 .B.2.a (Questionnaire element: not given) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported only normal operational 

restrictions and no adverse indicators. Green rating was fully adequate 
MOAIbombing ranges expected to remain available. Yellow rating was generally 
adequate MONbombing ranges expected to remain available, but improvements 
needed. Red rating was expect inadequate MONbombing ranges in the future. 

Comment: Non-concur. Certified questionnaire does not support a yellow rating. Element 
should be rated "Green." 

Airfield Evaluation (Z.1.C) 

Element: Runwayrraxiway for Fighter Mission Rated: Red 
Element number: I. 1 .C.2 (Questionaire elements: 11. I .B.2.c, II.2.C. 1, II.2.C.2, II.2.E, II.2.F.1) 
Rationale: Certified data reported: the primary runway as - 300 ft wide and 13775 ft long 

runway; 150 ft wide taxiways; 673459 sq ft apron; and supports F-15, F-16C/D, but 
some upgrades are desired for long term. Possible ratings: Green was runway at 
least 150 ft wide and at least 9000 ft long taxiway at least 75 ft wide, apron at least 
75600 sq ft, and pavement strength supports fighter mission. Red was anything else. 

Comment: Non-concur. The runways and airfield infrastructure, including part of the military 
apron, either have been or will be completely upgraded at non-DOD expense. 
DOD is normally only responsible for its apron areas and a $50,000 annual payment 
for airfield use. Kirtland supports fighter operations at this time with no 
restrictions. In fact, not only has Albuquerque improved the runways and taxiways, 
but they built a new apron for the Air Force as a trade-off for allowing the City to 
build a new taxiway. In this case, DOD benefitted from the new apron and new 
taxiway at no expense to DOD. This element was rated red because the Air Force 
stated that apron upgrades were needed for long term use. However, the Air Force 
was referring to all apron areas--not just the apron that is required. Kirtland has had 
aprons needing repairs, since the late 1970is. Kirtland can accomplish its mission 
within the upgraded apron areas, if desired. Therefore, Kirtland should be rated 
Green for this element. Note: Criteria I addresses current operational missions 
requirements, while Criteria I11 addresses future missions. 
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Element: RunwayITaxiway for Bomber Mission Rated: Red 
Element number: I. 1 .C.2 (Questionaire elements: 11.1 .B.2.c, II.2.C. 1, II.2.C.2, II.2.E, II.2.F.3) 
Rationale: Certified data reported: the primary runway as - 300 ft wide and 13775 ft long 

runway; 150 ft wide taxiways; 673459 sq ft apron; and supports most aircraft, but 
some upgrades are desired for long term. Possible ratings: Green was runway at 
least 200 ft wide and at least 10000 ft long, taxiway at least 75 ft wide, apron at 
least 278400 sq ft, and pavement strength supports bomber mission. Red was 
anything else. 

Comment: Non-concur. See RunwayITaxiway for Fighter Mission. 

Element: RunwayITaxiway for Tanker Mission Rated: Red 
Element number: I. I .C.3 (Questionaire elements: 11.1 .B.2.c, II.2.C. 1, II.2.C.2, II.2.E, II.2.F.5) 
Rationale: Certified data reported: the primary runway as - 300 ft wide and 13775 ft long 

runway; 150 ft wide taxiways; 673459 sq ft apron; and supports most aircraft, but 
some upgrades are desired for long term. Possible ratings: Green was runway at 
least 150 ft wide and at least 8000 ft long taxiway at least 75 ft wide, apron at least 
283200 sq ft, and pavement strength supports tanker mission. Red was anything 
else. 

Comment: Non-concur. See Runwaymaxiway for Fighter Mission. 

Element: Runway/Taxiway for Airlift Mission Rated: Red 
Element number: I. I .C.4 (Questionaire elements: 11. I .B.2.c, II.2.C. I ,  11.2.C.2, II.2.E, 11.2.F.8) 
Rationale: Certified data reported: the primary runway as - 300 ft wide and 13775 ft long 

runway; 150 ft wide taxiways; 673459 sq ft apron; and supports most aircraft, but 
some upgrades are desired for long term. Possible ratings: Green was runway at 
least 150 ft wide and at least 8000 ft long,taxiway at least 75 ft wide, apron at least 
433 104 sq ft, and pavement strength supports airlift missions. Red was anything 
else. 

Comment: Non-concur. The runways and airfield infrastructure, including part of the military 
apron, either have been or will be completely upgraded at non-DOD expense. DOD 
is normally only responsible for its apron areas and a $50000 annual payment for 
airfield use. Kirtland supports airlift operations at this time with no restrictions. In 
fact, not only has Albuquerque improved the runways and taxiways, but they built a 
new apron for the Air Force as a trade-off for allowing the City to build a new 
taxiway. In this case, DOD benefitted from the new apron and new taxiway at no 
expense to DOD. This element was rated red because the Air Force stated that apron 
upgrades were needed for long term use. However, the Air Force was referring to all 
apron areas--not just the apron that is required. Kirtland has had aprons needing 
repairs, since the late 1970s. Kirtland can accomplish its mission within the 
upgraded apron areas, if desired. Therefore, Kirtland should be rated Green for this 
element. Note: Criteria I addresses current operational missions requirements, while 
Criteria I11 addresses future missions. Additionally, the City of Albuquerque 
constructed an extension on Taxiway E to allow direct access to the special cargo 
area. 

Laboratory Evaluation (1.5) 

Priority (1.5.A) 
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Element: In-House Capability Rated: Green (-) 
Element number: I.5.A.3 (Questionaire elements: not given) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was quantitative assessment greater than or equal to 6.5. 

Green (-) was quantitative assessment greater than or equal to 5.5. Yellow (+) was 
quantitative assessment greater than or equal to 4.5. Yellow was quantitative 
assessment greater than or equal to 3.5. Yellow (-) was quantitative assessment 
greater than or equal to 2.5. Red (+) was quantitative assessment greater than or 
equal to 1.5. Red was quantitative assessment less than 1.5. 

Comment: Concur. 

Element: Average Direct Funding Rated: Yellow 
Element number: 1.5.B.3 (Questionaire elements: not given) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was lablproduct center average at least 0.50 standard 

deviations above the mean. Green (-) was Iablproduct center average at least equal 
to the mean. Yellow (+) was lablproduct center average at least 0.33 standard 
deviations below the mean. Yellow was Iablproduct center average at least 0.67 
standard deviations below the mean. Yellow (-) was Iablproduct center average at 
least 1 .OO standard deviations below the mean. Red (+) was lablproduct center 
average at least 1.50 standard deviations below the mean. Red was lablproduct 
center average at less than 1.50 standard deviations below the mean. 

Comment: Concur. 

Element: Experience Level Rated: Yellow (-) 
Element number: I.5.C.3 (Questionaire elements: not given) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was greater than or equal to 15 years. Green (-) was greater 

than or equal to 13 years. Yellow (+) was greater than or equal to 11 years. Yellow 
was greater than or equal to 9 years. Yellow (-) was greater than or equal to 8 years. 
Red (+) was less than 8 years. Red: no rating guideline given. 

Comment: Concur. 

Element: Patents Awarded Rated: Yellow 
Element number: I.5.C.4 (Questionaire elements: not given) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was average at least 0.50 standard deviations above the 

mean. Green (-) was average at least equal to the mean. Yellow (+) was average at 
least 0.33 standard deviations below the mean. Yellow was average at least 0.67 
standard deviations below the mean. Yellow (-), Red (+), and Red were not given 
guidelines. 

Comment: Concur. 

Element: Papers Published Rated: Yellow 
Element number: I.5.C.5 (Questionaire elements: not given) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was average at least 0.50 standard deviations above the 

mean. Green (-) was average at least equal to the mean. Yellow (+) was average at 
least 0.33 standard deviations below the mean. Yellow was average at least 0.67 
standard deviations below the mean. Yellow (-) was average at least 1 .OO standard 
deviations below the mean, Red (+) was average less than 1.00 standard deviations 
below the mean, and Red were not given guidelines. 

Comment: Concur. 
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Location (1.5.E) 

Element: Interconnectivity Rated: Red 
Element number: I.5.E. 1 (Questionaire elements: not given) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was top quartile. Green (-) was second quartile. Yellow was 

third quartile. Red was bottom quartile. 
Comment: Non-concur. Phillips Lab has space and missile focus; location of activities has 

been unchanged for many years. AF should rate this Green. 

Element: Special Support Infrastructure 
Element number: I.5.E.3 (Questionaire elements: not given) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green - yes. Red - no. 
Comment: Phillips Lab has what it needs; should be Green. 

Rated: Red 

Criteria I1 
(Availability and conditions of land, facilities, and associated airspace at both 
the existing and potential receiving locations) 

Facilities Base (II. I )  

Element: Facilities condition: building aggregate Rated: Yellow 
Element number: 11.1 .B (Questionnaire element: 11. I .B. l .b-g, j, 1-2, aa-gg) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was greater than or equal to 80 percent Condition Code 1; 

yellow was less than 80 percent Condition Code 1 but greater than or equal to 50 
percent Condition Code I; red was less than 50 percent Condition Code 1. 

Comment: Non-concur. AF changed ratings during process. See Appendix D. 

Element: Facilities condition: infrastructure Rated: Yellow 
Element number: 11.1 .C (Questionaire element: 11. I .B.2.a-c,e-k) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was greater than or equal to 95 percent Condition Code 1; 

yellow was less than 95 percent Condition Code 1 but greater than or equal to 70 
percent Condition Code 1; red was less than 70 percent Condition Code 1. 

Comment: Non-concur. This element was rated inconsistently. For example, aircraft runways 
were listed as condition code three; however, supporting data stated that runways 
could support all Air Force aircraft with no upgrades required, even for prolonged 
use. A similar statement was made about all taxiways. 

Element: Facilities Condition: Housing Rated: Red 
Element number: 11.1 .B (Questionaire element: 11. I .C.2.a) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was less than or equal to the mean; yellow was greater than 

the mean but less than or equal to plus 1 standard deviation; red was greater than 
plus 1 standard deviation. 

Comment: Non-concur. Numerous other Air Force bases have most of their housing in need of 
whole-house renovation or replacement, but they were rated higher for this element. 
Kirtland has more adequate units (both number and percentage) than most bases 
have for a total number. Therefore, Kirtland should be rated "Green," or most of the 
other bases should be downgraded for this element. 
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Encroachrne~tt (Airfield) 

Existing Associated (Special Use) Airspace (ZI.3.A) 

Element: Military Operating Areasmestricted Areas Rated: Yellow 
Element number: II.3.A.I (Questionaire element: no source identified) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was civil and commercial aviation development generally 

compatible with existing Military Operating Areas and Restricted Airspace; yellow 
civil and commercial aviation development impacts access to some (limited) MOAs; 
red was civil and commercial aviation dominates the development of and access to 
MOAs or Restricted Airspace. 

Comment: Non-concur. Civil and commercial aviation in New Mexico is completely 
compatible with military areas; that is why the AF has three NM bases. 

Fritzire Associated (Special Use) Airspace (11.3. B) 

Element: Military Operating Areasmestricted Areas Rated: Yellow 
Element number: II.3.A.l (Questionaire element: no source identified) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was future civil and commercial aviation development 

generally expected to remain compatible with existing Military Operating Areas and 
Restricted Airspace; yellow was future civil and commercial aviation development 
may impact access to some (limited) MOAs. Future development of MOAs or 
Restricted Airspace may be limited; red was future civil and commercial aviation 
may dominate the area and access to MOAs may become severely limited. Future 
development of Restricted Airspace incompatible. 

Comment: Concur. 

Existing Local Cornrnurtity Eltcroacltment (II.3.E) 

Element: Clear Zone Compatibility (worst case, all runways ends) Rated: Red 
Element number: II.3.E. 1 (Questionaire element: II.6.A. 1) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was off-base developlnent compatible (percent incompatible 

equals 0) within. Red was off-base incompatible (percent incompatible greater than 
0) within CZ. 

Comment: Non-concur. Of four runways, only 3 CZs of 8 CZs reported any incompatibility 
(runway 12: 5 percent incompatible; runway 17: 33 percent incompatible; and 
runway 30: 2 percent incompatible). Runways 26/08 account for 95 percent of the 
airfield operations, and neither of these runways have a CZ problem. Additionally, 
the airfield infrastructure (runways & taxiways) is owned by the City and operated 
as a joint-use facility. All runways meet FAA clearance requirements, but not all 
DOD standards. However, IAW AFR 86- 14, "DOD standards pertain to land-based 
military installations under DOD control. DOD tenant organizations on civil 
airports use military standards to the extent practical; otherwise, FAA criteria or 
standards apply." Therefore, Air Force standards do not apply. The Air Force 
acknowledged this fact in a HQ USAFILEY letter dated 18 Mar 87. In that letter, 
the Air Force stated that AICUZ studies for Kirtland were exempted and FAA 
standards (Part 150) would be the official document for Albuquerque/Kirtland 
airfield. Flight operations to runways other than 08/26 are currently by exception. 
In fact, future plans will close runway 17/35. 
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Element: Accident Potential Zone I (APZ I) Compatibility Aggregate Rated: Yellow 
Element number: II.3.E.2 (Questionaire element: II.6.A.2) 
Rationale: Of 8 runways, Kirtland reported 20 percent incompatibility for runway 12, 94 

percent incompatibility for runway 17, 10 percent incompatibility for runway 21, 
and 20 percent for runway 26. Possible ratings: Green was off-base development 
generally compatible within APZ I (0-5 percent incompatible development). Yellow 
was off-base development generally incompatible in some (limited) areas of APZ I 
(greater than 5 and up to 10 percent incompatible development). Red was off-base 
development significantly incompatible within APZ I (greater than 10 percent 
incompatible development). 

Comment: Non-concur. Runways 26/08 account for 95 percent of the airfield operations, and 
neither of these runways have major APZ problems. Additionally, the airfield 
infrastructure (runways & taxiways) is owned by the City and operated as a joint- 
use facility. All runways meet FAA clearance requirements, but not all DOD 
standards. However, IAW AFR 86-14, "DOD standards pertain to land-based 
military installatiotis under DOD control. DOD tenant organizations on civil airports 
use military standards to the extent practical, otherwise, FAA criteria or standards 
apply." Therefore, Air Force standards do not apply. The Air Force acknowledged 
this fact in a HQ USAFILEY letter dated 18 Mar 87. In that letter. the Air Force 
stated that AICUZ studies for Kirtland were exempted and FAA standards (Part 
150) would be the official document for Albuquerque/Kirtland airfield. Flight 
operations to runways other than 08/26 are currently by exception. In fact, future 
plans will close runway 17/35. 

Element: Accident Potential Zone I1 (APZ 11) Compatibility Aggregate Rated: Yellow 
Element number: 11.3.E.3 (Questionaire element: II.6.A.3) 
Rationale: Of 8 runways, Kirtland reported 3 percent incompatibility for runway 03 ,4  percent 

incompatibility for runway 08, 20 percent incompatibility for runway 12, 96 percent 
incompatibility for runway 17, 100 percent incompatibility for runway 2 1, and 20 
percent for runway 26. Possible ratings: Green was off-base development generally 
compatible within APZ I1 (0-5 percent incompatible development). Yellow was off- 
base development generally incompatible in some (limited) areas of APZ I1 (greater 
than 5 and up to I0 percent incompatible development). Red was off-base 
development significantly incompatible within APZ I1 (greater than 10 percent 
incompatible development). 

Comment: Non-concur. Runways 26/08 account for 95 percent of the airfieldoperations, and 
neither of these runways have major APZ problems. Additionally, the airfield 
infrastructure (runways & taxiways) is owned by the City and operated as a joint- 
use facility. All runways meet FAA clearance requirements, but not all DOD 
standards. However, IAW AFR 86- 14, "DOD standards pertain to land-based 
military installations under DOD control. DOD tenant organizations on civil airports 
use military standards to the extent practical, otherwise, FAA criteria or standards 
apply." Therefore, Air Force standards do not apply. The Air Force acknowledged 
this fact in a HQ USAFILEY letter dated 18 Mar 87. In that letter, the Air Force 
stated that AICUZ studies for Kirtland were exempted and FAA standards (Part 
150) would be the official document for Albuquerque/Kirtland airfield. Flight 
operations to runways other than 08/26 are currently by exception. In fact, future 
plans will close runway 17/35. 
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Future Local Coinmunity Encroachment (II.3.F) 

Element: Clear Zone Compatibility (worst case, all runways ends) Rated: Red 
Element number: II.3.F. 1 (Questionaire element: II.6.B.l) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was off-base development compatible (percent incompatible 

equals 0) within. Red was off-base incompatible (percent incompatible greater than 
0) within CZ. 

Comment: Non-concur. Of four runways, only 3 CZs of 8 CZs reported any incompatibility 
(runway 12: 5 percent incompatible, runway 17: 5 1 percent incompatible, and 
runway 30: 2 percent incompatible). Runways 26/08 account for 95 percent of the 
airfield operations, and neither of these runways have a CZ problem. Additionally, 
the airfield infrastructure (runways & taxiways) is owned by the City and operated 
as a joint-use facility. All runways meet FAA clearance requirements, but not all 
DOD standards. However, IAW AFR 86-14, "DOD standards pertain to land-based 
military installations under DOD control. DOD tenant organizations on civil airports 
use military standards to the extent practical, otherwise, FAA criteria or standards 
apply." Therefore, Air Force standards do not apply. The Air Force acknowledged 
this fact in a HQ USAFILEY letter dated 18 Mar 87. In that letter, the Air Force 
stated that AICUZ studies for Kirtland were exempted and FAA standards (Part 
150) would be the official document for AlbuquerqueIKirtland airfield. Flight 
operations to runways other than 08/26 are currently by exception. In fact, future 
plans will close runway 17/35 and rearrange arrivals and departures to minimize use 
of runways 21. The Air Force has endorsed Albuquerque's airfield master plan that 
includes these statements. 

Element: Accident Potential Zone I (APZ I) Compatibility Aggregate Rated: Yellow 
Element number: II.3.F.2 (Questionaire element: II.6.B. I) 
Rat ionale: Of 8 runways, Kirtland reported 20 percent incompatibility for runway 12, 94 

percent incompatibility for runway 17, 10 percent incompatibility for runway 21, 
and 20 percent for runway 26. Possible ratings: Green was future off-base 
development generally expected to be compatible within APZ I1 (0-5 percent 
incompatible development). Yellow was future off-base development may become 
incompatible in some (limited) areas of APZ I1 (greater than 5 and up to 10 percent 
incompatible development). Red was future off-base development may become 
significantly incompatible within APZ I1 (greater than 10 percent incompatible 
development). 

Comments: Non-concur. Runways 26/08 account for 95 percent of the airfield operations, and 
neither of these runways have major APZ problems. Additionally, the airfield 
infrastructure (runways & taxiways) is owned by the City and operated as a joint- 
use facility. All runways meet FAA clearance requirements, but not all DOD 
standards. However, IAW AFR 86-14, "DOD standards pertain to land-based 
military installations under DOD control. DOD tenant organizations on civil airports 
use military standards to the extent practical, otherwise, FAA criteria or standards 
apply." Therefore, Air Force standards do not apply. The Air Force acknowledged 
this fact in a HQ USAFILEY letter dated 18 Mar 87. In that letter, the Air Force 
stated that AICUZ studies for Kirtland were exempted and FAA standards (Part 
150) would be the official document for Albuquerque/Kirtland airfield. Flight 
operations to runways other than 08/26 are currently by exception. In fact, future 
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plans will close runway 17/35 and rearrange arrivals and departures to minimize use 
of runways 21. The Air Force has endorsed Albuquerque's airfield master plan that 
includes these statements. 

Element: Accident Potential Zone I1 (APZ 11) Compatibility Aggregate Rated: Yellow 
Element number: I1.3.F.3 (Questionaire element: II.6.B.3) 
Rationale: Of 8 runways, Kirtland reported 3 percent incompatibility for runway 03 ,4  percent 

incompatibility for runway 08, 20 percent incompatibility for runway 12,96 percent 
incompatibility for runway 17, 100 percent incompatibility for runway 21, and 20 
percent for runway 26. Possible ratings: Green was future off-base development 
generally expected to be compatible within APZ I1 (0-5 percent incompatible 
development). Yellow was future off-base development may become incompatible 
in some (limited) areas of APZ I1 (greater than 5 and up to 10 percent incompatible 
development). Red was future off-base development may become significantly 
incompatible within APZ I1 (greater than 10 percent incompatible development). 

Comments: Non-concur. Runways 26/08 account for 95 percent of the airfield operations, and 
neither of these runways have major APZ problems. Additionally, the airfield 
infrastructure (runways & taxiways) is owned by the City and operated as a joint- 
use facility. All runways meet FAA clearance requirements, but not all DOD 
standards. However, IAW AFR 86-14, "DOD standards pertain to land-based 
military installations under DOD control. DOD tenant organizations on civil airports 
use military standards to the extent practical, otherwise, FAA criteria or standards 
apply." Therefore, Air Force standards do not apply. The Air Force acknowledged 
this fact in a HQ USAFILEY letter dated 18 Mar 87. In that letter, the Air Force 
stated that AICUZ studies for Kirtland were exempted and FAA standards (Part 
150) would be the official document for Albuquerque/Kirtland airfield. Flight 
operations to runways other than 08/26 are currently by exception. In fact, future 
plans will close runway 17/35 and rearrange arrivals and departures to minimize use 
of runways 2 1. The Air Force has endorsed Albuquerque's airfield master plan that 
includes these statements. 

Air Quality (11.4) 

Element: Attainment Status Rated: Yellow 
Element number: II.4.A (Questionaire element: VIII. 1 .B. 1) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was ozone, carbon monoxide and PM-10 in attainment. 

Yellow was ozone, carbon monoxide and PM-10 is in maintenance or in 
nonattainment at marginal or moderate levels. Red was ozone, carbon monoxide and 
PM-10 is in nonattainment at serious, severe or extreme levels. 

Comment: Non-concur. Certified data for questionnaire element VII.1 .B.I reports no pollutants 
in maintenance. Kirtland/Albuqureque has just completed three years of not 
exceeding recommended carbon monoxide levels, and their status will be upgraded 
to an attainment status within the next few months. Therefore, this element should 
receive the appropriate rating "Green." 
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Element: Future Growth Rated: Yellow 
Element number: II.4.C (Questionaire element: VIII.16.--C.I, C.2, E.l, G.l.a, G.l.c, G. l.d, G.l.f, 

G . 2 4  G.2.c, G.2.d, G.2.f, G . 3 4  G.3.b, G.3.c, G.3.d, G.4.a. G.4.b, G.4.c, G.4.d, H) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was ozone and carbon monoxide in attainment. Yellow was 

not green and [carbon monoxide in attainment or maintenance or nonattainment at 
marginal or (nonattainment and VOC growth of greater than or equal to 10 percent 
and NOX growth of greater than or equal to 20 percent)] and [CO in attainment or 
maintenance or nonattainment at marginal or (nonattainment and no VMT limits)]. 
Red was anything else. 

Comment: Non-concur. Kirtland/Albuqureque has just completed three years of not exceeding 
recommended carbon monoxide levels, and their status will be upgraded to an 
attainment status within the next few months. Therefore, this element should 
receive the appropriate rating Green. 

Criteria I11 
(Ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, and future total force 
requirements at both the existing and potential receiving location) 

Element: Maximum on Ground (MOG) Rated: Yellow 
Element number: 111.1 (Questionaire element: 111. I .A. 1 ) 
Rationale: Kirtland reported a C-141 working MOG of 3. Possible ratings: Green was 4 or 

more. Yellow was 2 or more but less than 4. Red was less than 2. 
Comment: Partial-concur. Kirtland could easily support a variety of airlift requirements. Of all 

the requirements for loading, Kirtland's only limiting factor is material handling 
equipment. Kirtland can easily support a GREEN rating if given the material 
handling equipment required. 

Element : Fuel Hydrant System Rated: Red 
Element number: III.3(Questionaire element: not given) 
Rationale: Kirtland does not have an operational fuel hydrant system. Possible ratings: Green - 

yes. Yellow - yes, with limitations. Red - no. 
Comment: Concur. 

Element: Fuel Storage by Pipeline Rated: Red 
Element number: 111.4 (Questionaire element: 111. I .D) 
Rationale: Kirtland is not serviced by fuel pipeline(s). Possible ratings: Green - yes, and Red - 

no. 
Comment: Concur. However, Kirtland has multiple methods of fuel delivery and ample 

storage-no problems have existed in the past, nor are any forecast. 

Geographic Location (111.7) 

Element: Ground Forces Installation within 150 NM Rated: Red 
Element number: III.7.A (Questionnaire element: 111. I .G. I )  
Rationale: Questionnaire stated Kirtland did not have an ArmyJMarine ground forces 

installation within 150 NM. Possible ratings: Green - yes or Red - no. 
Comment: Concur. 
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Element: Port Facility within 150 NM Rated: Red 
Element number: III.7.C (Questionnaire element: 111.1 .G.3) 
Rationale: Questionnaire stated Kirtland did not have port facilities within 150 NM; therefore, 

the element was rated red. Possible ratings: Green - port available and Red - port 
not available. 

Comment: Concur. However, the port requirement is overstated when there are ample rail and 
interstate highways nearby. 

Criteria IV 
(Cost and manpower implications) 

Kirtland's cost and manpower implications were noteworthy. 

Out of 6 product centers and laboratories, Kirtland almost tied for the second most costly 
to close (448M). 
20 year net present value of closure option reported as 469M savings. 
Steady state savings were 81M. 
Manpower reductions realized were 1492. 

Comment: Kirtland's numbers and assumptions for this criteria appear questionable. 

Criteria V 
(Return on investment) 

A Kirtland closure, as discussed above, was projected to realize a payback in six years. 

Comment: See Cost Summary. 

Criteria VI 
(Economic impact on communities) 

Key data used to evaluate Kirtland/Albuquerque follow (the Air Force used cumulative job loss for 
all BRACs and cumulative percent job loss for all BRACs as the primary measure for this criteria): 

Economic Area Employment (93) 327209 
Direct job loss (current BRAC) 10915 
Indirect job loss (current BRAC) 105 18 
Previous job loss (prior BRAC) - 
Total job loss (current BRAC) 21433 
Percent job loss (current BRAC) 6.6% 
Cumulative loss (all BRACs) 21433 
Percent job loss (all BRACs) 6.6 9% 
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Cornmuitity Statistics 
Economic Statistical Area Bernallio County, NM MSA 
Population ( 1992 Census) 499000 
Per capital income (1991) $18582 
1984- 199 1 Average Income Increase 4.8% 

Uneinployment Statistics 
Economic Statistical Area Bernallio County, NM MSA 
Unemployment (1 0 year average) 5.8% 
Unemployment (3 year average) 5.5% 
Unemployment (I 993) 6.6% 

Criteria VII 
(Ability of both the existing and potential receiving communities' 
infrastructure to support forces, missions, and personnel) 

Off-Base Housirtg (VII.1) 

Element: Affordable Rated: Yellow 
Element number: VII. 1 .A (Questionaire element: VII. I .A.4) 
Rationale: Kirtland's certified BRAC 95 questionnaire reported off-base housing as affordable 

with a median monthly cost of $742. Possible ratings: Green was less than or equal 
$625 monthly price; yellow was greater than $625 but less than or equal to $938 
monthly price; and red was greater than $938 monthly price. 

Comment: Non-concur. Certified questionnaire reported off-base housing as affordable. 
Additionally, VHA is used to supplement individuals that are located within areas 
where monthly housing costs exceed a given average. Element should be rated 
"Green." 

Element: Suitable Rated: Yellow 
Element number: VII.1 .B (Questionaire element: VII. I .A.3) 
Rationale: Kirtland's certified BRAC 95 questionnaire reported that 5.5 percent of the off-base 

housing was unsuitable within the $625 and less per month range. Possible ratings: 
Green was less than or equal 5 percent unsuitable; yellow was greater than 5 percent 
but less than or equal to 14.999 percent unsuitable; and red was greater than 14.999 
percent unsuitable. 

Comment: Non-concur. Survey results can be in error by small amounts and given that 
Kirtland reported housing that was affordable and their VHA housing survey 
reported an unsuitable rate that was only 0.5 percent over the green rating, Kirtland 
should receive a "Green" rating. Additionally, VHA supplements offset higher 
housing costs, and when included, allow individuals to move up in price ranges, 
thus reducing the number of unsuitable units. 
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Transportation ( VZZ.2) 

Element: Commute time to work Rated: Yellow 
Element number: VII.2.D (Questionnaire element: VII. 1 .B.4) 
Rationale: Kirtland's certified BRAC 95 questionnaire reported a 50 minute round-trip 

commuting time. Possible ratings: Green - less than or equal to 40 minutes; Yellow 
- between 40 and 60 minutes; Red - more than 60 minutes. 

Comment: Concur. However, how was this average obtained? Minor errors could change a 
Green rating to a yellow rating. 

Off-Base Recreation (VZI.3) 

Element: Boating Rated: Red 
Element number: VII.3.E (Questionaire element: VII. 1.C.4) 
Rationale: Questionnaire reported boating (Cochiti Lake) 1.25 hours driving time. Possible 

ratings: Green was boating less than or equal to 30 minute drive. Yellow was 
boating between greater than 30 minutes and less than or equal to 45 minute drive. 
Red was boating more than 45 minute drive or not available. 

Comment: Concur. 

Element: Aquarium Rated: Red 
Element number: VII.3.H (Questionaire element: VII. 1.C.8) 
Rationale: Questionnaire reported aquarium (Sea World) located 14 hours driving time. 

Possible ratings: Green was aquarium less than or equal to 1.5 hour drive. Yellow 
was aquarium between greater than 1.5 and less than or equal 2.5 hour drive. Red 
was aquarium more than 2.5 hour drive or not available. 

Comment: Concur. 

Local Area Crirne Rate (VZZ.6) 

Element: Violent Crime Rate Rated: Red 
Element number: VII.6.A (Questionaire element: VII. 1 .F. 1) 
Rationale: Questionnaire reported a violent crime rate (per 100,000) of 11 96. Possible ratings: 

Green was 600 or below. Yellow was greater than 600 but less than or equal to 900. 
Red was greater than 900. 

Comment: Partial-concur. Actual 1993 U.S. Department of Justice (FBI) violent crime rate 
statistics for Albuquerque, NM MSA was 1,273.6 per 100,000. 

Element: Property Crime Rate Rated: Red 
Element number: VII.6.B (Questionaire element: VII. 1 .F.2) 
Rationale: Questionnaire reported a property crime rate (per 100,000) of 6360. Possible ratings: 

Green was 4000 or below. Yellow was greater than 4000 but less than or equal to 
6000. Red was greater than 6000. 

Comment: Partial-concur. Actual 1993 U.S. Department of Justice (FBI) property crime rate 
statistics for Albuquerque, NM MSA was 6,274.2 per 100,000. 
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Edzicatioiz (VZI. 7) 

Element: Attend College Rated: Yellow 
Element number: VII.7.D (Questionaire element: VII.2.D) 
Rationale: Questionnaires reported 45 percent of Albuquerque students go on to college. 

Possible ratings: Green was 60 or more percent of the students within local 
catchment or 25 miles of base go on to college. Yellow was less than 60 but more 
than or equal to 40 percent of the students within local catchment or 25 miles of 
base go on to college. Red was less than 40 percent of the students within local 
catchment or 25 miles of base go on to college. 

Comment: Concur. For comparison, Holloman reported 92 percent of students go on to 
college. 

Criteria VIII 
(The environmental impact) 

Environmerztal Impact 

Element: Asbestos Rated: Yellow 
Element number: VIII.2 (Questionaire element: VIII.7) 
Rationale: Questionnaire reported 8 percent of facilities surveyed with 98 percent of the 

surveyed facilities containing asbestos. Possible ratings: Green was less than or 
equal to 10% facilities with asbestos containing materials (ACM). Yellow was 10% 
to 25% facilities with ACM; survey incomplete or unable to assess percentages. 
Red was greater than 25% facilities with ACM. 

Comment: Concur. Kirtland received a yellow rating because it had not completed an asbestos 
survey. 

Biological (VIII.3) 

Element: Habitat Rated: Red 
Element number: VIII.3.A (Questionaire elements: VIII.8.A, VIII.8.A.1, VIII.8.D) 
Rationale: Certified Kirtland questionnaire reported no resources. Possible ratings: Green was 

resources not present. Yellow was resources present which do not currently 
constrain construction/operations. Red was resources present which constrain 
current construction/operations or require "work arounds" to support current 
operations. 

Comments: Non-concur. Certified questionnaire does not support a red rating. In fact, 
questionnaire supports a "Green" rating. Resources are located adjacent to the base 
on US Forest Service withdrawal land, but not on the base. 

Element: Floodplains Rated: Yellow 
Element number: VI11.3.D (Questionaire element: VIII. IO.C, VIII. 11 .A, VIII. 1 1 .A.l)) 
Rationale: Questionnaire reported floodplains present on the base, but no constraints. Green 

was floodplains not present on the base. Yellow was floodplains present which do 
not currently constrain construction/operations. Red was floodplains present which 
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Comment: 

Element: 
Element number: 
Rat ionale: 

Comment: 

Element: 
Element number: 
Rationale: 

Comment: 

constrain current construction/operations or require "work arounds" to support 
current operations. 
Concur. However, floodplains location on the base are not a current problem nor do 
they present a future problem, even when flooded. 

Cultural Rated: Yellow 
VIII.4 (Questionaire elements: VII. 12.A, II.12.C VII. 12.D.4, VII. 12.F) 
Kirtland reported cultural resources present with no known impacts and an 
incomplete survey. Possible ratings: Green was no existing cultural resources. 
Yellow was cultural resources are present, but do not currently constrain 
construction/operations or base survey incomplete. Red was cultural resources are 
present and constrain current constructiodoperations. 
Concur. 

Installation Restoration Programs (IRP) Rated: Yellow 
VIII.5 (Questionaire element: VIII. 13.A. I ,  VIII. 13.F) 
Questionnaire reported 55 IRP sites, with all on-site remediation in place by 1999. 
Kirtland reported no constraints on construction or operations. Possible ratings: 
Green was IRP sites do not exist on base; or it has been determined that no remedial 
action is required.Yellow was IRP sites present which do not currently constrain 
constructiodoperations. Red was IRP sites present which constrain construction 
(siting) activities/operations on base. 
Concur. 

C19 KIRTLAND AFB COMMUNITY STEERING GROUP 



KIRTLAND AFB COMMUNITY STEERING GROUP C20 



CLOSE HOLD - BCEG/BCEG STAFF ONLY 

Facilities Condition . . - Buildings 
Kirtland A FB Changes 
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Air Force Base Closzcre Executive Group 
Meeting Chronology 
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O a t  17 

O c t  19 

t 

O a t  20 

AIR FORCEl W E  CLOBURE EXECUTIVE! GROUP 

lXAFB move reviawed. Optiona to spl i t :  aativitioa 
between Hill and McClellan AFBs. Baae Cloaura - 
Executive Group (BCEQ) directed move to Kirtland a! 
proposed and McClallan and H i l l  also be examined and 
the cheapeat option ueed. BCEG directed 
t h a t  XUMBC remain i n  aantonmant. F i n a l  COBRA analylsis 
will be mora closely examined f o r  operational. .. 
affectivenesa. 
LAFB clonura assumptions appoar am opan i tom,  
Leva1 playing field a~aumptions f o r  complete closure of 
L W B  
4 Gpace and M i a a i l a  C e n t e r  mov.ad L o  ~irtland h F B  
Level playing field assumptions for complete cloeure  of 
K m B  

Ph i l l i p s  Lab moved t o  McClallan 
m S C  moved to Nellie * 

a 80F moved to H i l l  AFB 
ANG remain in cantonment on joint u8e civilian 
a i r f i e l d  

+ ECElG d i r ec t ed  t h a t  the K ~ I - t i a n d  Undergr-our:d 
Munitions Storage Complex remain in cantonment, 
eince It cannot be moved due to factors other than 
coat .  

Lab/Product Center COBRA assumption ~ ~ p d a k e .  
Recommended that the move of LAFB to a split between 
Hill and McClellan not be pursued and move to Kirtland 
be uaed inotesd (lowest cost  option) . 
COBRA assumptione briefed for LAPB closure 

Appropriate exceas capacity at KAFB greatly 
exceeds excese capacity at: McClellan/No axcees 
capacity a t  Hill. 

a Construction c o ~ t s  at  McClellan and Hill higher 
than or cornmeneurate with consjtruction coats at 
XAFB . 
No COBRA coat advantage exists for moving U F B  
wholly or in p a r t  to Kill and/or McClellan. 

Racornmendacion 
Retain KAFB as the receiver s i t e  for LAFB under 
level playing field COBRA cost assumptione. 

The e igh t  DOD criteria for the ~ a b  and Product Cantera 
Weye reviswed. C r i t ~ r i o n  5 (Operational Bffaotivonose) 
wa8 congidsred ae mogt  important ( add i t iona l  -- 
consideration should be given to b a a e ~  with the added 
flexibility of a runway) . C r l ~ a r i a  X V  (one tip3 c o s ~  
of action and 20 year net present value of t h e  action), 
and V (number of years f o r  cast to be repaid) were' 
conaidered second. Criteria I1 (FaciLities) wae next 



. 
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mosi: important. Criteria I11 (Concingency, Mobility - and Deployment Requirements) not deemed important for 
this subcategory, Remaining cri teria valuable only to 
reaolvc close comparisons. They are VI (Economic 
Impact represented by t o t a l  job 7aem (direot  and 
indireot) and job loss ae a percentage of economic area 
population) , VII (Commuaity) and VIII (Environmental 
Impaot) . DCEG voted on t i e r i n g ,  1 to 3, with 1 aB 
highest rating Lor ratention. KAFB and LAFB placed i n  
tier 2. 

b Prioricy Ratinge 

I A  Q 
ID Y+ 
Iv  4 4 8 / 4 6 9  
V 6 
I1 Y+ 
111 Y 
VI 20,364(8,0%) 
VII G- 
VIZI G- 

LAFB 

Green (GI more desirable for retention 
Yellow (Y) in batween 
Red (R)  lese detairable for retenclon 

Dea 6 Overview of air quality conformity iwact6 on some of 
the basas directed for deta i led  analysia by the SECAF, 
Analyei8 .dealt only with ability to comply with 
conformity requiramante and did not con~idcr 
operational restrictions or other impacts. BCEG 
concludes that a l l  proposed force structure movee 
should ba reviewed for air pal icy  concerns first. I2 
the move can't satisfy conformity requirements, tha 
move should not be conaidered further. If conformity 
appears to be sat is f ied,  furthsr analysis of the move 
should be removed. BCEG directed that this a i r  quality 
ana lys i s  ba further refined. 

b Clean Air Impact6.listed 
Kirtland: Difficult to add 635 'people (no aircraft) 

Carbon ~o l lox id t  (CO) > Budget 

Dec IS preliminary look a t  brief to b4 given to Secretary of 
the Air Force (BECAF) regarding lab and product 
centera, 

t Identified t h a t  level playjng f i e l d  ana7ya.i e fo r  LAAFB, .- 
i n  which Kirtland was used a s  a receiver, was not g 
viable o~tion because of a i r  ava l i tv  conformity 

VIP in Alb The BCEQ directed tha B a a e  
Closure Working-CWG work the remaining cost 
estimate8 for the focused COBRA analysis of Los  
Angeleu, K i r t l a n d  and  brook^ AFBB, eince t h e  



i n foma t ion  provided was baaed on level playing f i e l d  
-- only. 

Daa 29 BCEGl diaaus~ed whiah portione of Kirtland would remain 
after realignment, aince coma significant Eacilitieo 
would remain in cantonment or in stand alone.status. 

b Briefed raaulta of a i r  quality conaidaratione fo r  some 
proposed moves reuulting from clo~urea and 
realignments. BCEG will be called upon to make any 
final determinations of the advisability of the move' 
and S E W  will determine any clo~ures or 
recommandationw using this information. 
Receiver bamen in nonattainment area for candidate 
cloauras. KAFB listed ao gaining 635 psreonnel from 
Scott, ~ i r t l a n d  rated aa I80 CO above 1990 baseline. 
Given a Y (yellow) meaning BCEG t m i s s i o r l e  &re w < t h i n  
reaeonable range of the 1990 baseline. 

KAFB closure option examined, Noted t h a t  the  optical 
teleeoope at Phillip Lab would remain, as wall as 
three s a t e l l i t e   building^. T h e m  war3  till some $800M 
of equipment to be moved. The option of cantoning the 
Phillips Lab operation waa also examined. This option 
appaarad much more cos t  c f f e c ~ i v e .  

Jan 11 BCXQ m e t  with SECAF on 6 Jan. SECAF asked that the 
Kircland tcnanca be reviewad f o r  beccer locations, even 
though the move to Offutt a6 bxiefed might be cheaper 
noting that their functiona potentially could be better 
served in other locations. ++- SECAF noted t h a t  t;b& c l o ~ u r h  of LAAFB would result in a 
loso of its connecti~tv w m t h e  aarwpace  cornmu- 
$n that area, On the other hand. S E C A F - w e d  tha t  c& 
santo- o n u n  for KAFB scad to of fe r  rn 
Qporcunky for considcable  aavinss at relativelv loy 
S U L  

20 - BCEG met with SECAF on 12 Jan. Kirtland cantonment 
reviewed with updates on tenant locationa. SECAF 
requested a comgarioon o f  t h c  ROI from n closure 
including  hilli ips ~ a b ,  but using the same aseumptions 
on cantonment of the weapons storage and Sandia Lab 
tenants. 

b ICAFB listed as a candidate for realignment 

Feb 1 MG B l u e  noted the option of moving A m y  directed 
energy work to KAFB, P h i l l i p s  Lab, seemed consist en^ 
wieh other AF options regarding KAFB as long as only 
civilian employees were added t o  che Lab. 

.- 

Pab 8 SBCAF requeetad that movam61-lt of SOF Lraining to 
Holloman or Cannon be reviewed. 



F New COBRA figures for ~irtland briefed, with options 
for bedding down 90F training miesion at Beale, Cannon 
or Holloman, 

Eab 10 8ECAF preaentad with 3 altamativee for moving 60F 
training function out of U F B .  Cannon AFB cheaper but 
did not offer best training environment, while Beale- 
and Holloman options were axpen~ive buc offered better 
terrain. Site survey team will examine costs and will 
report  back with better cost data. 

R e b  17 New cost figure for  KAFB realignment, reflecting 
HnTlaman beddown f o r  SOF training n o  developed by the 
sire survey team. Three options will ba prseented to 
SECAF for consideration. 

Rab 24  SECAF reviewed KAFB realignment and SOF training. 
SECAP selected Holloman as the better beddown choice. 

b Remaining Xirtland iaeues 
+ ~esolution of DNA eratus 
4 Guard post realignment personnel raquiraments 
4 Safety canter relocacion question8 
4 Updated 80F MILCON requirement6 



The Economic Impact of Realigning Kirtland Air Force Base 

Iittroduction 
Kirtland Air Force Base is one of the primary anchors of the Albuquerque area's economy. 
Indeed, asthe Kirtland Air Force Base Economic Impact Statement for Fiscal Year 1994 explains, the 
base plays a major role in the economic health of the Albuquerque economy, significantly affecting local 
economic and social life. Total base employment in Fiscal Year 1994 was 19,000, making Kirtland the 
largest employer in the State of New Mexico. These jobs represent 6.5 percent of the total non 
agricultural and military employment in the Albuquerque metropolitan area. Similarly, the $824 million 
Kirtland payroll represents 6.5% of the metropolitan areas personal income. The proposed realignment 
of Kirtland Air Force Base will significantly harm the Albuquerque metropolitan area's economy. The 
purpose of this study is to provide an estimate of the overall impact of the proposed realignment on the 
Albuquerque economy. It will report the losses to area employment, wages and tax revenues as 
determined by an input-output analysis. 

Metlzodology artd Data Sources 
Input-Output are based on the simple idea that all sectors of the economy are linked together. Goods 
and services are produced using outputs from other sectors in the economy and primary inputs, i.e. 
capital, labor and natural resources. Outputs are created from inputs according to the fixed relations 
observed in the real world at a particular moment in time. Demand for an industry's output 
depends on the demands of other industries and final demand, that is, demand for the good in its 
finished form for private consumption, investment, government, or exports. 

In practice, input-output analysis is widely employed to capture the impacts of some major 
change in a local economy. Common applications include the attraction or loss of a major industry to 
the local economy. The gain or loss of an industry results in an injection or loss of spending from 
outside the region. Typically, direct impacts in the areas of employment and income are estimated. 
Indirect impacts due to the industry's purchases and the increased income to the area are then calculated 
based on a multiplier analysis. Software packages are widely available for performing such analysis. 
This study made use of the IMPLAN software program which was initially developed by the United 
States Department of Agriculture and is currently maintained by the University of Minnesota. The 
University of New Mexico Economics Department owns a copy of the software and the associated 1990 
data bases for the State of New Mexico. The State of NewMexico data base include information on 
over 500 industrial classifications for each New Mexico County. For purposes of this study, the 1990 
data bases were aggregated into ten industrial categories which were then updated based on the 
latest employment figures reported by the University of New Mexico's Bureau of 
Business and Economic Research. 

The impact area defined for the study includes the following counties: Bernalillo, Sandoval, 
Valencia and Santa Fe. The first three counties were included because they are part of the Albuquerque 
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MSA. Santa Fe County was also included because of the likelihood that there may be some inter 
industry linkages given the general proximity and observed commuting patterns. 

Profile: Kirtland Air Force Base 
Kirtland Air Force Base is one of the most diversified military bases in the country. It employs 
just under twenty thousand people, nearly six thousand of these being military personnel. In addition to 
being a major employer in the local economy, Kirtland is also a large buyer of goods and services. The 
base has embraced the Federal government's efforts to obtain as much of the goods and services as it can 
from the private sector, having increased the share of awarded contracts to small business from 
approximately thirty percent in 1991 to just under ninety percent in 1994. Furthermore, two-thirds of 
these purchases have gone to New Mexico firms, the vast majority located in the Albuquerque area.The 
total value of these local contracts reported in Fiscal Year 1994 was approximately $374 million. 

Tlte Economic Impact ot the Proposed Realignment 
Direct Impacts 
The proposed realignment of Kirtland Air Force Base will result in the direct loss of 6,850 jobs. 
4,556of these are military positions, the remaining 2,294 jobs are held by civilians. According to the 
Air Force, the current phase-out plan is as follows: 240 jobs will leave in 1996,493 in 1997, 1245, in 
1998, 1950 in 1999, 1698 in 2000, and 760 in 2001. Note that this sums to 6,386 jobs, less than the 
6,850 reported by the military's economic impact data. To reconcile the numbers, 
the proposed phase out plan was used, and the remaining jobs were added arbitrarily to the military 
positions in the last year. The difference was added to military positions because the phase-out already 
counted more civilian jobs than the economic impact statement. The military jobs were allocated 
between officers and enlisted men proportionately. 

According to the Air Force, the proposed realignment will also result in the loss of $17 million 
dollars in military construction: $1 1 million in 1996 and $6 million in 1997. Approximately 204 full 
time construction jobs will be lost in those years based on an estimation procedure derived from the 
1992 Census of Construction which reports on the value and payroll of construction activity nationwide. 
The census reports that about thirty percent of total construction costs goes to payroll. Based on an 
estimated average salary and benefit package of $25,000 per year for a construction worker in New 
Mexico, it is estimated that12 full time jobs are created per one million dollars of construction 
expenditures. The loss of construction dollars and employment may well be understated. Review 
of several past Kirtland economic impact statements indicate average annual construction budgets in 
excess of 100 million dollars. Unfortunately, we are unable to determine how much of this might be lost 
in addition to the $17 million already counted. If annual construction budgets were to fall by twenty 
five percent for example, or roughly $25 million, an additional 300 construction jobs would be 
lost each year. The direct job impacts are summarized in Table I on the following page. 
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Report From the Community 

Table 1: Direct Job Losses 

The loss of this much employment represents a large loss of income to the local economy. 
Based on City staff discussions with Kirtland personnel, the average salary of military personnel 
expected to leave under realignment is $28,669; the average salary for civilians is $37,000. Simple 
calculations, thus suggest a direct loss of $222 million of income from these sources. The loss of direct 
jobs at the base also implies smaller tax revenues to state and local governments. According to the New 
MexicoDepartment of Taxation and Revenue 1989 study on the distribution of state and local taxes, 
people withaverage incomes of $27,000 and $36,000 (reasonably close approximations of the military 
and civilian incomes that will be leaving Kirtland) contribute a little over ten percent of their income to 
support state and local government. Assuming the tax revenues from military personnel more or less 
parallel those of the larger"'community, this suggests a direct loss of $23 million dollars in tax revenues 
over the six year phase-out ($20.3 million in present value terms). The revenue lossesare projected as 
follows: $1.1 million in 1996, $1.8 million in 1997, $4.2 million in 1998, $6.5 million in 1999, $5.6 
million in 2000, and $3.9 million in 2001. This estimate may be a little high because many military 
personnel pay income taxes to their home state rather than New Mexico and because of the opportunity 
to purchase some goods on base and thus avoid gross receipts taxes. Given the relatively small share of 
revenues raised by the state income tax, however, any over-estimate is expected to be no more 
than 15 %. 

CONSTRUCTION 

TOTAL 

Finally it should be noted that Kirtland is the hub for a relatively largeretirement community. Military 
retirees were estimated at 18,300 people with retirement income of more than $250 million in the 1994 
Kirtland Economic Impact statement. The base provides important shopping and health care services as 
well as a sense of community to the retirees. Once the base is gone, some, perhaps many of these 
people will decide to leave the area. The loss of retirees will result in the loss of their income to the 
community, and a loss of jobs supported by it. This is no small impact if many, in fact, do decide to 
leave. For example, assuming half of the retirees leave results in the direct loss of $125 million dollars 
in income to the area. Large income losses result in sharp decreases in expenditures, and thus large tax 
revenue losses to the local economies. The loss of half of the retirees would result in a loss of 
approximately twelve to thirteen million dollars in tax revenue in the year of their departure."' Direct tax 
revenues lost are summarized in Table 2. 
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Table 2: Direct Tax Revenue Losses (Milliorzs of $) 

Indirect Impacts 
Kirtland purchases many goods and services from the local community. Many of these purchases and 
contracts will be lost with the realignment of thebase. In addition to lost purchases, the local economy 
will suffer from the decreased spending power due to job losses. These indirect impacts are 
significant. The Department of Defense estimates based on the multiplier from their input-output 
analysis suggest that an additional 5,066 private sector jobs willbe lost to the Albuquerque economy. 
This estimate is relatively close to the estimate from the IMPLAN analysis. The Department of Defense 
(DOD) used an employment multiplier that was one standard deviation larger than their point 
estimate to estimate job losses. They use the higher multiplier because of theconcern that the calculated 
multipliers may be too low to capture all base closure effects. This seems to be a reasonable approach 
and thus analysis bases both its direct and indirect jobs analysis on the DOD's total estimates. The 
timing and sectoral analysis is based on the results of the LMPLAN analysis. Based on the' phase-out 
schedule provided by the Defense Department, it is estimated that the heaviest impacts will fall in the 
later years. The timing of the estimated indirect job losses roughly parallels that of the direct jobs losses. 
The indirect job losses are projected as follows: 334 in 1996,454 in 1997, 746 in 1998, 1203 in 1999, 
1609 in 2000, and 722 in 2001. The indirect job losses are summarized in table 3. 

Table 3: Indirect Job Losses 

Year 

Revenue 

1998 

4.2 

The indirect job losses will have different affects on different industries. Not surprisingly, the lost 
income associated with the direct job losses will hit theconstruction, trade and service sectors hardest. 
Over the six year phase-out period, 161 1, 12 19, 1153 jobs will be lost to these sectors, respectively. The 
Finance, Insurance and Real Estate sector similarly will be impacted by decreased demand and thus 
experience approximately 602 jobs over the six year period. With fewer people in the community, the 
demand for government services will also decline; the estimated fall in government jobs is 137. The 
story for educational services (public and private) is the same; 68 jobs will be lost here. The 
manufacturing sectors and the TCU sectors will be negatively impacted as well, mostly due to losses 
associated with providing goods and services to the base. 

1996 

1.1 

Total indirect job losses in the manufacturing sector are expected to amount to 123 jobs; employment 
losses in the TCU sector should be on the order of 144 jobs. Job losses by sector are summarized in 
table 4 on the following page. 

1999 

6.5 

1997 

1.8 

Year 

Revenue 
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1998 

746 

2000 

5.6 

1996 

334 

1999 

1203 

1997 

454 

2001 

3.9 

total 

23.1 

2000 

1609 

2001 

722 

total 

5068 



Table 4: Indirect Job Losses by Sector 

Again, it should be noted that these estimates do not account for the potential loss of retirees. If large 
numbers of retirees leave the community, the indirect job losses will be significant. For example, if half 
of the retirees left in 2001 when presumably many of the services currently provided to them could be 
expected to end, an additional 1600 to 1700 job losses are estimated. The indirect jobs and associated 
income losses will be associated with additional losses to state and local government revenues. Based 
on the IMPLAN projections and the five thousand plus indirect job losses, revenue losses over the six 
year phase-out period are expected to be approximately $16 million dollars ($14 million in present 
value terms). The timing of these losses will be as follows: $0.5 million in 1996, $1.4 million in 1997, 
$2.4 million in 1998, $3.8 million in 1999, $5.6 million in 2000, and $2.3 million in 2001. Again, these 
figures do not reflect the loss of any retiree income, and thus are probably understated. Indirect tax 
revenue losses are reported in table 5. 

Hi-Tech Mftg 

T.C.U. 

Trade 

F.I.R.E. 

Services 

Education 

Government 

TOTAL 

Table 5: Indirect Tax Revenue Losses (Millions $) 
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1 

7 

59 

29 

55 

3 

7 

454 

Year 

Revenues 

1997 

1.4 

1996 

0.5 

2 

19 

160 

79 

150 

9 

18 

746 

1998 

2.4 

4 

38 

318 

157 

299 

18 

36 

1203 

1999 

3.8 

5 

54 

458 

226 

435 

25 

52 

1609 

2000 

5.6 

2 

24 

205 

102 

195 

11 

23 

722 

15 

144 

1219 

602 

1153 

68 

137 

5067 

2001 

2.3 

total 

16.0 



Total Impact 
The total employment impacts of the proposed Kirtland realignment thus sum to 12,122 jobs. 
The timing of these losses are 706 jobs in 1996, 1019 in 1997, 1,991 in 1998, 3,153 in 1999, 3,307 in 
2000 and 1,946 in 2001. These estimates do not account for the potential loss of any retirees, which 
may be substantial. Table 6 reports total jobs lost over the six year period. 

Table 6: Total Job Losses 

The total tax revenue losses to state and local governments will be on the order of $39 million and will 
distributed over the phase out period as follows: $1.6 million in 1996, $3.2 million in 1997, $6.6 million 
in 1998, 10.3 million in 1999, $11.2 million in 2000 and $6.2 million in 2001. Total government 
revenues losses are shown in table 7. 

Table 7: Total Tax Revenue Losses (Millions $) 

2000 

3307 

Year 

Jobs 

REUSE POSSIBILITIES FOR KIRTLAND AIR FORCE BASE 
Current analysis of cantonment plans for Kirtland after the realignment suggests that only three 
percent of the base would be removed from behind the current fences. All of this area is residential. 
Consequently, we expect that little any jobs can be created at the base. This is a rather unique and 
detrimental circumstance. One of the primary tools for economic recovery by communities 
harmed by base closures has always been the subsequent availability of land for economic reuse. This 
land is usually donated to the community which in turn markets it to the private sector for job creation 
purposes. The closing of this option for Albuquerque will make the creation of lost jobs considerably 
more difficult. 

1997 

1019 

1996 

706 
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Year 
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1998 

1991 
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12,122 

1999 

10.3 

1999 

3153 

1996 

1.6 
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39.1 
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1998 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 , . > -  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

April 18, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Gary E. Johnson 
Governor, State of New Mexico 
State Capitol 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87503 

Dear Governor Johnson: 

Thank you for your recent letter providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission with New Mexico's witness list for the April 20 regional hearing in Albuquerque as 
well as the treatise describing Kirtland Air Force base. It was good to see you at the regional 
hearing. 

The Commissioners and Commission staff had a productive visit and appreciate the 
hospitality extended by you and by the other members of the New Mexico delegation. You may 
be certain that the testimony received at the regional hearing will be thoroughly reviewed by the 
Commission. 

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

M a n  
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April 14,1995 

Mr. Brian Kerns 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
# 1425 
1700 North Moore St. (Rosslyn Metro Ctr.) 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Brian: 
C E L E B R A T I N G  

10 Y E A R S  I N  
Although we did not have time to chat, it was a pleasure seeing you in Chicago on Wednesday. I 
hope the day went well. These events must be quite stresshl for the Commissioners as well as 

I N D I A N A P O L I S  staff. 

Per your request, I have enclosed a copy of our correction of the Navy's COBRA run, upon which 
the closure recommendation was based. We began with the rerun of Sc. 282 that disentangled 

H  E  R  M  A  N  
Indy and Louisville (we received our copy from the GAO, Sc. NAWCI2D.CBR). We then 
adjusted for the various errors and problems in a very conservative fashion. 

K A H N  

Herein, I have provided the summary pages for several intermediate runs that we prepared to 
C E N T E R  evaluated the most sensitive errors. A full copy of the final adjusted COBRA run is included. 
p,o. BOX 26 .919  Also, I have enclosed an additional copy of the paper included in the Commissioner's briefing book 

that critiqued the military value and COBRA analysis and a memo that details the differences 
I N D I A N A P O L I S  between the final NAWCADI submission (Sc. 28D) and the values used in the BSAT COBRA 
1  I A A analysis. All of the adjustments that we made to the COBRA model are discussed in these two 

documents. 
4 6 2 2 6  

, , - - Please feel free to call at any time if you have any questions about our analysis. I look forward to 
seeing you soon. 

3 1 7 - 5 4 5 - 9 6 3 9  

( F A X )  

Since:y7 
I N D I A N A P O L I S  . Wheeler 
w A s H I N G T 0 N /senior Fellow, Hudson Institute 

/Private Sector Chair, City of Indianapolis NAWC Taskforce 
M O N T R E A L  

enclosures: Critique paper 
B R U S S E L S  Discrepancies memo 

Selected COBRA runs 

S H A P I N G  T H E  F U T U R E  



DISCREPANCIES BETWEEN 028D SUBMIT AND BSAT COBRA ANALYSIS 

1. Tonnage tmnsferred to Crane 

FY98 FY99 Total 
Indy submit 1237 2037 3274 
BSAT 1237 1434 2671 (80 % of original) 

No explanation has been found for the decrease made by BSAT 

2. S t d c  Base DatQ (COBRA input screen 4) - Differs from the BSAT COBRA analysis done 
for Indy Scenario 027, 028, or the IndyINOSL combine run. No explanation is available for the 
differences. 

3. 1 Time unique Costs: 

Disruption Loss - Indy submitted a total of $20,20Ok for disruption. BSAT eliminated all 
disruption cost. The explanation for eliminating the cost found in the BSAT minutes was because 
the work will be "performed by government employees". This is not a logical rationale since 
NAWCADI is a DBOF. 

Equipment Replacement Cost - Indy submitted $8,627k for equipment replacement (e.g. EP- 
3 lab). BSAT eliminated all costs. No explanation was found. 

Excess Equipment - Indy submitted an estimate of $5,524k to excess all equipment not 
scheduled for transfer. BSAT eliminated all costs because work would be "performed by 
government employees. " Again, this logic is incorrect for a DBOF. 

Shutdown Cost - Indy submitted $152k for shutdown costs (i.e. to winterize the facility). 
These costs were estimated by Indy to be over-and-above the COBRA calculated "mothball" costs. 
BSAT eliminated all costs. 

MILCON Collateral Equipment - Indy submitted $5,672k for MILCON Collateral. Dollar 
values were agreed upon by the gaining sites. Estimates were based on a NAVFAC standard (6% of 
construction cost). BSAT eliminated all costs. 

RCRA closure - HQ submitted this cost. BSAT eliminated it, with no explanation found. 
NAVFAC Cost - Indy did not submit this cost. BSAT included this cost in its final run. The 

value is an estimate from the BSAT and NAVFAC. 

3. 1 llme Unique Moving Costs 
Indy submitted $38,564k as a one time unique moving cost. This is the estimated cost over- 

and-above the pacWunpack and shipping costs calculated by the COBRA model. A major 
component of this cost is calibration of laboratory equipment at the gaining site. BSAT eliminated 
all costs. 

4. Net Mission Costs 
Indy submitted $434k/year after FYOO as a recurring mission cost. These costs are an 

estimate of the increase in program travel cost since the Indy employees would have to travel from 
Crane to Indy airport. Cost included POV and extra per diem costs. It also included travel cost to 
attend to business at the EMPF. BSAT eliminated all cost except for POV travel to and from the 
Indy airport ($144k/year after RYOO). No explanation found. 



5 .  Net Mission Savings 
Indy submitted $24k per year starting in FY99 as a savings in travel cost since some of our 

employees would be transferred to Pax and therefore not incur a travel cost to continue their current 
program efforts. 

6 .  Miscellaneous Recurring Costs 
Indy submitted an annual contracting cost associated with the work identified to be 

programmed out to industry. Cost was estimated at the same cost as Indy's - no cost differential. 
BSAT converted this contracting value into an input called "positions eliminated no salary savings". 
This methodology did not accurately reflect the contracting cost to perform the work in the private 
sector. COBRA assume a workyear costs the same as the average salary. This is not true for Indy 
(engineering prop year $125k, manufacturing workyear $88k, average civilian salary used in 
COBRA $54k). BSAT also eliminated the COTR cost associated with the identified contracts 
($1,70lk/year). 

7 .  MILCON at Crane 
Indy submitted a requirement of 149,121 sq. ft. of administrative space at Crane. Crane 

agreed to the space requirement and that it would be NEW construction, with cost to be calculated 
by the COBRA model (approx. $201/sq. ft.). Space requirements were based on the NAVFAC 
planning standard of 150 sq. ft. per person. BSAT arbitrarily reduced this NAVFAC requirement to 
110,000 sq. ft. and inputted a cost of $8.8M (approx. $80 sq. ft. or 40% of the COBRA value). 
The 40% of the COBRA value was a direction of the BSAT for rehabilitation of relatively good 
condition space. The administrative requirements at Crane would NEW construction and should be 
at 100% of the COBRA value. 

8. MILCON at China Lake 
Indy submitted requirements for administrative, maintenance, and RDT&E space. China 

Lake provided costs to rehabilitate existing space to meet our requirements. China Lake estimated 
the cost at approximately $10-$15/sq. ft. These values are 0.4-4% of the COBRA new construction 
costs. BSAT directed that the rehabilitation costs be valued at 40% of the new construction costs 
($66-$105/sq. ft.). BSAT directed costs (40% values) were not used in the final analysis of the Indy 
closure sc.028D. Indy's identified SCIF space requirements and China Lake's cost for the SCIFs 
were unaltered. 

9. MILCONat Pax 
Indy submitted requirements for administrative and RDT&E space. Pax provided costs to 

rehabilitate existing space to meet our requirements. Pax estimated the cost at approx. $8.50/sq. 
ft.). BSAT directed that the rehabilitation costs be values at 40% of the new construction costs 
($80-$105/sq. ft.). BSAT directed costs (40% values) were not used in the final analysis of the Indy 
closure sc.028D. Pax identified network and wiring costs were unaltered. 

10. Avemge Civilian Salary 
COBRA Navy DBOF BRAC 95 standard factors file has the average civilian salary at 

$54,694. Indy's average salary as given in BRAC data call 65 is $46,786. This large delta in 
average salary cost converts to an unrealistic personnel savings in the BSAT cobra analysis. 
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Department : N ~ W  
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Final Year i a000 
ROI year i 2039 (39 Y e a r a )  
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B n l  0 0 o o o o 
civ 0 0 0 786 34a 0 

TOT o o o lac zce o 

POSITIONS RULIdNRD 
Off 0 0 1 2 0 

En1 0 b 0 17 iG 
stu 0 0 0 0 0 

Ci v i 57 63 5 717  i60 
TOT 1 57 640 746 170 

Total 

SCENARIO 0288 
+ Include revisions 1-4 (see aqlanatioll acraa~l fur dataila) 

j 5 .  Ward the rrtatic bsae data f m m  the IndyLbU (62E2 combination] 
BSAT COBFA run 

3 5 .  Uced ntandnrd factor of $5k for new hire cogt 7 climinatn the idantifind 
M S L M W  =aving= in  a937 



I 
NAWC AD INDPLS 

COBRA REALIGNl4RNT SUMMhRY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Datr An Of 1 3 ? 0 2  02/2>/~1195, Rewrt Crratcd 08:03 0 4 / ~ 4 / 1 9 9 6  

D c g a r t m e n t  : mn' 
o p t i o n  Pdukuyu : nawc indy ( toac)  
B c B ~ B ~ ' ~  P i l e  : C:\COIORRA~OR\SZ'~ZR~.CBR 
S t d  F c L ~  silt ! C : \ C O B N ~ ~ ~ B ~ N ~ ~ U ~ O P ~ . ~ P Y  

CouLm (SKI Conatant  D o l l a r s  
1896 1997 ---- ---- 

M;lCml 5.529 1 6 . P 9 8  
person 194 

Ovcrhd 3 ,757  3 , 9 6 0  

Mavihg 2 6  9 ,113 
M i o e i o  o o 
other 1 0 0  300 

TOTAL 5,413 29.366 81,407 106,BOB 75,926 63.043 

Savinqa ($K) c a n a t ~ t  bllizrg 

1996 1997 ---- ""-- 

l4 i lCon 0 0 
Peruon 0 0 

overhd 0 12 

M o V ~ ~ S  0 0 
l p iea io  0 0 
O t h e r  2 0 1  400 

T o t a l  
----- 

0 
109,959 

43,345 
27 
72 

GO5 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1 /2  
Data As Of 16:41 11/25/1994, Report Created 10:43 03/21/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAWC INOY 

' Scenario Fi Le : P: \C~BRA\BCRC\NAUCI~D. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : P:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

S ta r t ing  Year : 1996 ,;, 
F ina l  Year 
ROI Year : 2001 A1 Year) 

NPV i n  2015($K): 
l-Time Cost($K): 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Do1 la rs  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

M i  lCon 2,263 -4,412 7,157 2,029 0 0 7,037 
Person 0 103 1,244 -2,113 -16,137 -23,802 -40,705 
Overhd 3,757 2,948 4,052 -820 -9,734 -15.590 -15,386 
Moving 26 953 11,896 21,753 5,112 0 39,741 
Missio 0 0 44 125 144 144 
Other -105 -200 1,400 0 4 

TOTAL 5,942 -608 25,793 20,974 -20,611 -39,248 -7.75 

1996 1997 1998 ---- 1999 ---- ---- 2000 2001 03 Total ---- ---- ---- ----- 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED ? I 

Off 0 0 0 0 ' 6 0 
En 1 

6 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Civ 0 0 0 185 242 0 427 
TOT 0 0 0 185 248 0 433 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off  0 0 1 2 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 17 10 0 

3 

s t u  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
27 

I C i  v 1 57 639 727 160 0 1,584 
TOT 1 57 640 74 6 170 0 1,614 

Sumnary: 
-------- 
Close NAWC Indianapolis. Move necessary functions t o  NSWC Crane. 
Assume tha t  NSWC L o u i s v i l l e  i s  also closed and that  necessary functions w i l l  a 
be transferred t o  Crane. 

SCENARIO 028 

REVISES MILCON COST AVOIDANCES AT INOY. 

Beyond ------ 
0 

-23,802 
-15,590 

0 
144 

0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As O f  16:41 11/25/1994, Report Created 10:43 03/21/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAWC INDY 
Scenario Fi Le : P: \COBRA\BCRC\NAWCIZO. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : P:\COBRA\N~~DBOF.SFF 

Costs (SK) Constant Dol lars  
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

M i  \Con 2,263 6,768 
Person 0 103 
Overhd 3,757 2.960 
Moving 26 953 
Missio 0 0 
Other 100 200 

TOTAL 6,147 10,984 26,135 33.488 12,096 4,763 

Savings ($K) Constant Do1 la rs  
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

M i  (Con 0 11,180 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 12 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 205 400 

TOTAL 205 11,592 342 12,514 32,706 44.01 1 

Tota l  ----- 
18,217 
5,508 
27,959 
39,768 

4 57 
1,704 

Total ----- 
11,180 
46,214 
43,345 

27 
0 

605 

Beyond 

Beyond ------ 



NAWC AD INDPLS 

COBRA. RBWGNMENT BUlUhRY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 1/2 
Data Am Oe 13rOZ 02/21/1995, RBWrt Created OB:04 04/1.4/1995 

Department : mvx 
Option Package : nrwc indy (teat) 
r"csns\rio File : c:\coamoa\E28mi.ca~ 
a+d Fctre Ffla ; C:\~B~O*\IM)Y\~SDBOF~SFF 

Strrti~q Year : 1996 
Finrl Year  t 2000 
ROI Year r 2006 (6 Years) 

Net Coata (SKI Cenetant Doll- 
1396 1997 ---- ---- 

MilCOn 2,263 -4,412 
p~r0e.n o 103 
OVBXhd 3,757 2,948 
Moving 2 6 363 
ni*crio 0 0 
Othcr -10s -200 

Total ----- 
7,037 

-122,883 
145. S I O  
39,741 

444 
1 , 0 9 9  

TOTAL 5 ,942  -698 25,793 

POSLTXONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 
Bnl 0 0 

Ci v 0 0 
TOT 0 0 

POSITIONS RBXtIGNBD 
Off 0 0 1 

Bnl 0 o o 
R t l l  0 0 0 
Civ 1 57 639 

TOT 1 5 7 640 

Summary: 

SCENARIO 02 8 2 
1. D a l C b  affect of changing eliminated p s i t i a n *  no sslky savings * bas* Lo Lhe .curio inpul of $5I8654k/yeaz contract coat. 



aepart-nt ; NAVY 
Option Package : n a w c  irrdy ( tent )  

Stanario F i l e  : CI\COBR~S~~\RZ(~ZR~.CBR 
Std bctrs F i l e  : C;\~~R~~~O\INDY\NYSU~OF.(;PP 

savings [$K) conatvlt Dol larb  
1996 1997 ---. ---- 

Milan 0 11,160 
Pem-rrsn 0 0 
ovarhd 0 12 
Moving 0 0 
nisrrio o 0 
Other 205 4 0 0  

TOTAL 2 0 5  1 1 , 5 5 2  343 28,950 6 5 ,  S 7 S  

Total 
--*-a 



- 
NAIC AD INDPLS 

WSRA i#NZGdUKEKC SCMtlPXY (WBFS vS.081 - Page 1/2 

Data AB of L3:02 02/21/1995. Reperrt created is:sa 04/13/1995 

Depdaant ; NAVY 
Option Package ; navc indy (te&J 

Sccnrrio File : C:\COBRA~OQ.\E~BZR~.C~R 
@Fd Fctrr ,  PiXe  : C:\COBRh508\IM1Y\lu9SP~O~.BULI 

Starting Year  : 1996 
Final Y e a r  : 3 0 0 0  
ROI Year ; 2012 (12 xcan) 

NPV Sn 20lSl .$K) : - 2 0 , 1 8 6  
&Time Coat ($K) : 76,902 

---- 
nilcon 2,263 
Peraan 0 
O ~ o r h d  3 ,767  
Moving 2 6 
Uiooio 0 

other -105 

TOTAL 5 , 9 4 3  -621 2 5 , 6 3 0  6 0 , 9 1 2  7,241 - 1 0 , 3 3 5  

a996 1997 1998 1999 2 0 0 0  3 0 0 1  ---- ---- - - - -  ---- ---- ---a 

POSITIONS ELIMINATW 
O f f  0 0 0 0 6 0  
En1 0  0  0 0 C 0 

C i v  0  0  0 786 242 0 
TOT 0 0 0 7 6 6  24b 0 

POSITICINS RERGImD 
Off 0 0 1 2 0 
R n l  0  a 0  17 1 0  
Y cu 0 0 6 0  o 
C i v  1 57 63 9 727 160 
TOT 1 57 640 746  1 7 0  

EEIItJARIO OZBZ 
1. Delta sf fscf of c h a n g i n g  eliminated position3 no s a l a r y  rasvinga 
bock to the acanario input of  $S3,654k/yeu contract costs 

+, 2 .  
Change average civilian s a l a r y  to G46,786/year 



- 
a 3 1 7  353 3772 NAWC AD INDPLS 

COBRA RBACIGNMBNT E V ~ ~ W P Y  [COBRA vs - 0 8 )  - pago a13 
Data Al O f  23202 02/21/1995, Report Created 16:Ss 04/13/1995 

hparuaent. : NAW 
Opcion Package : nawc indy (tea?) 

Scenario Pilo : C : \ C O E R A ~ O ~ \ B ~ B Z R ~ . ~ R W  
Std V c t r o  Yilc : c:\COBRALO~\INW\N?SPBOV.~DF 

Cent0 (GK) Conetant mllaza 
1996  1997 ---- ---- 

Milcon 2,263 6,768 
pereon 0 89 
Orcrhd 3 ,757  2,960 

Moving 26  9 53 
Miaaiu 0  0 
Other 100  a00 

TOTAL 205 11,592 342 



.. . - - 
04/14 /05  08:25  B 3 1 7  353 3772 NAWC AD INDPLS 

COBRA RBALIGIWEWf STRUWXY (~65Kh ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 1/2 
Data An Of 13:02 02/21/1995, Rcpaz-t created OR!o6 04/14/199$ 

DrpdLTheht : NAVY 
option rilckagc 1 nawc andy (reae) 
Saulsria F i l e  : CI\COBRNOB\S~~ZR~.CBX 
Std B c t r a  Rile : C:\COBWGO~\N~~DBOF~.SPP 

starting Year ; 1996 
D i n d Y e r u  : 2 0 0 6  
ROI Year : 2017 (17 yeare) 

Total ----- 
34, P84 

-105,141 
145,749 
39.916 

444 
1,699 

Beyond ------ 
0 

-48.543 
1R,llS 

0 
1x1 
0 

---- ...- 
MiICoh 5,529 5,711 
Perrwn 0 89 
Ovorhd 3.757 2.948 
Moving 2 6  9s3 

Miaaio 0 0 

0th- -105 -299 

TOTAL 9,aoa 9 , 5 0 3  37,269 -10. Z Y C  

1996 1997 1998 ---- ---- ---- 
POSITIONS SLIMINATED 
Off 0 0 0 

Enl 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 0 

TOT 0 0 0 

Total ----- 

POSITIONS R?ALIGNBD 
Of L 0 0 1 
En1 0 0 0 
Sku 0 0 0 
ci v 1 57 63 9 
TaT 1 57 640 

ICEWIR'LO 029% 

+ a-  uclta cffoct of changing eliminaaca pasicions no salary savings 
back to the ucenario input of S53,654k/yoar contract c w t a  -+ 2 .  Chug- avrkky* civilian salary to $46,786/ycax 

# 
. MILCON rehab nt PAX a d  China L&e at 40% new conetructi~n, Crano now 

'3mn.truction ak calculated teat (100% new constr coat) h 119,121 sqft 



' . . -  2 - 
04/14 /95  08 :26  B 3 1 7  353 3772 NAWC AD INDPLS 

COBRA RBALIGNMgKT BQUmltY (COBRA vS . 00) - Page 2/2 
~ a t a  JW of 13101 02/21/1995, Report created oezo6 04/14/1995 

Depdment  : NhVY 
opt ion Package nawc indy (LrrL) 
Roenarin File : c:\coRRASOR~PIRZR~.CBR 
Std FCtrS File : C:\COBRA~O~\N~~DBOF~.SPF 

caeca (Sic) Conaranc Deliare 
1996 L9P7 
* - - -  ---- 

nil~an 5 , 5 2 9  16,898 
Pemon 0 89 
Ovcxhd 3 ,757  Z ,  960 

Moving 2 6 953 
Mioaia 0 0 
othtlr 100 200 

Tot d 

TOTAL 9,413 21,lOi 37,512 

Savinga f$K) constant ~ 0 1 1 ~ ~  
1996 1997 
---- *... 

Milton 0 11,180 
Person 0 0 

Overhd o a2 
M n v i  ng a 0 
M i i a i o  (r 0 
0t.hcr 205 400 

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

48,679 
10,060 

0 
13 

0 

TOTAL 2 0 5  11.592 342 



- 
NAWC AD INDPLS 

COBRA RgALIGUHKNT SUWURY (COBRA VS. 08) - Page 1/1 
Data AS O f  13:02 02/21/199$, ~eporc m a t a d  07:SO 04/~4/1995 

Dopament I N A V ~  
Option Package : nawc indy (teat) 
S c ~ & r i 6  P i l e  : C:\COBRA~OB\S~~ZR~.CBR 
B t d  Bctro File ? C:\COBRNOB\;N~~DBOFI.SPF 

s t a n i n g  Year : 1996  
final Year : 2000 
KO1 Year : 2034 (34 yeare) 

NPV in 2 ~ 1 5  ($1) : Pa, 990 
I-Time Cost (SKI : 284,779 

---- ---- 
Pli1-n 5, 529 5,718 
P e m n  0 89 
O v ~ h d  3,757 2,948 
roving 2 6 9.113 
~i3rio o o 
Other -105 -zoo 

Total ----- 1 9 9 6  1997 1998 ---- ---- -.u. 

POBITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 0 

Bnl 0 0 0 
civ 0 0 0 

.lWl' U 0 0 

POSITIONS R W I G N B D  
Off 0 0 1 
Bnl 0 0 0 
stu 0 0 0 
Civ L 57 639 
TOT 1 57 640 

BCENAAIO 328Z 
.31. Delta affect of changing eliminated positions ne a&laty savings 

back t o  the scenario input of  $53.6Sak/yeu contract costs 
+ 2 .  Change average civilian salary to $d6,796/yeae 
4 3 .  MILtOh' rehab a t  PJaX and China Lake a t  404 new construction coat. C r a n e  new 

conotructian at COBRA calculated coat (1001 new CvnaEr coztl 6. 149,121 mqft 

4 
Include all 1 t i m a  coats/navingo o wrlghta identified in scenario inputs 



. ,  - - 
04/14 /95  08:27  B 3 1 7  353 3772 NAWC AD INDPLS 

COBPA RBAGICWfiNl' StROldtLRY [COBRh v5.08) - Pugc 2/2 
Data M Of 13;02 02/21/1995, R e p -  crcatcd 07:50 o ~ / ~ Q / ~ Y Y . ;  

Dcpartacnt :NAVY 
Option Package : nawc indy ( t e a t )  
Scennria F i l e  : c;\coBRR~o~\F~BZR~.CBR 
Std Fctra Pile ; C;\COBRASO~\N~SOBOP~.PPP 

C Q O ~ P  ($K) constant h l l a c a  

1996  1997 ---- 
M i l C o n  5,529 1 6 , R Y R  

 erae en o e9 
ovarhd 3,757 2 ,960  
Moving 2 6 9,113 

nissio a o 
Other 100 '100 

Savings [$K) Constapt k l l a r o  
1996 1997 

---- 
H i l m n  0 11 ,100  
Pcrrron 0 o 
Overhd a 1 2  
noving 0 0 

Miahiu 0 0 
Ocher 205 400 

TOTAL 205 11,591 342 25,066 58.429  6 8 , 7 7 6  

Total 
- - - - -  

4S.76d 
4.846 

ass. o a l  
78, SO8 

1,410 
4 3 ,  a 9 5  

T o t d  
----- 

11, iao 
lUY,  9 & 1  

43,345 
27 

73 
605 

Beyond .----- 



. - - 
04/14/95 08:27 25'317 353 3772 NAWC AD INDPLS 

CQBRA R s A L I m w r  SunuARY (WaM ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - gage 1/2 
D a t a  An Of 13302 02/21/1995. Report Cleafcd 07!59 04/14/1995 

Departracnt : WlVY 
option Packaga : nawe in* ( t a m & )  

Scenario File ; c:\coBK)ISOL(\S~~ZR~.CBR 
E t d  Pat- File ; C;\COBWISo8\NY5DBOFI,EPF 

Etdrting YCDF : 1996 
Final Year : 2000 
R O I  Yaar : 203s (35 Years) 

M i l  Con 5.529 5,718 
person a 8 9 
Warhd 3,757 a,948 
Moving 2 6 9,113 
H l s 8 i o  0 0 

o t h e r  -105 -200 

1390 
---- 

18,  GGO 

2.081 
4,148 

42,300 
15s 

13,571 

---. ---- ..-- ---- .--- ---- 
rOSITfQtlS ELIHIWED 

o f f  0 0 0 0 6 0 
Pnl  o 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 0 786 242 0 

TOT 0 0 o 746 248 0 

POSYl"l'ONS IUALIGNED 
Off 0 0 1 2 0 
En1 0 0 0 L7 10 

stu 0 0 0 0 0 
C ~ V  1 57 63 9 717 160 

TOT 1 57 640 746 170 

Summary: -..----- 
SCBhIARIO 0 2 8 1  

-3 Includ~ reviainnn 1-4 (aeo explanation gcxecn for dataile) 
j i. Uned ahe s tat ic  baao data f m m  Lha IadyLOV (O28t cambinatian) 

BSAT COBRA mu1 



2 - - 04f14 /95  08:27 S 3 1 7  353 3772 NAWC AD INDPLS 

COBRA RBALIGNTIBNT S M W  (COBRA v5.08J - Page 2/2 
Data Aa Of l 3 : 0 2  02/a1/1995, ~ e p o r t  h a t e d  07;59 Q P / X C / I ~ ~ ~  

Degaxkment : NAW 
Option Package I nawc indy (test) 
scenario F i l e  .. c:\coBRA~O~\C%Z~WS.C~BR 
Std FCtrS File : C:\CO~RA500\N55PEOF1.9BB 

Conks (SK) Constant ~ol1~x-u 
1996 1297 ---- - - - -  

Milcon 5 , 5 2 9  16.898 
Pereon o 8 5 
Ovcrhd 3,757 2.960 
Moving 26 9,113 

Hissio 0 0 
Other &OD 200 

a999 2000 ---- ---- 
4,677 0 
2,669 841 

SO, 319 59,694 
di.946 5,121 

387 43 4 
15,650 9,596 

aooo 
.-... 

0 
12,760 
15.608 

9 
24 

0 

TOTAL 205 11,592 3 42 25,659 58,421 6 6 , 7 6 9  



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 13:02 02/21/1995, Report Created 12:19 04/06/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : Indy/Zouisville 
Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA~~B\S~~ZJIM.CBR 

Std Pctrs File : C:\COBRASO~\INDY\N~~DBOF.SFF 

Starting Year : 1996,- 

Final Year : 2000 
RoI Year 

, - 
: 2039 ' (39 Years) i 

NPY in 2015 ($K) : 
9?72) 

1-Time Cost ($K) : 187,433 -- 
Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 

1996 1997 Total 
- - - - -  

45,764 

-102,486 
146,168 

78,480 

1,338 
42,690 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 
-48,543 
38,230 

0 

410 
0 

- - - -  - - - -  
MilCon 5,529 16,898 

Person o 194 
Overhd 3,757 2,948 
Moving 2 6 9,113 
Missio 0 0 
Other -105 -200 

TOTAL 9,208 28,954 

1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 

En1 0 0 
Civ 0 0 
TOT 0 0 

Total 
- - - - -  

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 

En1 0 
StU 0 

Civ 1 

TOT 1 

Summary: 
- - - - - - - - 

SCENARIO O28Z - with only Indv Inputs, adjustments for Jim Wheeeler 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 13:02 02/21/1995, Report created 12:19 04/06/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : ~ndy/~ouisville 

Scenario File : c:\COBRA~~~\S~~ZJIM.CBR 

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\INDY\N~~DBOF.SPP 

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 

Mil Con 5,529 16,898 
Person 0 194 

overhd 3,757 2,960 
Moving 2 6 9,113 

Missio 0 0 

Other 100 200 

TOTAL 9,413 29,366 81,407 106,808 75,926 63,043 

Savings ($K) Constant 
1996 
- - - -  

MilCon 
Person 

Overhd 0 

Moving o 
Missio 0 

Other 205 

Dollars 

1997 
- - - -  

TOTAL 205 412 342 25,859 58,421 68,769 

Total 
- - - - -  

45,764 

7,473 

189,514 
78,508 

1,410 
43,295 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

109,959 

43,345 
2 7 

72 
605 

Beyond 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

48,672 

20,073 
0 

2 4 
0 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/6 
Data As Of 13:02 02/21/1995, Report Created 12:19 04/06/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : Indy/Louisville 
Scenario File : C:\COBRAS08\S28ZJIM.CBR 
Std Pctrs File : C:\COBRASOB\INDY\N~~DBOF.SFF 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-~ime Moving costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

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

Total One-Time Costs 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

Total One-Time Savings 27,072 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 187,406,511 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/6 
Data As Of 13:02 02/21/1995, Report Created 12:19 04/06/1995 

Department : NAVY 
option Package : ~ndy/Louisville 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASOB\S~~ZJIM.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\INDY\N~~DBOF.SFF 

Base: NAWC AD INDIANAPOLIS, IN 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Total One-Time Costs 137,314,190 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

Total One-Time Savings 27,072 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 137,287,118 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3/6 
Data As Of 13:02 02/21/1995, Report Created 12:19 04/06/1995 

Department : N A W  
option Package : ~ndy/Louisville 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~~~\S~~ZJIM.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\INDY\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NSWC CRANB, IN 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

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

Total One-Time Costs 41,524,392 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 

Total Net One-Time Costs 41,524,392 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 4/6 
Data As Of 13:02 02/21/1995, Report Created 12:19 04/06/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : Indy/Louisville 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\S~~ZJIM.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~~~\INDY\N~~DBOF. 

Base: NAWC AD PAX RIVER, MD 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIP 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Bnvironmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

SFF 

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

Total One-Time Costs 2,663,000 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

Total One-Time Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 2,663,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/65 
Data As Of 13:02 02/21/1995, Report Created 12:19 04/06/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : Indy/Louisville 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~~~\S~~ZJIM.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\INDY\N95DBOP.SFF 

Base: NAWC WPN CHINA LAKE, CA 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIP 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 

Unemployment 
Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

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

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 5,922,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 

Military Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 5,922,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/6 
Data As Of 13:02 02/21/1995, Report Created 12:19 04/06/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : Indy/Louisville 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~~~\S~~ZJIM.CBR 
Std Pctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\INDY\N~~DBOF.SFF 

Base: NTC GREAT LAKES, IL 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 

Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIP 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

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

Total One-Time Costs 10,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 
Militaq Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

Total One-Time Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 10,000 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 13:02 02/21/1995, Report Created 12:19 04/06/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : Indy/Louisville 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\S28ZJIM.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\INDY\N95DBOF..SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 

NAWC AD INDIANAPOLIS, IN Closes in FY 2000 
NSWC CRANE, IN Realignment 
NAWC AD PAX RIVER, MD Realignment 
NAWC WPN CHINA LAKE, CA Realignment 
NTC GREAT LAKES, IL Realignment 

Summary : 
- - - - - - - - 

SCENARIO 0282 - with only Indy Inputs, adjustments for Jim Wheeeler 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base : To Base: 

NAWC AD INDIANAPOLIS, IN NSWC CRANE, IN 
NAWC AD INDIANAPOLIS, IN NAWC AD PAX RIVER, MD 
NAWC AD INDIANAPOLIS, IN NAWC WPN CHINA LAKE, CA 
NAWC AD INDIANAPOLIS, IN NTC GREAT LAKES, IL 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NAWC AD INDIANAPOLIS, IN to NSWC CRANE, IN 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Transfers from NAWC AD INDIANAPOLIS, IN to NAWC AD PAX RIVER, MD 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Distance : 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 13:02 02/21/1995, Report Created 12:19 04/06/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : Indy/Louisville 
Scenario File : c:\COBRA~O~\SZ~ZJIM.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~OB\INDY\N~~DBOF.SPF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NAWC AD INDIANAPOLIS, IN to NAWC WPN CHINA LAKE, CA 

Officer Positions: 

Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/~pecial Vehicles: 

Transfers from NAWC AD INDIANAPOLIS, IN to NTC GREAT LAKES, IL 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NAWC AD INDIANAPOLIS, IN 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

Name: NSWC CRANE, IN 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 3. 
M i l F a m i l i e s L i v i n g O n B a s e :  3 

Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF) : 5, 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): C 

RPMA Non- Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 13:02 02/21/1995, Report Created 12:19 04/06/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : Indy/Louisville 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO~\S~~ZJIM.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : c:\COBRA~O~\INDY\N~~DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NAWC AD PAX RIVER, MD 

Total Officer Employees: 463 
Total Enlisted Employees: 2,361 
Total Student Employees: 23 
Total Civilian Employees: 3,119 
Mil Families Living On Base: 44.0% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 3,985 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 281 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 217 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 80 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.07 

Name: NAWC WPN CHINA W(E, CA 

Total Officer Employees: 143 
Total Enlisted Employees: 868 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 4,226 
Mil Families Living On Base: 95.0% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 

Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 4,002 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 9 1 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 49 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 140 
Freight Cost ($/~on/Mile): 0.07 

Name : NTC GREAT LAKES, IL 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Pactor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 13:02 02/21/1995, Report Created 12:19 04/06/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : Indy/Louisville 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\S28ZJIM.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\INDY\N~~DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NAWC AD INDIANAPOLIS, IN 
1996 
- - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 
1 -Time Unique Save ($K) : 0 

1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd ($K) : 0 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 0 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 0 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 
Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (2) : 0% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 205 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 1,029 

Name: NSWC CRANE, IN 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 

Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K): 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc ($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

Name: NAWC AD PAX RIVER, MD 
1996 
- - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 

1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 0 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 0 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 
Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 0% 
MilCon cost Avoidnc ($K) : o 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 0 

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

0 12,171 15.650 9,596 
0 0 0 0 

8,160 30,404 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 155 387 434 
0 0 2 4 24 
0 0 53,654 53,654 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 % 0 % 0 % 0% 
0% 0% 0 % 0 % 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

400 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
200 1,400 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 % 0 b 0 % 0 % 
0 % 0% 0 % 0 % 

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

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

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

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 % 0% 0% 0 % 

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

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

(See final page for Explanatory Notes) 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 13:02 02/21/1995, Report Created 12:19 04/06/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : Indy/Louisville 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\S28ZJIM.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : C:\COBRA~O~\INDY\N~SDBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NAWC WPN CHINA LAKE, CA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Constluction Schedule (%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (2 )  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
CHlUlPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDom(KSF) : 

Name: NTC GREAT LAKES, IL 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSP) : 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 % 0% 0% 0% 
0 % 0% 0 % 0 % 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 % 
0 % 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Perc Family 

(See final page for Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NAWC AD INDIANAPOLIS, 

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Off Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Off Change (No Sal Save) : 
En1 Change(No Sal Save) : 
Civ Change (No Sal Save) : 
Caretakers - Military: 
Caretakers - Civilian: 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 % 0 % 0 % 
0% 0% 0 % 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 13:02 02/21/1995, Report Created 12:19 04/06/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : Indy/Louisville 
Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA~OB\S~BZJIM.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : c:\coBRA~~~\INDY\N~~DBoF.sFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC CRANE, IN 

Description Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
ADMIN ADMIN 149,121 0 0 
FM INDY 
MAINTENANCE MAINT 0 54,600 0 
FM INDY 
SCIF RDT&E 0 0 768 
FM INDY 

Name: NAWC AD PAX RIVER, MD 

Description Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
ADMIN ADMIN 0 21,750 1,750 
40% rehab cost 
RDT&E RDT&E 0 2,560 268 
40% rehab cost 
NETWORK RDT&E 0 0 375 

Name: NAWC WPN CHINA LAKE. CA 

Description Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
ADMIN ADMIN 
40% rehab cost 
MAINTENANCE MAINT 
40% rehab cost 
RDT&E RDT&E 
40% rehab cost 
scif RDT&E 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Officers Married: 71.70% 
Percent Enlisted Married: 60.10% 
Enlisted Housing MilCon: 98.00% 
Officer Salary($/Year) : 76,781.00 
Off BAQ with Dependents($): 7,925.00 
Enlisted Salary($/Year): 33,178.00 
En1 BAQ with Dependents($) : 5,251.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 
Unemployment Eligibility(Weeks): 18 
Civilian Salary($/Year): 
Civilian Turnover Rate: 

=:% 

Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.00% 
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% 
Civilian RIP Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF File Desc: NAVY DBOF BRAC95 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs population) : 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin (SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters (SF) : 294.00 
Avg Family Quarters (SF) : 1.00 
APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y P l a c e m e n t S e r v i c e :  60.00% 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 
Civilian PCS Costs ( $ )  : 28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost ( $ 1  : --g ogaao 
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 ( $ )  : 11,191.00 
Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSB Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 75.00% 
Info Management Account: 0.00% 
MilCon Design Rate: 9.00% 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 6.00% 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 5.00% 
MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 39.00% 
Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 2.75% 
Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00% 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
Data Aa Of 13:02 02/21/1995, Report Created 12:19 04/06/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : Indy/Louisville 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\S28ZJIM.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO~\INDY\N~~DBOF.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Per Off Family (Lb) : 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb) : 6,400.00 
HHG Per Civilian (Lb): 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile): 0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton) : 
Mil Light Vehicle($/Mile) : 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mile): 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mile) : 
Avg Mil Tour Length (Years): 
Routine PCS($/~ers/Tour): 
One-Time Off PCS Cost($): 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost ( $1  : 

STANDARD FACTORS SCRBEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 

Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Air Operations 
Operational 
Administrative 
School Buildings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Facilities 
Recreation Facilities 
Communications Facil 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E Facilities 
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical Facilities 
Environmental 

(SY) 
(LF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(EA) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(BL) 
(SF) 
(SF) 

( ) 

Category UM $ /UM 

optional Category A ( ) 
optional Category B ( ) 

optional Category C ( ) 

optional Category D ( ) 
optional Category E ( ) 
optional Category F ( ) 

Optional Category G ( ) 

Optional Category H ( ) 

optional Category I ( ) 

Optional Category J ( ) 

optional Category K ( ) 
optional Category L ( ) 

Optional Category M ( ) 

optional Category N ( ) 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 

Optional Category P ( ) 
Optional Category Q ( ) 

optional Category R ( ) 

took BSAT INDYLOUIS run and removed a1 LOUS inputs 

Converted inputs to HQ submission inputs 

deleted MILCON Avoidance in (Indy PW says we don't have any 

programmed MILCON at this time) 

Jim Wheeler run 

new hire cost $5k (demo std factor file) 
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Problems and Errors in the Analysis Supporting 
the Navy/DoD Decision to Close 

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, 
Indianapolis (NAWCADI) 

Summary 

Serious flaws exist in both the Military Value and COBRA analyses upon 
which the Navy/DoD closure recommendation for NAWCADI is based. This 
document summarizes the major problems and specifically requests that these 
errors be corrected in order to properly evaluate the benefits of retaining the 
critical Military Value that exists a t  NAWCADI in the proposed Public-Private 
Partnership. 

Capacity Analysis Concerns 

We have no serious quarrel with the use of Technical Workyears 
performed as the basis for Capacity Analysis on TechnicalCenters. It works 
better than most other measures that might be proposed. Two major issues 
emerge, however, from a review of the Navy's implementation. 

1. The first major issue was the shift of over a million workyears from 
the Technical Centers category to Shipyards (ASN Pirie speech to 1995 BCRC, 6 
March 95, p.5.). The work shifted was presumably depot work on ship 
systems. In practice, the shift will require Technical Centers to cut back 
employment by a million-plus workyears more than otherwise would have been 
the case. Indirectly, this forces technical centers that do no ship systems depot 
work to reduce capacity, under the model's general assumption that technical 
workyears are interchangeable -- which they are not. This would be less of a 
concern, if the Military Value/Configuration Analysis (discussed below) 
discriminated better among site specific capabilities. 

2. The second major capacity issue also relates to the way in which 
Capacity and Military Value measures fail to adequately portray key decision 
variables. Despite the decrease in Navy/DoD budgets, and the mandated 
reduction in employees, NAWCADI has maintained its direct charge workyears 
(by increasing productivity and reducing indirect workyears), and has 
sustained high capacity utilization of its facilities. At the same time, most 
other technical centers have been begging for workload. 

NAWCADI's success reflects high satisfaction among its NAVAIR and 
NAVSEA customers, combined with a successful effort to expand other Navy 
and DoD tasking. Even a small, but growing amount of non-DoD (NASA, FAA) 
work has been attracted to NAWCADI's quick response, integrated electronics 
capabilities. NAWCADI improved its value added with initiatives based on DoD 
and Navy guidance: enhance quality and productivity, and implement 
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jointness (both cross-pipeline and cross-service). Nowhere does the base 
closure analysis even attempt to capture site specific success at improving 
delivered value to the fleet aspart of the closure decision criteria. It is essentially 
an input/resources based accounting process. The analysis for Technical 
Centers suffers greatly by the absence of a component designed to assess site- 
specific performance. 

Military Value Errors 

There are several problems with the military value calculations that 
negatively impact NAWCADI. Some reflect the approach and assumptions, 
some the specific scoring of NAWCADI under the BSATIBSEC rules. Most 
significantly, the BSAT/BSEC approach does not measure core aspects of 
NAWCADI military value. 

A. Approach and Assumptions.  

1. The Navy specifically designed its evaluation questions to reward 
concentration of technical and engineering activities a t  large hubs. Indeed the 
criteria are clearly biased toward sites collocated with large T&E, operations, 
and ordnance storage activities ( all of which are subsidized by large overhead 
budget line items: BOS, MRTFB, etc.). This bias apparently reflects the 
assumption that large agglomerations gain efficiencies from concentration and 
are easier to manage. 

These assumptions are contrary to trends in analogous private sector 
operations, where decentralization is the norm. Transportation, 
communications, computing, engineering, management, and manufacturing 
technologies have dramatically altered the criteria used to make collocation 
decisions for high technology engineering centers in the private sector. These 
same considerations apply as well to public sector facilities decisions. Clearly, 
those who assume that concentration improves efficiency must demonstrate these 
claims. Nothing in the Military Value questions permit a site to offset the large 
base bias through such demonstrable indicators as productivity. growth, 
quality improvement, ability to deliver value to the fleet, or customer 
satisfaction. Indeed, the questions primarily consist of input/resource 
measures not output or performance assessments. 

Historically, NAWCADI has the lowest DBOF cost rate of NAWC sites with 
similar capabilities, and among the lowest DBOF costs of all technical centers. 
(The present NAWCADI rate would be even lower if it were calculated entirely 
on a site-specific basis. At present, its charge rate is adjusted to subsidize 
other more costly NAWC operations.) These low rates reflect a dramatic 
reduction in indirect labor costs -- 28 percent in only four years. Not only have 
costs declined but key fleet goals have been met through dramatic reductions 
in cycle time and improvements in emergency response capabilities (a core Indy 
strength that has improved). Customer satisfaction is continuously monitored, 
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and problems dealt with on a timely basis. Not surprisingly, a strong customer 
focus has resulted in across-the-board improvements from site management to 
design to the shop floor. There is no process in the military value assessment 
designed to evaluate how well available inputs/resources are translated into 
value delivered to the fleet. 

2. Similarly, the military value questions are clearly biased against 
civilian sites in large urban areas. The implicit assumption seems to be that a 
base should be large, have a high proportion of military personnel on site, and 
be located in a semi-rural setting. This is foolish. The Navy should not pay for 
amenities that are readily available in large urban areas, or assume that a 
civilian-staffed technical center must look like a military base. Examples are 
discussed in section "Bn below. 

3. Furthermore, there is no explicit means of scoring NAWCADI's 
successful efforts to achieve the DoD guidance to expand joint work performed 
across pipelines (i.e., System Commands) within the Navy and across service 
boundaries. Together, these now comprise some 30 percent of NAWCADI's 
workload. 

B. Mis-scoring o f  NAWCADI 

There are four major Military Value scoring errors, all concentrated in the 
Mission Statement category of military value. Several other scoring problems 
cropped up  in various categories, but most are relatively minor and only 
selected examples of the larger ones are noted. DoD/Navy guidance and 
BSECIBSAT records available in the BCRC library have provided little insight 
into the logic behind these incorrect scoring decisions. 

The major errors in the Mission Statement category are the zero (0) 
scoring for questions 1, 2 ,4, and 5, which otherwise would carry a Military 
value of over 7 points. 

Quest ion  Military Value 

1. Includes full-spectrum life cycle 2.493 
responsibility. 

2. Includes total systems responsibility. 2.493 

4. Includes system integration responsibility. 1.985 

5. Includes component integration 0.202 
responsibility. 

Increase in NAWCADI Military Value from 7.173 
correct scoring. 
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These four areas are core NAWCADI responsibilities for naval air 
electronics systems. Proper scoring would have a major impact, not only on 
the Mission Statement category, but on overall NAWCADI Military Value, 
adding some seven (7) points. This correction in Military Value would shift 
NAWCADI's rank to fifth among the Technical Centers. 

1. fill-spectrum life cycle responsibility 
NAWCADI is the only DoD activity that has the capability, facilities, and 

knowledge base to provide support over the full acquisition life cycle for 
avionics, electronic systems, and selected equipment. It is a totally integrated 
avionics and electronic systems engineering, acquisition, manufacturing, and 
support activity. 

In this capacity, NAWCADI is the technical expertise extension for a wide 
variety of PMAs in their mission areas (NAWCADI works with 85 percent of all 
PMAs), providing a complete range of mission activities from RDT&E to 
Acquisition to Life Cycle Support. Examples for which NAWCADI provides full 
spectrum life cycle responsibility include: Air ASW, Assault and Special 
Missions programs, the Cruise Missiles project, the Unmanned Aerial Vehicles 
program, and the Tactical Aircraft program. Outside NAVAIR, full-spectrum life 
cycle responsibilities are provided on selected systems to SPAWAR, NAVSEA, 
and SSPO. 

2. Total systems responsibility 
In its role of supporting the PEOIPMA, NAWCADI has taken on total 

systems responsibility in a variety of areas, such as: 

EP-3E, ES-3: Total avionics systems design, development, acquisition, 
and integration responsibilities for Airborne Electronic Mission Systems 
Aircraft (including training Naval forces). 

AN/AWW-13 Advanced Data Link Pod: Total responsibility in this case 
includes design, development, low volume production, and fleet support. All 
efforts to transition the manufacturing stage to industry have failed. The buy 
is too small relative to the front-end investment cost. 

DSMAC terminal guidance for Tomahawk/Skynet: NAWCADI is 
developer, designer, and agent for transition to industry for production 
quantities. 

NAWCADI is the Decentralized Acquisition agent with Program 
Management authority for all production Common Avionics Equipment, e.g. 
AYK- 14 standard airborne computer. 

NAWCADI is the sole Navy acquisition agent for production sonobuoys. 
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4. System integration responsibility 
See 1 and 2 above, as well as such activities as: 

Navy Lead for Tri-Service Common Avionics/Electronic Systems 
Initiatives, Applications, and Acquisition. 

Navy Lead in digital data environments. 

Designated Lead Activity for Joint Computer-Aided Acquisition and 
Logistics Support (CALS). 

Designated avionics weapon system support activity for the V-22 aircraft 
program. 

5. Component integration responsibility 
See 1 ,  2, and 4 above, as well as such activities as: 

Only Navy facility with qualification product list (QPL) testing and 
support capabilities for aircraft wiring, aircraft connectors, aircraft 
instruments, audio devices, and information panels. 

Second source and competitive source agent for GPS and Navy bomb 
racks, among others. 

Center of expertise for reverse engineering, reengineering, and fabrication 
capability for obsolete microelectronics, components, and subsystems in fielded 
platforms and weapon systems. 

Integrated center for design and fabrication of thick and thin film 
integrated circuits, which become components and are packaged with higher 
level assemblies, which in turn are installed in weapons replaceable assemblies 
(e.g., aircraft radios, computers, etc.). 

Other scoring problems 
Although we found a variety of problems in scoring various questions, 

the specific points are less important than the systematic bias built into the 
Military Value assessment. A s  noted above, the entire Milita y Value question 
set is  designed to concentrate activities at large hubs without attempting to 
measure the value of such concentration, and is biased against civilian technical 
sites in large urban areas. 

Rather than go through a detailed question by question review of the 
impacts of these pervasive biases, we will only point to the impact with three 
examples. 

For the questions regarding land, facilities, and manpower, larger is 
always scored higher, with no effort to link size to mission. 

For the questions on child care facilities, why should an urban site suffer 
in the scoring by not having an on-site facility, if good, reasonably priced, 
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convenient commercial capability exits? If commercial child care 
facilities within 10 minutes of the NAWCADI site were treated equally to 
on-base facilities, answers to Questions 169 "Are >90% of the child care 
facilities adequate?" & 172 "Is the average wait for 0- 12 month child care 
< 180 days?" would be "yes". This would add over 1.2 points to 
NAWCADI's measured Military Value. 

Similarly, if nearby (less than 5 minutes), good quality commercial 
quarters are available a t  reasonable government rates, why should a site 
suffer by not having a BEQ/BOQ (Questions 163 and 165)? Such a 
correction would increase Military Value by over 1.7 points. 

Although an  effort to fix the overall large base biases in the Military 
Value assessment would require a serious commitment, even minor corrections 
to the most egregious scoring could have significant impacts on measured 
Military Value for NAWCADI. 

C. O m i t t e d  Military Value 

A s  noted above, NAWCADI is the only DoD activity that has  the 
capability, facilities, and knowledge base to provide support over the full 
acquisition life cycle for avionics, electronic systems, and selected equipment. 
The critical military value of NAWCADI is this integrated, cradle-to-grave 
capability, and its importance will only rise in the future acquisitions 
environment. 

NAWCADI already plays an organic role in the Navy's ability to manage 
its acquisition activities. A s  procurement and the size of the dedicated defense 
industrial base shrink, such integrated capabilities increasingly will be 
required to provide the pool of critical skills needed to meet the Navy's 
industrial base challenges: 

For the Navy to become a world-class customer, it must retain and 
build its own internal world class capabilities -- not only are detailed 
R&D capabilities required, but also knowledge of markets and 
manufacturing processes. Without integrated capabilities (from 
research to re-engineering to manufacturing process problem solving), 
the Navy will not be able to effectively evaluate emerging technologies 
and assess how best to introduce them into defense systems (or 
systems production). It is impossible to buy world-class if you do not 
know how to recognize world-class. Such skills cannot be contracted 
out, nor can they be maintained without active hands-on staff 
involvement in all stages of the acquisitions process. 

Greater future reliance on upgrades (retrofits) and efficient 
remanufacturing rather than acquisition of new systems affects the 
Navy's procurement process in several critical ways: 1) it raises the 
priority to adopt agile manufacturing, since buys will be smaller and 
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budgets will limit the ability to support lines dedicated to production 
of specific parts; 2) it requires the Navy to support the internal ability 
to assess alternative means for designing and producing small 
volume, quick response items, which will involve not only choices 
about proper use of competitive sourcing but also retaining the 
manufacturing capacity to produce those items that are simply too 
uneconomic for commercial interests; 3) finally, it increases the value 
of a government staff with the capabilities to identify, validate, and 
implement current technology and manufacturing processes into 
fielded systems. 

Defense industry conversion to commercial production inevitably 
creates support, re-engineering and production problems for 
important defense parts. The Navy must be able to manage these 
problems in a timely and effective manner; find new producers for 
identical or "form-fit-and-function" replacements; re-engineer parts so 
they can be procured commercially; or produce the parts in 
government facilities until commercial sources can be developed. 

Integration of defense and civilian industrial bases requires teams 
dedicated to leading this initiative, from changes in RDT&E, to 
altering procurement regulations, to development of technical 
standards, to linking design and manufacturing technologies, to the 
introduction of world class quality standards, to developing the means 
of institutionalizing a growing two-way flow of technologies, skills, and 
other interaction across the Chinese wall that exists between defense 
and civilian industrial bases. 

NAWCADI is the only DoD activity in which these imperatives are already 
implemented into core mission areas for electronic systems. The closure 
scenario destroys the integration that is so critical to meeting these fiture 
acquisition challenges. The Indianapolis alternative partnership proposal, on the 
other hand, will strengthen the integration between commercial and Navy 
technical activities. 
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Return on Investment: COBRA Analysis Errors 

The COBRA analysis for the NAWCADI closure contains certain 
fundamental modeling errors. In addition, serious discrepancies exist between 
the values submitted to the BSAT by NAWCADI in various data calls and the 
values BSAT used as inputs to the closure scenario in the COBRA model. 
Some BSAT adjustments to the data call values are arguable: others are simply 
based on incorrect analysis. Together, these result in substantial 
understatement of one-time closure costs ($78M vs. $187M), and a huge 
overestimate of recurring annual savings ($39M vs. $10M). 

One time costs 

The major incorrect adjustments made by the BSAT to the certified data 
calls on one-time costs include both one-time unique costs/savings and the 
moving costs subcategories. 

1. Total tonnage of equipment to be moved was reduced from 3963 tons 
to 2671 tons entered in the final scenario, based on an unknown BSAT 
assumption, not reported in the BSAT meeting files and with no explanation or 
discussion with the sending or receiving sites. The estimates used in our 
recalculations use the 3479 ton total, from an earlier BSAT run. 

2. The source of the MILCON avoidance of $1 1.2 million is no longer 
valid. At this time, NAWCADI has no budget approved (i.e., programmed) 
MILCON. Therefore MILCON Avoided should be entered as zero. 

3. The Navy inappropriately denied one-time unique costs submitted in 
the data calls. First, as a DBOF, all revenue comes from customers. Therefore, 
the Navy assumption that government employees cost are zero is simply 
invalid. Since closure costs cannot be passed on to customers in indirect 
charges, a direct budget allocation will be required. 

Secondly, the one-time unique moving costs submitted by NAWCADI in 
the data call only included special moving costs (e.g., rewiring and recalibration 
of hardware in a RDT&E laboratory at  the gaining site). The unique costs 
identified were over and above the pack/unpack and transporting of tonnage 
that are estimated within the COBRA model. Our estimates reinstate these 
costs. 

4. The Navy unjustifiably denied unique disruption estimates provided 
by NAWCADI in the data calls. These costs are real, and were calculated using 
data based on recent costs of reorganization at  NAWCADI, and are probably 
underestimates. These are included in our re-estimate of actual cost of 
closure. 
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5. The Navy inappropriately reduced MILCON costs a t  all three receiving 
sites. Crane's was arbitrarily reduced in two ways. First, administrative 
square footage per employee was cut from 150 sq. ft. to 1 10 sq. ft.(NAVFAC P- 
80 standards for MILCON planning is the source for the 150 sq. ft./employee 
factor. Source for the lower factor is unknown.). The lower value is not an 
acceptable planning factor for the skilllgrade level of the staff that would be 
moving. Second, the administrative space required a t  Crane is to be new 
construction. COBRA standard factors state that new administrative 
construction should be estimated a t  $123/sq. ft.(not loaded with MILCON 
planning factors). The BSAT, however, used a value of $80/sq. ft. (fully 
loaded). 

MILCON costs for renovation used at  Pax River and China Lake are f a r  
below the values directed to be used by the BSAT. In BSAT deliberation RP- 
0495-F9, BSATION, 13 DEC 1994, a decision was made to calculate the costs 
of renovation of good condition receiving space at  China Lake by using a factor 
of 40% of new construction costs, rather than the standard 75% COBRA rate. 
The actual values input into the scenario were approx. $10/sq. ft., a fraction of 
the appropriate value. Similar low costs were input for renovation a t  Pax River. 
Since this space is also relatively good, we also used the 40% rate for the move 
to PAX River in our recalculation of the COBRA model. 

6. The Navy also inappropriately excluded the costs of new hires from 
the analysis. The Navy assumes that the cost of hiring necessary personnel to 
fill billets is zero. The Indy closure scenario COBRA run produces a total of 53 1 
billets that will need to be filled at  the assumed $0 rate. This is unrealistic. 
These billets cannot be filled by synergism at the gaining bases (The only 
reasonably valid basis for is zerollow cost hire rate is that there are existing 
excess workers a t  the receiving site, with exactly the right skills.), as those were 
already accounted for in the estimates of the number of billets to transfer. We 
assumed a new hire cost of $5,000. 

Recurring Costs/Savings 

1. The major mistake in estimating recurring costs/savings was the way 
in which the BSAT decided to handle contracting out of existing work. They 
began with the not unreasonable assumption that the fully loaded cost of doing 
the work internally is roughly equal to the total cost of contracting out. The 
problem, however, is that the Navy COBRA model does not reflect this 
assumption. The approach was based on recognizing the number of positions 
(e.g. workyears) that would be contracted out. But, the model falsely counts a 
salary as the overhead-loaded rate for work performed. Example: An engineer 
receiving a salary of $40-50 K/yr. would have a loaded rate of some $125 Klyr. 
a t  NAWCADI. The COBRA model recognizes that $40-50 K/yr. salary would 
not be saved, but falsely accounts for the balance ($75-85 K/yr.) as a recurring 
savings when it should be offset by an equal cost. The BSAT further 
misrepresented NAWCADI's contracted out cost by incorrectly reducing the 
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workyears to be contracted out, without consultation with the site or 
discussion in the public record. The certified data call was 779WY; the BSAT 
input to the closure scenario COBRA run was 601WY. 

2. Although we recognize the importance of consistent factors for 
comparison among bases, the standard Navy DBOF wage rate so overstates the 
NAWCADI average civilian salary that it creates a serious overestimate of 
recurring savings due to eliminated positions. In data call 65, NAWCADI 
reported a FY96 average salary projection of $46,786. The COBRA Navy DBOF 
rate is $54,694. With a difference of $7,908/head, even a small reduction in 
force creates a large annual savings (approximately $3.4M/yr. in direct wages; 
some $4.6M/yr. with non-wage labor costs (benefits) included). We used the 
site specific projected salary for our adjusted COBRA runs. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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703-696-0504 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

Aoril26. 1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL C O R N E L U  

Mr. J. W. Wheeler 
Senior Fellow, Hudson Institute 
P.O. BOX 26-919 
Indianapolis, IN 46226 

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

Dear Mr. Wheeler: 

Thank you for your recent letter to Mr. Brian Kerns of the Commission staffwith new 
information on the Navy's COBRA run and additional information on the Naval Air Warfiue 
Center in Indianapolis. I am pleased that you were able to attend the April 12 regional hearing in 
Chicago and welcome your comments. 

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

a#' I look forward to working with you during this mcu l t  and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Cross Service Team Leader 
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General Services Administration 
Public Buildings Service 
Washington, DC 20405 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

The General Services Administration (GSA) has serious concern with the lack of 
consideration that the Department of Defense (DoD) has given to non-DoD real property 
costs in its 1995 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC 95) recommendations. More 
specifically, we believe that DoD's treatment of federally owned space provided by GSA 
in the same manner that it treats space leased from the private sector is flawed. 

Page 3-1 of the BRAC 95 Report contains the following language: 

"In deciding to use the previous selection criteria in BRAC 95, the Department 
also evaluated the issue of non-DoD costs. The National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 1994 directed DoD to consider whether the costs of BRAC 
actions to other Federal departments and agencies should be included in the 
selection criteria for the 1995 BRACprocess. After conducting a thorough 
review of the issue, the Department decided against such a change. First, it 
would be impossible to obtain accurate estimates for such costs within the 
controlled procedures of the BRACprocess. Furthermore, even where BRAC 
actions could result in cost increases to other Federal departments and agencies, 
DoD found that these costs in most cases analyzed would amount to a small 
@action of BRAC savings -- less than 2 percent -- and therefore would not be 
likely to alter BRAC decisions. " 

We believe that there are 2 flaws in this approach. First, GSA is prepared to provide 
timely and accurate estimates of the potential cost to the taxpayer of relocating DoD 
organizations from GSA-controlled Government-owned assets, and we regret that we 
were not consulted in the BRAC decision-making process. Second, we assert that 
potential costs, on a case-by-case basis, are sufficiently great to warrant consideration, 
especially where relocation would result in vacant or partially-vacant federally owned 
assets. 

As an example, I have enclosed a copy of testimony offered by GSA officials before the 
BRAC Commission on April 1, 1995, in St. Louis, MO, and an accompanying position 
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support paper. These documents outline GSA's position that the relocation of the largest 
portion of the Army's Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM) from the Government- 
owned facility at 4300 Goodfellow Road, St. Louis, MO, to the Redstone Arsenal in 
Huntsville, AL, will result in a potential increase in Federal facilities costs of over $130 
million in a 1 0-year period. 

In addition, we have recently learned that the BRAC 95 recommendations would also 
result in the relocation of the Army's System Integration Management Activity (SIMA) 
from approximately 140,000 square feet of space in the Government-owned Robert A. 
Young Federal Building in St. Louis, MO, to Huntsville, and that DoD has not yet 
programmed for the provision of SIMA space at that location. 

We appreciate DoD's objective to relocate as many activities as possible to Defense 
installations. However, from a business standpoint, and as trustees for the prudent 
investment of taxpayer dollars, we believe that there are individual cases where such a 
decision is not in the best interest of either the Government or the taxpayer. 

We would like to meet with you and your staff to discuss this, with the objective of 
providing input to future DoD decisions concerning infrastructure. I would appreciate it 
if you would have a member of your staff contact Ms. June V. Huber, Assistant 
Commissioner for Portfolio Management, at (202) 501-0638, to arrange a date for such a 
meeting. 

cc: 
Mr. Joshua Gottbaum 
Assistant Secretary of Defense 

for Economic Security 
Department of Defense 
The Pentagon, Room 3E808 
Washington, DC 20301 -3000 

Fedenl Recycling -ram a PdWm-P+r 



TESTIMONY o f  GLEN W. OVERTON 
Regional Administrator, General Services Administration 

BEFORE THE BRAC 
APRIL 1,1995 

4300 Goodfellow, St. Louis, Missouri 

Approximate Delivery Time as Written: 5 Minutes -. 



Regional Admin. Speech Before the B U C  April 1, 1999 

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

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

Good Afternoon. We very much appreciate the opportunity to appear before 
the Base Realignment and Closure Commission. 

I am Woody Overton the Regional Administrator for the General Services 
Administration or GSA. Our agency serves as the Land Lord for the Federal 
Government. My staff and I have responsibility for over 14 million square 
feet, in 92 Government owned facilities and 300 lease locations throughout 
Iowa, Nebraska, Kansas and Missouri. We see this role as a public t ~ u s t  to 
maintain the resource of the Government's real estate portfolio. 

To that end ow organization has a commitment to following asset 
management pxincipIes. Individual cases are reviewed in context of their 
impact on America's investment. That is why we are here. 

The plan to relocate ATCOM has an impact to this city, the State, the Federal 
Government and more importantly the tax payer. It i s  my duty to provide 
information to regarding impact which was overlooked by the Army's initial 
efforts. 

As you probably know I am not a career Federal employee, I am a political 
appointment, 1 share President Clinton's vision that we can create a 
Government that costs less, maintains quality and eliminates waste. That's 
why we believe it is so important to avoid the needless expense of moving 
ATCOM. Such a transfer would locate in a more expensive facility, built at a 
tax payer expense of $58,000,000. 

Commissioner Kling and Chairperson Dixon, GSA is about to document that 
the 10 year facility costs of the proposed move will be over $130,000,000.00. 
Now lets talk about a smaller number. 
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GSA is chaqoing ATCOM only $9.60 per square foot at this facility. 
As midwestemers you can both appreciate why this value is  extremely 
beneficial for ATCOM and the tax payer. You can imagine that this is 
an outstanding rate compared to other leases in St. Louis and certainly 
other Defense leases around the nation. And compared to their own 
operating costs an even better bargain. 

We will point out sigdicant cost that the Army's Report missed. 

Tom Walker, my ARA for PBS, will explain why the ATCOM transfer 
could require relocation of  all remaining tenants and the ultimate 
disposal o f  4300 Goodfellow. The cost to move and prepare space for 
the remaining tenants would easily be $10,000,000. These displaced 
tenants would also be hit with an aggregate rent increase of $3,000,000 
a year. 

The Anny's own numbers indicate facilities costs at Huntsville wiIl be 
more than they are in St. Louis. Actually 3.5 million dollars more, 
each and every year. 

Before we begin our formal presentation I want everyone to realize that 4300 
Goodfellow is a first class facility. It has been recognized by the public and 
private sector alike. It represents the finest value in commercial 
accommodations. As a testament to this praise I want to show you two 
awards bestowed on the Federal Center. 

Just last yea., the prestigious Building Owners and Managers Association 
named 4300 Goodfellow "Suburban Office Park of the Year" in regional 
competition. In that class it had to compete against the best of the private 
sector. This trophy shows it not only competed, but was the best of the best 
for the rnidwest Region. 

The second award i s  the extremely rare. It is the International Facilities 
Management Association Golden Circle Award. It is only the 4th time since 
1985 that it has been given and we are the fist Government organization ever 
to receive that award. 

4 
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These honors indicate that even at $9.60 per square foot, GSA is able ta 
provide a first rate facility. The Vice President's National Performance 
Review has challenged us to compete head to head and surpass the best of the 
private sector. The facility we are in represents the pinnacle of that goal. In 
light of that, it would be a shame to take action which could easily spell the 
demise of this asset and cost the tax payers over a hundred million dollars. 

In addition the President, the Vice President, and the Congress are requiring 
all Government entities to consider alternatives to obtain the least cost to the 
tax payer. We are to find such alternatives whether they be private sector or 
another Government agency. Why then does the Army take the position that 
they must own their own facilities rather than obtain them in a more cost 
efficient manner from another Federal agency on an Intergovernmental cost 
transfer. 

Its a pleasure to introduce Mr. Thomas R Walker. Tom has distinguished 
himself over a twenty year career. He is a national expert in both the military 
and civilian facility management. His background uniquely qualifies him to 
offer valuable insight before this commission. 

Tom is a professional engineer and also possesses a Masters in Business 
Administration. His extensive military facilities expertise was honed as 
Deputy Director of Facilities Management Branch, U.S. Marine Corps, 
Washington DC, and Head of the Facilities Maintenance Department, Navy 
Public Works Centers in Pensecola Florida and Subic Bay, the PhiUipines. 
Additionally Tom graduated from the Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 
at the National Defense University. 

For these reasons here is one of the best people in the nation to discuss 
facilities costs regarding this base closure recommendation. I now present 
our region's, Assistant Regional Administrator, for the Public Buildings 
Service, Mr. Thomas R. Walker. 

Tom 
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There are many issues involved with the proposed move of ATCOM from 
4300 Goodfellow. We have come here today to talk about what we know 
and know well. The Department of Defense has a unique mission. The 
mission of GSA and the Public Buildings Service is also unique in that we 
specialize in office buildings. I have spent my career developing an 
understanding of the costs and concerns related to Govenunent Real Estate 
Assets. The Army's BRAC Report and published commulications have 
fiamed Real Estate Costs as the issue prompting the transfer of ATCOM from 
4300 Goodfellow. 

Here is the message we want to convey this afternoon. 

The Army's own numbers and additional cost elements they did not 
consider, simply don't support this move from a facilities perspective. 
h fact it wiIl cost the Government over 100 million dollars in increased 
facilities expenses over the next 10 years. 

As 1 said, the information we have seen f?om the BRAC fiamed real estate 
costs as the central issue here. The Secretary of the Amy stated the need to 
avoid "Oppressive Lease Costs" at 4300 Goodfellow. I want to visit that 
issue first. 

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

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

ObviousIy the ATcOM rate is  at the low end of the range. Its a bargain. But 
if Defense is paying lower rates at other locations in either GSA owned or 
leased buildings or Army owned sites, then our $9.60 rate wouldn't be the 
best option. So I had my staff verify various Defense rent rates at GSA 
facilities around the country. Here are the results. 
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.,- 
Air Force Civilian Records in San Antonio pays $14.00 per square foot 

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

The Defense Auditors in Los Angeles pays $21.00 per square foot 

We even have the number for a half million square feet that Defense is renting 
from GSA in private sector buildings just outside the base at Redstone. They 
are paying $15 .OO per square foot at the very place they are talking about 
moving. If the Army has to rent space in private sector buildings in Natick, 
Massachusettes, the cost would be over $20.00 per square foot per the Senior 
GSA Regional Building Officer in that area. 

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

Even though the Army's data did not go far enough, on Page 11 5 of the Army 
Report, their own numbers state that the facilities costs are higher at 
Huntsville than they are in St. Louis: 

Axmy lists facilities costs in Huntsville at 5 1 1,000,000 a year. 

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

That's an increase of $3.4 Million Annually. The ten year total is an 
increase of $34 million dollars. And these are the b y ' s  own 
numbers. 

On top of that they state that they will spend another $58,000,000 
on MILCON at Redstone. 

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

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

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

The reference to "Lease Cost" at 4300 Goodfeltow is misleading and 
inaccurate. This is a Government owned complex. In terms of tax payer 
interest there are NO differences between a GSA asset and a DOD asset. 
The 1993 BRAC previously addressed this issue in the Defense Logistics 
Agency case in Battle Creek, Michigan. They concluded that the costs to 
GSA and all Government assets must be included for the true impact to be 
accurately assessed. In the case of Battle Creek this fkrther analysis 
supported retention of that facility. We believe 4300 Goodfellow is exactly 
the same situation. 

The Depatment of Defense is a part of the United States Government. The 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission i s  charged with considering 
economic impact to the involved communities. We would like to see their 
view expanded to include consideration o f  the Federal c o m u ~ t y  in the same 
way as the 1993 BRAC. CurrentIy, the numbers don't reflect this 
comprehensive assessment. We need to hold on to lessons learned. 

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

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

We CONSERVATIVELY estimate it would cost the tax payers a one time 
expense of $10 million to relocate and prepare space for the five remaining 
Goodfellow tenants. We would like to remind the BRAC that two o f  those 
five tenants are Defense entities with very expensive and specialized space 
requirements. 

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

Before we add up the numbers I would like to make a few points about this 
complex. Over the last 10 years the Govemnent has invested nearly % 150 
million to modernize and mechanize this facility. The buildings and the si tc 
were custom fitted to ATCOM's evolving missions. As Woody Overton 
indicated, the bargain rent does not indicate a cut rate facility. 
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The Awards Woody showed you speak to the national status of this property. 
GSA has provided excellent value and unparalleled quality. Additionally, 
this area allows unique flexibility to an anchor tenant. The six buildings, and 
an additional 300,000 square feet of Defense property at 4800 Goodfellow, 
can be configured for any changes to ATCOM requirements. This property 
could be retrofit and rented to the military at the same $9.00 rate they are 
paying here. 4300 Goodfeuow offers value, quality, and flexibility. These all 
indicate it is in the Bcst Interest of the Government to keep ATCOM here. 

If the savings are not found changing locations then isn't it a better idea to 
generate these others savings in St. Louis? This would allow the tau payers 
to attain the benefits without the needless expense. We see this course as the 
only widwin a1 ternative. 

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

The Army admits to a $3.4 million increase in annual facility costs for 
ATCOM at Huntsville. That's 34 Million over ten years. GSA 
conservatively estimates the one time move and alteration costs for the 
remaining tenants at % 10 million. GSA estimates the remaining tenants will 
face aggregate rent increases of $3 million per year. That is $30 million over 
ten years. And the kicker is, the action proposed by the Army's report, 
would abandon an award winning Federal Complex only to build a brand new 
one with a price tag of $58 million and force additional rental at true private 
sector leased facilities while forcing abandonment of a Government owned 
facility in St . Louis. 

If you add those numbers you are lefi with the true 10 year impact of the 
ATCOM move. The Secretary of the Army said this was about Real Estate. 
As the Government's landlord we have isolated the real estate numbers. 

I would like my Regional Administrator to help me illustrate the two choices 
this presents for the tax payer. 

If ATCOM leaves the tax payers get the burden of writing this check payable 
to the Pederal Bureaucracy in the amount of $1 32,000,000.00 
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- 
If you do as we hope, and as the numbers indicate, then your commission will 
ensure that instead of a check . . . the Tax Payers will receive a deposit for 
$132,000,000 in Treasury savings account. Those are the choices. I just 
hope we all play a part in making the right one. 

In closing, if the savings at 4300 Goodfellow are ignored and that check is 
written I am left with only two possible conclusions: 

Either the Army does not know how to evaluate its own numbers, or 

There is another agenda here we are not being told about. 

Luckily you and your staff have the oppormnity to find out. Thank you for 
your time, we request your support and we will yield to the community. 
Thank you again. 
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Position: 

The Public Buildings Service (PBS) of the General Services Administration (GSA) hereby 
rejects the Army's contention that a move of the Aviation and Troop Command 
(ATCOM) from 4300 Goodfilow, St. Louis, Missouri to the Redstone Arsenal, 
Huntsville, Alabama will provide any facilities related savings to the tax payers of the 
United States. 

Further, PBS \dl prove, within this document, that if such action is taken i t  will result in 
an inctease in facilities costs of over $130,000,000.00 in a ten year period. The Army has 
not fully assessed the financial implications.which would impact GSA and the remaining 
tenants agencies if ATCOM were relocated. 

Planks: 

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

We Hold: 4300 ~oodfel~ow is an award winning Suburban Office Complex. 

We Hold: 4300 Goodfellow offers outstanding facilities flexibility to the ATCOM 
mission. 

Ure Hold: A move of ATCOM from 4300 Goodfellow will generate a significant and 
costly chain reaction to other Defense and Civilian agencies within this community. 

We Hold: That the tax payers of the United States are best served by preserving the 
ATCOM tenancy at the Federal Center, 4300 Goodfellow, St. Louis, Missouri. 

Thesis: 

The Secretary of the Army was incorrect when making statements that the facility lease 
costs at 4300 Goodfellow are "oppressive." Additionally, we reject the Secretary's notion 
that the rental costs could be more beneficial at another Iocation. 

General Senices Administration 
Public Buildings Scnice 
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- 
Evidence: 

Plank 1 

"4300 GoodfefZon~ rgpresenfs and outstcmdittg real property value in 
comparison to other rental rates in $1. Louis and around the nution " 

The composite rent rate GSA is charging ATCOM at 43 00 Goodfellow is $9.65 per 
square foot. This occurs within the St. Louis market where public and private sector 
commercial rent rates span $9.00 to $27.00 per square foot. Source of data: GSA space 
assignment records, St. Louis commercial real estate literature, and GSA Commercial 
Broker's first hand experience. 

The composite rate at 4300 Goodfellow compare very favorably with rents DOD is paying 
at private sector lease facilities around the nation. 

Army Aviation and Troop Command St. Louis % 9.60 per sq. A. 
Department of Defense Lease at Redstone Huntsville $13.00 per sq. ft. 
Gir Force Civilian Records Center San Antonio $14.00 per sq. fi. 
Defense Finance Accounting Service Kansas City $15.00 per sq. fi. 
Defense Auditors Los hgeles $2 1.00 per sq. fi. 

General Services Administration 
Public Buildings Service 
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Further, even though the Army's data did not go far enough, on Page 115 of the Army 
Report, their own numbers state that the facilities costs are higher at Huntsville than they 
are in St. Louis: 

Army lists facilities costs in Huntsville at $1 1,000,000 a pear. 

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

That is an increase of $3.4 Million Annually. The ten year total is an increase of 
$34 million dollars. And these are the Army's own numbers. 

This would be bad enough, but those costs are even higher than they appear. You have to 
take into account that the St. Louis annual facility cost is hous i i  1066 more people than 
Huntsville and doing it at only 70 % of Huntsville cost. Adjusting for the change in 
personnel and higher cost, the annual facility cost per person is $1,850.00 at Goodfello~v 
and $3,594.00 per person at Huntsvi1)e. Sotrrce of ciicrtu: Calcukations based on figures 
provided on Pages 113 and 115 ofthe Anny Cobra Report. 

All data indicates that from a strictly facilities perspective it would be in the Best Financial 
Interest of the Government to have ATCOM remain at 43 00 Goodfell ow. And fbrther, if 
the savings the Army seeks are not available through facilities, then 
saving measures could be implemented right here in St. Louis. 

% other cost 

Plank 2 

"4300 Goodfellow is  an ward winning Su6urban Ofice Complex" 

The Federal Center, 4300 Goodfellow, is a first class facifity. It has been recognized by 
the public and private sector alike. It represents the finest value in commercial 
accommodations. The complex has recently g n f l  o ma or national awards. 

L&7 J j 

Just last year, the prestigious Building Owners and Managers Association named 4300 
Goodfellow "Suburban Office Park of the Year" in regional competition. While there is a 
"public sector" category, B O W  chose to enter the Center as a "Suburban Park." In 
that class it had to compete against the best of the private sector. This trophy shows it not 
ody competed, but was the best of the best. 

The second award is the extremely rare. It is the International Facilities Management 
Association Golden Circle Award. It is only the 4th time since 1985 that it has been given 
and we are the first Government organization to receive the award. - 
Gcnerd Services Administration 
Public B~lildings Service 
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This complex has received awards fiom the Department of Energy, GSA Central Office, 
and was featured in BUEDMGS magazine, a national publication who was honoring 
major modernization projects throughout the United States, Source of Data: GSA 
building and nwmd record. 

The Vice President's National Performance Review has challenged Government to 
compete head to head and surpass the best of the private sector. The facility we are in 
represents the pinnacle of that goal. In light of that, it would be a unconscionable to take 
action which could easily spell the demise of this asset and cost the tax payers over a 
hundred million dollars. 

"4300 GoodfeZZow offers outstanding facilityOW flexlexlbiIiy for the A TCOA4 mission. " 

As the anchor tenant the ATCOh4 has unique flexibility. The six buildings in this complex 
and an additional 300,000 square feet of Defense property at 4800 Goodfellow, can be 
configured for any changes to ATCOM requirements. This property could be retrofit and 
rented to the military at the 59.00 rate that they are paying at 4300 Goodfellow. The 
outstanding value and flexibility are just another example of the opportunity St.  Louis can 
offer. 

Plank 4 

"A move of A TCOMfium 4300 Goo#ellow will generate a .vignflcatzi and cost& 
chain reaction to other Defense md Civilian agencies within the commtmity. " 

To have an understanding of the physical implications of an ATCOM relocation, the 
reader is urged to review the color graphic at the end of this document. It dramatically 
illustrates the predominate scope of ATCOM's occupancy at this complex. They 
encompass nearly 80 percent of the available space. This is a Government complex 
comprised of six major buildings providing 1.4 Million square feet of space. To remove 
ATCOM fiom this facility would devastate the financial viability of the entire complex. 
4300 Goodfellow would cost more to operate than it generates in revenue. While GSA 
can mitigate some of  the operating expense we can not completely offset the deficit. 

Our second alt emative is to back fill the vacant space with other tenants. As the graphic 
indicates .4TCOM's departure would leave a massive vacancy. At this time we do not see 
a viable large swle tenant, There is no Federal tenant readily available which is capable of 
reversing the revenue vs. expense equation. GSA asset managers would be left with the 
common sense decision to move the remaining tenants and dispose of the complex. This 
impact-was ignored by the Army report. 

General Senices Adnrinistration 
Public Buildings Senice 
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- 
With such a move indicated GSA has calculated moving and space alterations costs. The 
agency conservatively estimates it would cost the tax payers $10 million to reIocate and 
prepare space for the five Goodfellow orphans. This is significant in that two of the five 
remaining tenants are Defense entities. 

The residual expenses do not end there. The rent value provided to the five orphaned 
tenants is made possible only by the economies of scale at this complex. The $9.00 per 
square foot rate could not be duplicated elsewhere for the smaller requirements. Our 
analysis indicates the aggregate rent for the Goodfellow orphans would increase by $3 
million per year. 

The Army's report mistakenly restricted itself to the cost impact to Department of 
Defense budgets. Curiously, the 1993 BRAC examined this issue with the Battle Creek 
case. Their conclusion was that at1 Government assets impacts should be taken into 
account. The result was that upon further analysis the residual Govenunent wide impact 
was so costs that the Commission voted to retain the.base. GSA contended the 4300 
Goodfellow scenario is the same situation. 

The tot4 costs for increased rent and movinly and alteration expense for the five orphan 
tenants would pass $40 million over a ten year period. 

Plank 5 :  

371e tax pqers of the United States are best served by preserving the A TCOM 
tenancy at the Federal Center, 4300 GocKJfeZZbv, St. Louis, hiissouri. 

If ATCOAf is ultimately relocated to the Redstone Arsenal in Huntsville Alabama the total 
10 year residual costs to the Government will be as follows: 

$34,000,000.00 Additional facilities costs for ATC0h.Z at Redstone 
($3.4 M per Year X 10 Years) 

$ 10,000,000.00 To move and prepare space for the displaced orphans 

% 30,000,000.00 Rent increases for the 5 remaining Goodfellow tenants 
($3.0 M per Year X 10 Years 

$58,000,000.00 New Construction at Redstone 
---.1-.1--------- 

% 132,000,000.00 Preliminary Total 

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

General Senidcs Administration 
Public Buildings Semce 
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The Governlent has invested over $1 50,000,000.00 to modernize and mechanize this 
facility over the last decade. Those originally calculated amortization period for those 
capital improvements woutd be drasticdly cut, in .essence wasting even more tax payer 
resources. 

The consequences of the Army's proposal is disastrous for GSA and for the Government 
as a whoIe. The Secretary of the A m y  had originally framed real estate costs are the key 
impetus for moving ATCOM fiom the complex. A care&] look at all the relevant costs 
prove 4300 GoodfelIow to be a superb value using measurement. 

For this reason the Public Buildings Service of GSA refutes the Army's proposal and 
urges the BRAC to remove 4300 Goodfellow from the closure list. This complex has 
served as an important anchor for its community and the Governments interest would be 
well served to preserve it. 

General Scnices Administratjon 
Public Buildings Senice 
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GOVERNMENT REFORM 
AND OVERSIGHT 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

aae'bington, B(a 20515-3823 

April 14, 1995 

EASTERN MONTGOMERY COUNTY 

EASTON & EDGE HILL ROADS 
ABINGTON, PA 19001 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 

510 CANNON BUILDING 
WASHINGTON. DC 20515 

1202) 225-61 11 

DISTRICT OFFICES 

NORRISTOWN 

LOGAN SQUARE SHOPPING 
CENTER 

1768 MARKLEY STREET 
NORRISTOWN. PA 19401 

(6101 272-8400 

24 HR. TOLL FREE 
LEGISLATIVE HOTLINE 

1-800-895-5700 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing to express my strongest support for the Defense Industrial Supply Center 
(DISC) in Philadelphia, PA. 

As you know, the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) has recommended that the DISC 
be "disestablished. " Although DLA claims that this action will eliminate 385 direct jobs, I 
understand that the jobs of all of the more than 1800 employees at DISC would be at risk 
because the current employees would have no right of placement or transfer of function 
entitlement in any job within the DLAYs Inventory Control Point (ICP). 

In 1993, the Base Closure Commission overturned the Department of Defense's 
recommendation to close DISC. This facility is still crucial to military readiness, and I urge 
you to uphold the decision of the 1993 Commission. 

The workforce at DISC has been recognized as a model of efficiency. DISC has the 
highest proportion of military requisitions and still maintains the highest level of support of 
all hardware centers. In addition, DISC has the lowest number of below goal systems and 
consistently provides better availability to weapons systems items than the other ICPYs. 
Because DISC is housed along with a Navy weapons management ICP and a weapons 
engineering facility, a talented pool of experienced logistics personnel has developed. As a 
result, DISC and the Aviation Supply Office (ASO) have developed a strong working 
relationship that promotes cooperation and productivity. 

There is no rationale for choosing to eliminate DISC among the four Defense 
Logistics Agency ICPYs. Of all four ICPYs, DISC manages 34.5 percent of all weapons 
systems hardware and processes 40 percent of all military customer requisitions. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



Despite these facts, DLA recommended moving DISC'S weapons-coded workload to 
the Defense General Supply Center (DGSC), which currently manages the least amount of 
weapons-coded workload of the ICP's. 

It is essential that we preserve DISC in order to maintain our defense logistics at the 
highest level of readiness, promote efficiency and cost-effectiveness, and save the jobs of 
dedicated DISC employees. Therefore, I would respectfully request your consideration of an 
alternative which preserves DISC. 

Thank you for your personal attention to this urgent matter. Please feel free to 
contact me or Jason Schwartz of my staff (2021225-6111) should you or your staff require 
any additional information. 

Sincerely, 

on D. Fox A 
Member of Congress 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

April 19, 1995 

The Honorable Jon D. Fox 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Fox: 

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Defense Industrial Supply Center 
(DISC), Philadelphia. I certainly understand your strong interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

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

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

Sincerely, 
n 

M a n  



THE DEFEDSE BASE CLOSLRE .uD REALIG>~E\T CObCWSSlON 

E - ~ C L T ~ ' E  CORRESP0M)MCE TRCXMG N S E 3 f  ( E O  I 95-0 4 17 -7 
b 

F R o M : O \ ~ ~ ,  A L G ~  
. C \ A & \ ~ r w \ & d  

H A L E ~ ~ ~ ~ N , @ \ C E  ~ ~ 6 1 q  
~rm5 ~ ~ ~ ( ~ E C Y O V L  

/ CRC&-CUTION: ORCrLVZ&nON: 

DG-L / ~ E F .  N~UEW- B ~ f u r y  
--xCN W 1- \C \ MT L\&N b AF@ 

0-CZ OF TEIE CX3,UXXt.V I M I . A m a P ( I I F f T  I ColmamON.- I I AcnOCc I E m f  

CnAnUCLY D c m N  I I I I I c 0 m o P ; E R  coa-ELLA 4 I + 

C O f b a a s X O ~  COX I I 

1 I 
C 0 W O P ; E X  3rsm I I 
~~~ 

I 
I 4 

--laNTm'A I t- I 
ctxcmssaEXIL0- I I 
COwa&= m I I I 

I I 1 

nAFFDCRKTOR 

~ l O ( X E c r 0 R  

r / !  
I 

0 ( 3 L C O M ? c R ~ T I ~  

ElINtTYe-r ,- 

a3Ezu- 

. s a n " Y  EBCL'RYt 

D Z E L m N G t E s S x ~  Lamm 

1 

I 
I I I 

A I E t F O R u T e U l m  

~ ~ ~ I 2 1 0 4 3 1  I I I 
a m s S E X M C E l m M ~  I I 

I 

Rmum A.YALYSLS 

3-R O F ~ l m N  

=Flr#iYQAtom 

m R O F R & A  

A I U C Y r e w -  

.UAW'LEAS(rl.rrvn 

I 

1 

i 1 

M L r n R 4 1 A n O N ~  

l m R O ? T R I V a  I * - 

I I 



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

ARLINGTON,  VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 14. 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8 .  DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 

Major General Kenneth L. Hagen~ann, USAF MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Director 
Defense Nuclear Agency 
Hybla Valley Federal Building 
6801 Telegraph Road 
Alexandria. VA 223 10-3398 

Dear General Hagemann: 

I am writing to you concerning the Department of Defense (DoD) recolnmeildation to 
realign Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico. In realigning Kirtland Air Force Base, DoD has 
proposed relocating Field Conlmand to Kelly Air Force Base, High Explosive Testing to Nellis 
Air Force Base, and leaving Radiation Simulator operations in-place on Kirtland Air Force Base. 

To assist the Commission in its review of this proposal. I am requesting your written 
comments on how this action will effect your Agency. Mie are especiallj. interested in potentid 
cost increases to the Defense Nuclear Agency, and tile impact this reaiignn~ent couid i1a1.c 0:: tnt. 
operations of the activities currently taking place on Kirtland Air Force Base. Thanl; you for 
your assistance in this matter. 



Defense Nuclear Agency 
6801 Telegraph Road 

Alexandria, Virginla 2231 0-3398 

MAY 4 1995 
Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, The Defense Base 

Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the effect of the proposed Kirtland 
AFB realignment on the Defense Nuclear Agency's Field Command. My response will detail 
our priorities, explain how the proposal was formulated, and address subsequent changes that 
have caused me to revise my initial position. 

When first informed in late January of Air Force plans to realign Kirtland AFB, I 
established the following priorities for Field Command (FCDNA). First, to retain our mission 
capability; second, not to incur any additional cost; and third, to keep FCDNA as intact as 
possible. A couple of initial restrictions impacted these priorities. 

In initial discussions, the Air Force informed me its goal was to reduce military 
presence to an absolute minimum. The option to hlly civilianize FCDNA is not viable and 
therefore the required military presence conflicted with the Air Force goal of minimizing 
military personnel; hence, the only option was to relocate FCDNA. I was also advised it was 
not possible to move all of FCDNA to either Nellis AFB or Holloman AFB because of space 
and environmental restrictions at those bases. In addition, our Large Blast Thermal Simulator 
(LBTS) and Advanced Research EMP Simulators (ARES) cannot be moved and some 
radiation simulator operations must stay. Given the above, the only responsible alternative 
was to disperse Field Command amongst Kelly, Nellis, and Kirtland AFBs. 

Subsequently, conditions have changed and, as a result, my position has changed. 
First, the military manpower ceiling is under review and the limit on military personnel may 
be raised or eliminated. If the ceiling is increased to a level which will support FCDNA 
needs, then my desire is to keep Field Command at Kirtland AFB. I prefer to retain our 
current mix of military and civilian personnel but can reduce to 130 military if necessary to 
meet a military ceiling. That "reduction" of military members assumes we convert military to 
civilian positions, including high grade conversions (GS- 13 through GS- 15). 

Additionally, it now appears either Nellis AFB or Holloman AFB can support 
FCDNA. If we must move from Kirtland AFB, I strongly prefer moving to just one location. 
Nevertheless, in addition to leaving 25 personnel for LBTS, ARES, and radiation simulation, I 
recommend we also leave the Interservice Nuclear Weapons School (INWS) at Kirtland. The 
INWS is truly a "joint" program, sharing resources (people, facilities, and equipment) with the 



DOE, Sandia Lab, and several state and local agencies. To move INWS would severely 
degrade the operation. 

With the exception of INWS and the above-mentioned simulators, however, the DNA 
mission is not indivisibly tied to any specific location. While we benefit from daily "face-to- 
face" communications on a wide range of topics and issues, modem technology makes regular 
long-distance communication and coordination a workable option. Some temporary duty 
travel will be necessary to address areas and issues still requiring personal contact. The 
increase in TDY cost is difficult to pinpoint at present. 

In sum, I strongly prefer to keep FCDNA at Kirtland AFB, with a reduced military 
presence if necessary. If we must move, I want to keep 25 people (as originally proposed) 
plus 31 INWS personnel at Kirtland. The rest would move to either Nellis AFB or Holloman 
AFB. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to state DNA's position. I will be happy to 
provide any additional information you require. 

Sincerely, 

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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 14, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5.  LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

The Honorable Hazel R. O'Leary MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Secretary of Energy 
Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S W 
Washington, D.C. 20585 

Dear Secretary O'Leary: 

I am writing to you concerning the Department of Defense (DoD) recommendation to 
realign Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico. In realigning Kirtland Air Force Base, DoD 
proposed that Sandia National Laboratory remain in a cantoned area in its present location. 

To assist the Commission in its review of this proposal, I am requesting your written 
comments on how this action will effect your Department and operations at the Sandia National 
Laboratory. We are especially interested in the potential increase of costs to the Department of 
Energy, and the impact this realignment could have on the operations and securitj. of the 
Department of Energy activities currently located on Kirtland Air Force Base. 'I'hank !.ou fi,r 
your assistance in this matter. 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

April 10. 1 995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RETI  
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Frank H. Murkowski 
United States Senate # I  . 

Washington, DC 205 10 9 50-(!7-C\ 
Dear Frank: 

I am writing to you in reference to the upco~ning regional hearing of the 
Defense Rase Closure and Realigl~nent Co~mission in Delta Junction, Alaska on 
April 24, 1995. The heari~lg will be held at the Delta Junction High School 
begi~uuling at I :00 PM. A copy of the regional hearing schedule is attached. 

The State of Alaska \\.i2! a!so have an oppor-tunit!. to testif\, for 20 ~nirlutes a1 

the Zo~mnission's regionai heari:ig ill Sari Francisco, Calil-bnlia on April 28, 1995. 
A c o p r  of the Sail Frarrcisco regional hearing sched~~ls is attached. 

The overaIi time has beeri aetennined by :he Co~n~nission on the basis of the 
number of affected installatio~~s and the direct miiitar) and ci\iliao persomlel lost in 
AIaskz. Attached is a paper tha: f~lrtller outlines the Co~miss ion~s  regional hearing, 
testimony and site visit procedures. 

The total time allocated for miIitav i~lstallatio~ls affected in the State of 
Alaska is 50 ~ninutes. Althougl~ the state ]nay use the block of time as i t  chooses, 
tlle Cormnission allocated the time based on the followi~lg breakdown of 
installations: 

Ft. Greely 25 ini~lutes 
NAF, Adak 25 minutes 

The time allotted for a state represents the total time available for all 
Comrnissioil discussiotl at the regional hearing. It has been the Co~mission's 
experience that the Co~mnissioners' ability to ask questions of and to seek 



clarification fi-om the witnesses is mutiially beneficial. It is highly recolnlnended 
that presentations reserve time for Commissioners to ask questions of the witnesses. 
Time allocations will be strictly enforced. 

The Commission requests that the elected officials and co~rununity 
representatives in your state work together to coordinate witnesses to ensure that 
your allotted time is used for a concise presentation to the Co~mnission. A witness 
list indicating the time allotted to each witness should be submitted to the 
Cormnission no later than tluee working days prior to the scheduled hearing. 

Thank you in advance for your cooperation. If you have any further 
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me or my staff at (703) 696-0504. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. D IXON,  CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
G E N  J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE R O B I E S ,  JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

SCHEDULE FOR REGIONAL HEARING 

DELTA JUNCTION, ALASKA 

April 24, 1995 

Opening Comments by commissioner ComeIla 

Alaska 

Public Comment: Alaska 

50 minutes 



e. 

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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

SCHEDULE FOR REGIONAL HEARING 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

April 28, 1995 

Opening remarks 

California 120 minutes 

break 

CaIifornia 1 10 minutes 

break 

California 45 minutes 

break 

Public comment: CaIifornia 

Guam 30 minutes 

Alaska 20 minutes 

(AS OF 3/21/95) 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Hearing, Testimony, and Site Ksit Procedures 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is committed to 
providing elected officials and the public every opportunity to present their cases 
before the Commission. The following procedures are designed to facilitate 
interaction between the Commission, elected officals and the public. 

Press inquiries should be directed to Wade Nelson, Director of 
Communications. All other inquiries should be directed to Cece Carman, Director 
of Congressional and Lntergovernmental Affairs. 

REGIONAL HEARIKGS 

Based on the list of recommendations for closures and reaiiyments receive2 
from the Secretary of Defense, the Commission has developed a schedule of 11 
regional Commission hearings (attached). '411 facilities recommended for closure or 
realignment have been assigned to a regional hearing site. The purpose of these 
hearings is to allow affected communities an opportunity to testify before the 
Commission. 

In 1993, the Defense Base Closure and Reaiibnment Act was amended to 
require that testimony before the Comrnission at a public hearing must be 
presented under oath. 

Testimony and Time Allocation 

For oral tesirnony at regional hearings, each state will be given a block of 
time in which to make a presentation for all installations affected in that state. The 
overall time is determined by the Comrnission on the basis of the number of affected 
installations and the direct military and civilian personnel lost in each state. The 



time alloted for a state represents the total time available for all Commission 
discussion at the regional hearing. It has been the Commission's experience that the 
Commissioners' ability to ask questions of and to seek clarification from the 
witnesses is mutually beneficial. It is highly recommended that presentations 
reserve time for Commissioners to ask questions of the witnesses. Time 
allocations will be strictly enforced. 

The Commission will notify the two Senators, affected Congressional 
Members and Governor of each facility in a state under consideration. To facilitate 
an effective presentation, these officials are STRONGLY encouraged to work 
together to organize their constituents and develop a presentation to be given before 
the Commission. 

Written testimony may also be submitted to the Commission at regional 
hearings. 

Public Commerzt Period 

Dxing each remo~lai + heanng, time will be set aside for individuals who wish 
:n ., svn ,,~,ress thek Gews on the ciosure or reaii-men; recommendations under 
consideration at that hearing. This wi!l be done on r fixst-come, first-serve bzsis. .", 
si=-uo L .  sheet will be mrailabie one hour before the s:m of each hearing. 

SITE VISITS 

All major installations recommended by the Secretary of Defense for closure 
or reali-ment are scheduled for a site visit by at least one Commissioner. Elected 
ofiicials and communities will be notified in advance of the scheduled site visit. 
These site visits enable Commissioners to conduct a fact-fmding tow of the facility. 
Press availability will be coordmated by the installation's Public AfTairs Officer. 
These site visits are not official hearings. Any written material provided to 
Commissionersduring a site visit, however, wiIl be included in the Commission's 
permanent record. 



CONGRESSIONAL HEARINGS, WASHINGTOE, D. C. 

Members of Congress will have the opportunity to testify before the 
Commission in Washington, D.C. Members are encouraged to present formal oral 
testimony and comments for the record at the Congressional hearings in 
Washington, D.C., June 12-13. Written testimony of any length may be submitted to 
the Commission for the record. 

WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission accepts written 
material including letters, deliberations, studies, testimony, etc. for the record. All 
such material will be catalogued and put in the Commission's library, which is open 
to the public. Items may be presented to the Commission at Commission hearings 
or site visits. Materials may also be delivered or mailed to: The Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission, 1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425, 
Arlington, Virginia 22209. 
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. THE D E F E N S E  BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209  

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 

April 10, 1995 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF IRETI . . 

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

The Honorable Tony Kllowles 
Governor, State of Alaska 
Post Ofice Box 1 1000 1 
Juneau, Alaska 998 1 1-000 1 

Dear Govenlor Knowles: 

I am writing to you in reference to the upcoming regional hearing of the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Co~nrnissioll in Delta Junction, Alaska on 
April 24, 1995. The hearing will be held at the Delta Junctio~l High School 
beginru~ing at 1:00 PM. A copy of the regional hearing schedule is attached. 

The State of Alaska will also have a11 opportunity to testify for 20 lninutes at 
the Coimnissiort's regional hearing in Sa i  Fralcisco, Califonlia 011 April 28, 1995. 
A copy of the Sax1 Francisco regional hearing schedule is attached. 

The overall time has been determined by the Co~nrnission on the basis of the 
number of affected installatior~s and the direct military and civilian personnel lost in 
Alaska. Attached is a paper that further outlines the Co~mission's regional hearing, 

' 

testi~nony and site visit procedures. 

The total time allocated for 1ni1itar-y installatio~ls affected in the State of 
Alaska is 50 minutes. Although the state may use the block of time as it chooses, 
the Commission allocated the time based on the following breakdown of 
installations: 

Ft. Greely 25 minutes 
NAF, Adak 25 ~ninutes 

The tirne allotted for a state represents the total time available for all 
Commission discussion at the regional hearing. It has been the Coilmission's 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 7 0 0  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

A R L I N G T O N ,  VA 2 2 2 0 9  

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

COMMISSIONERS: 

April 10, 1995 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF IRET) 
5.  LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Don Young 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205 1 5 

Dear Congress~nan Yo~u~g:  

I an writing to you in reference to the upco~ning regional hearing of the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Co~mnission in Delta Junction, Alaska 011 

April 24, 1995. The hearing will be held at the Delta Junctio~~ High School 
begimming at 1 :00 PM. A copy of the regional hearing schedule is attached. 

The State of Alaska will also have an opportunit!r to testib for 20 rni~lr~tes at 
the Coxmissiox~'~ regional hearing in San Francisco, Califonlia on April 28, 1995. 
A copy of the Sari Francisco regiollal hearing schedule is attached. 

Tile overaII time Ilas been determined by the Co~nmission on the basis of the 
number of affected installations and the direct military and civilian perso~mel lost in 
Alaska. Attached is a paper that fiirther outlines the Co~mission's regional hearing, 
testimony and site visit procedures. 

The total time allocated for military installations affected in the State of 
Alaska is 50 minutes. Altho~~gh the state may use the block of time as it cl~ooses, 
the Commissio~l allocated the time based on the followi~lg breakdown of 
installations: 

Ft. Greely 25 nlinutes 
NAF, Adak 25 minutes 

Tile time allotted for a state represents the total time available for all 
Commission discussio~l at the regional hearing. It has been the Co~mnission's 
experience that the Co~m~issioners' ability to ask questions of and to seek 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

April 10, 1995 REBECCA cox 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RETI 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Ted Stevens 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 205 10 

Dear Ted: 

I am writing to you in reference to the upco~ning regional hearing of the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Colninission in Delta Junction, Alaska on 
April 24, 1995. The hearing will be held at the Delta Ju~lction High Scllool 
begillnning at 1 :00 PM. A copy of the regional hearing schedule is attached. 

Tile State of AIaska will also have an opportunity to testib for 20 minutes ai 
the Coimission's regional hearing in Sail Francisco, California on April 28, 1995. 
A copy of the Sai; Francisco regional Ileai-iilg scheduk is attached. 

The overall tiine has been determined by the Commnission on the basis of the 
number of affected installatiol~s and the direct military and civilian persollllel lost in 
Alaska. Attached is a paper that further outIines the Co~mission's regional hearing. 
'testimony and site visit procedures. 

Tile total tiine allocated for military installations affected in the State of 
Alaska is 50 minutes. Although tile state may use the block of time as it chooses, 
the Commission allocated the time based on the following breakdown of 
installations: 

Ft. Greely 25 ~ninutes 
NAF, Adak 25 minutes 

The time allotted for a state represents the total time available for all 
Commission discussion at the regional hearing. It has been the Coinmission's 
experience that the Coin~nissioners' ability to ask questions of and to seek 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 

April 10, 1995 

The Honorable Frank H. Murkowski 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 205 1 0 

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

Dear Frank: 

I am writing to you in reference to the upcoming regional hearing of the 
Defense Base Closure and Realiggment Cormnission in Delta Junction, Alaska on 
April 24, 1995. The hearing will be held at the Delta Junction High School 
begi~mling at 1 :00 PM. A copy of the regional hearing schedule is attached. 

The State of Alaska will also have an opportunity to testi@ for 20 ~ninutes 21 

the Coinmission's regional hearing in Sa11 Francisco, CaIifonlia on April 28, 1995. 
A copy of the Sail Francisco regioilal heariiig schedule is attae'lied. 

The overall time has been determined by the Coxmnissio~l on the basis of the 
number of affected installatio~ls and the direct military and civilian perso~lllel lost in 
Alaska. Attached is a paper that further outlines the Colmission's regional hearing, 
testimony m d  site visit procedures. 

The total time allocated for military ii~stallatio~~s affected in the State of 
Alaska is 50 minutes. Although the state may use the block of time as it chooses, 
the Commission allocated the time based on the followi~lg breakdown of 
installations: 

Ft. Greely 25 minutes 
NAF, Adak 25 ~ni~lutes 

The time allotted for a state represents the total time available for all 
Coxnmission discussion at the regional hearing. It has been the Commissi~n's 
experience that the Commissioners' ability to ask questions of and to seek 



clarificatio~l from the witilesses is ~nutually beneficial. It is highly reco~n~nended 
that prese~ltatio~ls reserve time for Commissioners to ask questions of the witnesses. 
Time allocatioils will be strictly enforced. 

The Com~nission requests that the elected oficials and community 
representatives in your state work together to coordiilate witnesses to ensure that 
your allotted tiine is used for a concise prese~ltatio~l to the Coi~mission. A witness 
list indicating the time allotted to each witness should be sub~nitted to the 
Co~nmissio~l no later than thee  working days prior to the scheduled hearing. 

Thank you in advance for your cooperation. If you have any further 
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me or my staff at (703) 696-0504. 

Sincerely, 



T H E  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NOR1 H MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
A U N  J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

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

SCHEDULE FOR REGIONAL HEARNG 

DELTA JUNCTION, ALASKA 

April 24, 1995 

1:00 - 1:10 PM opening Comments by Commissioner Cornella 

1:15 - 2:05 PM Alaska 50 minutes 

2:lO - 2:40 Public Comment: Alaska 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

SCHEDULE FOR REGIONAL HEARING 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

April 28, 1995 

Opening remarks 

California 120 minutes 

break 

California 110 minutes 

break 

California 45 minutes 

break 

Pubiic comment: California 

Guam 30 minutes 

Alaska 20 minutes 

(AS OF 312 1/95) 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Hearing, Testimony, and Site nsit Procedures 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is committed to 
providing elected officials and the public every opportunity to present their cases 
before the Commission. The following procedures are designed to facilitate 
interaction between the Commission, elected officals and the public. 

Press inquiries should be directed to Wade Nelson, Director of 
Communications. All other inquiries should be directed to Cece Carman, Director 
of Congressional and Intergovernmental Affairs. 

REGIONAL HEAR1 NGS 

Based on the list of recommendations for closures and reali-ments received 
from the Secretary of Defense, the Commission has developed a schedule of 11 
regional Commission hearings (attached). All facilities recommended for closure or 
realignment have been assigned to a regional hearing site. The purpose of these 
hearings is to allow affected communities an opportunity to testify before the 
Commission. 

In 1993, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act was amended to 
require that testimony before the Commission at a public hearing must be 
presented under oath. 

Testimony and Time Allocation 

For oral tesimony at regional hearings, each state will be given a block of 
time in which to make a presentation for all installations affected in that state. The 
overall time is determined by the Commission on the basis of the number of affected 
installations and the direct military and civilian personnel lost in each state. The 



time alloted for a state represents the total time available for all Commission 
discussion at the regional hearing. It has been the Commission's experience that the 
Commissioners' ability to ask questions of and to seek clarification f?om the 
witnesses is mutually beneficial. It is highly recommended that presentations 
reserve time for Commissioners to ask questions of the witnesses. Time 
allocations will be strictly enforced. 

The Commission will notify the two Senators, affected Congressional 
Members and Governor of each facility in a state under consideration. To facilitate 
an effective presentation, these officials are STRONGLY encouraged to work 
together to organize their constituents and develop a presentation to be given before 
the Commission. 

Written testimony may also be submitted to the Commission at regional 
hearings. 

Public Comment Period 

D ~ i i l ~  - each regional i~ea i~?g .  time w ~ l l  be set aside for individuais who wish 
. . 

ro e:;?ress tilez ;r;eur~ sz  SIC cjiisil-e or r e s i ~ ~ ~ x i e n ;  rscomniendations under - cc~sideration at that hexing.  %is xi!! be dnne oc 2 r~rst-ccme, firs;-sen.: bzsis. .k. 
., . . .- . . - - 

sign-us s h e s  M.:!. D r  2\*al:x11e oce hou 3e:sr:: ~ l e  st27 3? each hez-:q~. - 

All major imtallations recommended by the Secretary of Defense for closure 
or realignment are scheduled for a site visit by at least one commissioner. Elected 
officials and communities will be notified in advance of the scheduled site visit. 
These site \isits enable Commissioners to conduct a fact-finding tour of the facility. 
Press availability will be coordinated by the mstallation's Public Affairs OEcer. 
These site visits are not official hearings. Any written material provided to 
Commissionersduring a site visit, however, will be included in the Commission's 
permanent record. 



CONGRESSIONAL HEARINGS, WASHINGTON, D. C. 

Members of Congress will have the opportunity to testify before the 
Commission in Washington, D.C. Members are encouraged to present formal oral 
testimony and comments for tl:e record at the Congressional hearings in 
Washgton, D.C., June 12- 13. Written testimony of any length may be submitted to 
the Commission for the record. 

WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission accepts written 
material including letters, deliberations, studies, testimony, etc. for the record. Ail 
such material will be catalogued and put in the Commission's library, whlch is open 
to the public. Items may be presented to the Commission at Commission hearings 
or site visits. Materials may also be delivered or mailed to: The Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission, 1 700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425, 
Arlington, Virginia 22209. 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

The Honorable Jesse Brown 
Secretary of Veteran Affairs 
Department of Veteran Affairs 
8 10 Vermont Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20420 

Dear Secretary Brown: 

COMMISSIONERS: 
April 14, 1995 AL CORNELLA 

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

I am writing to you concerning the Department of Defense (DoD) proposal to realign 
Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico. In realigning Kirtland Air Force Base, DoD has 
recommended the termination of all Air Force medical activities located in the Department of 
Veteran Affairs Medical Center located on Kirtland Air Force Base. 

To assist the Commission in its review of this proposal, I am requesting your written 
comments on how this action urill effect operations at the Department's Medical Center in 
Albuquerque. and the potential increase of costs to the Department of Ve~eran Affairs resulting 
from this action. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 
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* HEF]BERT H. BATEMAN 2350 R A Y B U R N  H O U S E  OFFICE BUILDING 
1st DISTRICT. VIRGINIA W A S H I N G T O N ,  D C  205154601 

(2021 2254261 
COMMITTEES. - 

NATIONAL SECURITY DISTRICT OFFICES: 

CHAIRMAN. SUBCOMMITTEE ON MILITARY READINESS 739 THIMBLE SHOALS BLVD. 

CHAIRMAN. MERCHANT MARINE PANEL 
NEWPORT NEWS, V A  23606-2545 

(8041 873-1 132 
MEMBER, SUBCOMMITTEE ON 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 4712 SOUTHPOINT PARKWAY 

MEMBER. MORALE, WELFARE 
FREDERICKSBURG, V A  22407 

AND RECREATION PANEL Eongrees of the Wnited States (703) 89E2975 

TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE BOX 447 

MEMBER. SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
ACCOMAC, V A  233014447 

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION %ouse of R e ~ r m e n t a t i u s  (804) 787-7836 

MEMBER. SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
WATER RESOURCES A N 0  ENVIRONMENT 

- 
CO ChAIRMAN. COhGRESSlOhAL 

AV ATION AND SPACE CAUCUS 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 

3lVashington, DQ zoc~g-?ao] 1-800-354-5527 

April 13, 1995 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

Some of my constituents employed at Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command 
(SPAWAR) have requested my assistance in bringing to the Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission's attention substantial disagreements they have with the Department of the Navy's 
analysis recommending the activity be moved to California. A copy of the letter from one of 
these individuals is enclosed. 

I appreciate that the proposed move of SPAWAR from Arlington, Virginia to San Diego, 
California is not one of the larger actions with that the commission has to consider. Certainly, the 
closure of major installations will assume greater priority in the limited amount of time available 
for you and your fellow commissioners to review the Defense Department's list. It is important, 
however, that less visible proposed actions like that involving SPAWAR, which does involve over 
1,800 jobs, be given full consideration. I believe that the affected employees have raised valid 
points regarding the Navy's decision and I urge the commission to look over the enclosed letter 
with an eye toward closely examining that decision to determine whether it was the result of 
flawed analysis. Your attention to this request would be greatly appreciated. 

With kind regards, I am 

Sincerely, 

Herbert H. Bateman 
Member of Congress 

T H I S  S T A T I O N E R Y  PRINTED ON PAPER M A D E  O F  RECYCLED FIBERS 



The Honorable Herbert Batemen 
United States House of ~epresentatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Batemen, 

I am writing this letter concerning DOD's proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Diego, ~alifornia, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DOD's rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
 his calculation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DOD's estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DOD's position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 million while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD analysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWAR headquarters with it's NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, ~ommunications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I). This move, GOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. ~dditionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 



As 90% of SPAWARfs work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from it's primary customers. This ship team merger would 
also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DOD's 
recommendation to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900t jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DODfs recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority employees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

I ask for your assistance in getting this information to the BRAC for 
their consideration. Thank you for your time in this matter. 



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

ARLINGTON. V A  22209 
703-696-0504 

April 19, 1995 

The Honorable Herbert H. Bateman 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Bateman: 

Thank you for forwarding a letter of support for the Space and Naval Warfare Systems 
Command (SPAWAR) fiom your constituents as well as your expression of support for the 
facility. I certainly understand the strong interest in the base closure and realignment process by 
your constituents and you, and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
your constituents and you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and 
analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations on the SPAWAR facility. 

I look forward to working with you during this difticult and chalienging process Piease 
da nat hesitate to contact me whenever you believe i can be of senlice. 

Sincerely, 
n 
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JAMES 8. HUNT JR. 
GOVERNOR 

April 13, 1995 

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

MILITARY LIAISON 

Mr. S. Alexander Yellin 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Yellin: 

On behalf of Governor Hunt and our delegation, I want to  convey our thanks for the 
time and interest you and LtCol. Brubaker gave our presentation. 

We all appreciate the multitude of complex issues that you must deal with for every 
installation affected in this round of the closure and realignment process and your 
attitude gives us a fair opportunity to  make, again, the case for Marine Corps Air 
Station Cherry Point. That is all we can ask. 

Over the coming weeks, we will endeavor to make additional submissions as clear 
and concise as possible, and hope only for the same fair hearing as you gave us 
today. 

116 W. JONES STREET 
RALEIGH, NC 27603-8001 

RALEIGH, 919 733-5201 
FAX 91 9/73-21 20 

P.O. BOX 985 
NEW BERN, NC 28563 

NEW BERN 91 9/51 4-4795 
FAX 91 9/51 4-4827 
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BRERETON C. JONES 
GOVERNOR COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

Cabinet for Economic Development 
500 MERO STREET 

CAPITAL PLAZA TOWER 

MARVIN E. STRONG, JR 
SECRETARY 

FRANKFORT, KENTUCKY 40601 -1 975 
4; 7 
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April 12, 1995 

Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North 1,:oore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

RE: #950327-3, NSWC, Crane Division Detachment, 
Louisville 

Dear Commission Members: 

Over the past several weeks you have heard and seen much to 
support the continued existence of various military installations 
targeted for closing under your current round of deliberations. 
While we all agree that cost savings need to be achieved in our 
nation's defense, no one wants to bear the economic trauma which 
results from these difficult decisions. 

With this in mind leaders of Louisville and Jefferson County, 
Kentucky working with officials of NSWC, Crane Division Detachment, 
Louisville, have attempted to develop a plan which achieves both 
the military's desire to save money and operate efficiently as well 
as the communityls objective of projecting its own economic 
interests. 

Known locally as Naval Ordnance Station the Louisville 
facility has developed a well deserved reputation for its highly 
skilled workforce, producing a quality product for the Navy. 
Certainly our first choice would be to have the station removed 
entirely from the closure list allowing it to continue to operate 
as is. 

Absent this possibility, the plan to privatize the operation 
with the City of Louisville actually owning the facility seems an 
excellent option. The value achieved by the military in 
maintaining the reliability of the product provided would simply be 
an added benefit to the overall cost savings this approach would 
achieve for our nation. 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER MlFID 



Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

~pril 12, 1995 
Page two 

As the agency responsible for protecting Kentuckyls economic 
base I can pledge our full support to the continued operation of 
the facility. Whether working directly with the Navy in an ongoing 
military situation or with private contractors under the 
privatization scenario, the Cabinet for Economic Development is 
prepared to offer the full range of our services. From direct 
financial participation to technical advice we can carry out many 
activities to support the effort. 

In ciosing let me again assure you that we understand that the 
survival of Naval Ordnance depends not upon the level of economic 
hardship that its closure would cause, but upon its ability to 
efficiently and cost effectively meet the Navyls needs. We are 
prepared to demonstrate that ability and to work in any way 
possible to ensure that it remain competitive long in the future. 

Sincerely, 
1 

Hugh A. Haydon, Commissioner 
Department of Community Development 
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_ DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

L h  

April 19, 1995 

Mr. Hugh A. Haydon 
Commissioner, Department of Community Development 
Commonwealth of Kentucky 
500 Mero Street 
Capital Plaza Tower 
Frankfort, Kentucky 4060 1 - 1975 

Dear Commissioner Haydon: 

Thank you for your letter pledging your support for the proposed local plans to continue 
operations at the Naval Air Warfare Center (NAWC), Crane Division Detachment, Louisville. I 
certainly understand your strong interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome 
the your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Depanment in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be shared with the other Commissioners. 

I Iook forward to working with you during this difiicult and chalienging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you beiieve I can be of service. 

Sincereiy, 
n 
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State Representative Frank Boyle 

73rd Assembly District 
April 12, 1995 

Alan J. Dixon ?=hm ~ I M  b this w&1 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission %h iwq5(3q\~-\ L\ 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

Let me add my name to the long list of public officials and 
citizens of the State of Wisconsin who want the Project ELF 
transmitter base near Clam Lake, WI to be closed. I'm sure you are 
aware that both Senators Kohl and Feingold, Congressman Obey, 
Attorney General James Doyle, and Secretary of State Douglas 
LaFollette, to name only a few, recommend that this relic of the 
cold war has outlived its usefulness and should be shut down. 

The federal government has a serious budget deficit and operating 
Project ELF costs between $16 million and $20 million per year. 

Environmental and public health concerns raised by Project ELF have 
increased with the growing body of scientific evidence pointing to 
adverse effects caused by extremely low frequency electromagnetic 
fields such as those generated by Project ELF. 

The U.S. Senate Appropriations Committee voted on March 2, 1995 to 
eliminate funding for Project ELF. 

The Project ELF transmitter meets the three principal criteria that 
are considered by the BCRC for base closures, namely, a lack of 
military or national security need, an unjustifiable federal 
expense, and a potential environmental or health hazard. 

For these reasons, I recommend that this base be closed. 

Sincer 1 2 yf 

Frank Boyle d 
73rd Assembly District 

STATE LEGISLATURE: P.O. Box 8952 Madison, WI 53708 (608) 266-0640 
LEGISLATIVE MESSAGE SERVICE: 1-800-362-WISC (9472) 
HOME: 8091 South Island View Road Superior, WI 54880 (715) 399-2247 
Printed o n  recycled paper 



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

ARLINGTON, V A  22209 
703-696-0504 

April 18, 1995 

The Honorable Frank Boyle 
State Representative, 73rd District 
Wisconsin State Legislature 
P.O. Box 8952 
Madison, Wisconsin 53 708 

Dear Representative Boyle: 

Thank you for your letter urging the Commission to consider adding the Project 
ELF transmitter near Clam Lake, WI to the list of bases to be closed or realigned. You 
may be assured that I will share your thoughts with the other members of the Commission. 

The Base Closure and Realignment Act provides that any additions to the list of 
bases recommended for closure or realignment by the Secretary of Defense must be 
published in the Federal Register by May 17. This would include any decisions to 
reconsider a previous Commission's actions if such action had not been recommended by 
the Secretary. In order to have a base added to this list, a Commissioner must offer a 
motion to add an installation for consideration. A majority of the Commissioners must 
support such a motion for the base to be added for consideration. 

The information that you have provided will be placed in the Commission's library 
and utilized by the Commission in our review and analysis process. 

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

Sincerely, 
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C I T Y  O F  S A N  A N T O N I O  
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

April 11, 1995 

Rebecca Cox 
BRAC Commissioner 
1700 North Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

Thank you for the opportunity to show you Brooks AFB and to discuss our alternative proposal. You 
have a very difficult task, but one which is extremely important to the future of our national security. 
Your decisions will impact force structure and modernization options in the next decade. I certainly 
do not envy your responsibility. 

However, I sincerely believe that the cantonment alternative offers a more cost effective option than 
the DoD proposal for complete closure of Brooks AFB. The cantonment alternative is a true win-win 
option: Brooks AFB is closed, the huge upfront costs are avoided, the movement of 3000+ people is 
avoided, and the twenty year Net Present Value savings are double the DoD complete closure 
recommendation. I know you will give our proposal a fair hearing. If you or the Commission staff 
need any additional information or clarification, please call me. 

I am sorry you missed the dinner and barge ride on the river. I hope we will have an opportunity to 
show you San Antonio sometime in the future. 

Sincerely, 

Mayor Nelson Wolff s 

City of San Antonio 

MAILING: 
P.O. BOX 839966 
S A N  ANTONIO, TEXAS 78283-3966 

CITY OF SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 
CITY HALL (210) 299-7060 
FAX # (210) 270-4077 



NELSON W. WOLFF 
MAYOR 

April 1 1, 1995 

Benjamin Montoya 
BRAC Commissioner 
1700 North Street, Suite 1425 
,\riington, VA 22209 

Dear Comn~issioner Montoya: 

Thank you for the opportunity to show you Brooks AFB and to discuss our alternative proposal. I 
want you to know that, regardless of the outcome of the BRAC process, all of us truly enjoyed 
having you in San Antonio. 

You have a very difficult task. but one which is extremely important to the future of our national 
security. Your decisions will impact force structure and modernization options in the next decade. I 
certainly do not eniry your responsibility. 

However, I sincerely believe that the cantonnlent alternative offers a more cost effective option than 
the DoD proposal for complete closure of Brooks .4FB. The cantonment alternative is a true win- in 
option: Brooks AFB is closed. the huge upfront costs are avoided, the movement of 3000-t people is 
avoided, and the [went! year Net Present Value savings are double the DoD complete closure 
recommendation. I know you will give our proposal a fair hearing. If you or the Conmlission staff 
need any additional information or clarification. please call me. 

I hope you enjoyed the dinner and desert barge as much as we did . Each time I see the river on a 
nizht as beautiful as last Wednesday, I am reminded how fortunate we are to live in San Antonio. 
7 I 
1 ou h a ~ e  ii stallC;ng invitai~oll iu c l i j ~ ~  S;in h i l i ~ i i i c )  ~ l i c i ~ e v r i -  i i i i i .  

Sincerely, 

vLl8-s Mayor Nelson Wolff 

City of San Antonio -- 
MAILING: 
P.O. 6 0 X  839966 
SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 78283-3966 

CITY OF S A N  ANTONIO. TEXAS 
CITY HALL (210) 239-7060 
FAX # (210) 270-4077 
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April 11, 1995 

Josue Robles 
BRAC Commissioner 
1700 North Street. Suite 1425 
AI li~lgtoll, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Robles: 

Thank you for the opportunity to show you Brooks AFB and to discuss our alternative proposal. I 
want you to know that, regardless of the outcome of the BRAC process, all of us truly enjoyed 
having you in San Antonio. 

You have a very difficult task. but one which is extremely important to the future of our national 
security. Your decisions will impact force structure and modernization options in the next decade. I 
certain!), do not en\,!. !.our responsibility. 

H c?i%,e\ -. - er. I sincerel! believe that the cantonment alternative offers a more cost effective option than 
the DoD proposal for complete closure of Brooks AFB. The cantonment alternative is a true win-win 
option: Brooks AFB is closed. the huge upfront costs are avoided. the movement of 3000-t people is 
avoided. and the twenty year Net Present Value savings are double the DoD complete closure 
recommendation. I know you will give our proposal a fair hearins. If you or the Commission staff 
need any additional information or clarification, please call me. 

I hope you enjoyed the dinner and desert barge as much as we did . Each time I see the river on a 
nighr as beaurifui as iabr \;Jeariesday, I am reminded how forrui~aie we are to iive in San Ari~oriiu. 
You made a great decision to live in San Antonio and we all look forward to a long and enjoyable 
relationship. 

Sincerely, 

Mayor Nelson Wolff 
City of San Antonio 

MAILING: 
P.0. BOX 839966 
SAN ANTONIO. TEXAS 78263-3966 

ClTY OF SAN ANTONIO. TEXAS 
ClTY HALL (210) 299-7060 
FAX # (210) 270-4077 



NELSON W. WOLFF 
MAYOR 

_.. k 

April 1 1, 1995 

Wendi Steele 
BRAC Commissioner 
1700 North Street, Suite 1425 
Ar:ingt~;;, VA 222G9 

Dear Commissioner Steele: 

Thank you for the opportunity to show you Brooks AFB and to discuss our alternative proposal. I 
want you to know that, regardless of the outcome of the BRAC process, all of us truly enjoyed 
having you in San Antonio. 

You have a very difficult task, but one which is extremely important to the future of our national 
security. Your decisions will impact force structure and modernization options in the next decade. I 
certainly do not envy your responsibility. 

However, I sincerely believe that the cantonment alternative offers a more cost effective op~ion than 
the DoD proposai for cornpiere ciosure of Brooks AFB. The crtnronlnenr aiternariv:: is a true ~ , i r i - \ : , , i~ :  
option: Brooks AFB is closed. rhe huge upfront costs are avoided. the movement of' 3000- pzopic i. 
avoided. and the twenty year Net Present Value savings are double the DoD complete closure 
reconmlendation. I know you will give our proposal a fair hearing. If you or the Commission sraf:' 
need any additional information or clarification. please call me. 

I hope you e~ joyed  the dinner and desert barge as much as we did . Each time I see the river on a 
night as beautiful as last Wednesday. I am reminded how fortunate we are to live in San Antonio 
You have a stanciing invi~a~ion LO enjoy Sa11 k l ~ ~ o n i o  wi~cnevcn you can. 

Sincerely 

Mayor Nelson Wolff 
City of San Antonio 

MAILING: 
?.O. 60X 839966 
SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 78233-3965 

CITY OF S4N ANTONIO TEXAS 
CITY HALL (210) 299-7050 
FAX # 1210) 270-4077 



C I T Y  O F  S A N  A N T O N I O  
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

April 1 1, 1995 

Lester C. Farrington 
BRAC Staff 
1700 North Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Farringon 

I hope you enjoyed your visit to Brooks AFB and San Antonio as much as we enjoyed having you 
here. Wednesday evening on the river could not have been more enjoyable. 

The Commission has a tough job. Recognizing this fact, we decided to look for an approach which 
took into account DoD objectives ,the mission of the Commission, as well as our interests in San 
Antonio. The result is the cost effective cantonment alternative which we presented to the 
Commissioners on April 6, 1995. Our cantonment proposal is a true win-win option for the 
Commission to consider - Brooks AFB is closed, the huge upfront costs are avoided, the move of 
over 3000f people is avoided. and more than twice the Net Present Value savings are realized over 
twenty years. For your information. we also asked ourselves what happens after twenty years; in 
other words, is there a point in time where the savings associated with complete closure exceed the 
savings of the cantonment alternative. The answer is "never"; actually, we stopped doing the 
calculations at seven hundred years. 

I know you and the Cormnissioners will give our proposal a fair hearing. If you have any questions or 
need clarification. please call Paul Roberson (210-229-2124). 

I hope you will visit San Antonio again in the near future. 

Sincerely, 

l&&f& ayor elson Wolf 

City of San Antonio 

MAILING: 
P.O. BOX 839966 

SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 78283-3966 

ClTY OF SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 

ClTY HALL (210) 299-7060 
FAX # (210) 270-4077 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE t 425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

Am-;!  1 C lQQC COMMISSIONERS: 
n p h I 1  IJ ,  177-1 AL CORNELLA 

REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

Major General Jay Blume (ATTN: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  

Special Assistant to the Chief of Stan WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon . ssi4i7 - (6 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1 670 ._ ...a ---- 

D e ~ r  General Rl~lmc? 

111 "1 ur1 L V  U J J l J L  L l l U  ~UlI I I I I IJJlUII  111  1LJ  I I I U b ~ U I I U ~ I I L  I b V I b  W U l  L I I b  -1 L Ul b G  PI UbC33, W C  41  C 

requesting copies of the Base Closure Executive Group tiering ballot tally sheets for each of the 
installation categories. Our interest is not centered on individual ballots, but rather the spread of 
total scores that resulted in the final tierings. We would appreciate this information no later than 
April 25, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

- I 

Francis A. Cirilio. J: , PE 
Air Force Team Leads: 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

rl 8 RPR 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 

SUBJECT: Request for Information (DBCRC No. 9504 17- 16, AFLRT Tasker 42 1) 

In response to your letter of April 15, 1995, the attached information is provided. These 
are copies of the worksheets used to tally the votes of the Base Closure Executive Group 
members by installation in each subcategory of bases. As you can see, these are worksheets. 
There is an inconsistent use of the "tier" numbers, with 1 being used as the top in some cases, and 
3 referring to the top in others. Nevertheless, I believe the information is clear when compared to 
the Air Force analysis. 

I trust this responds to your need. Lt Col Bryan Echols, 697-6560, is my point of contact. 
If you have any questions on the use of the worksheets, please contact him. 

d3-0 . BLUME, &/ Jr. 

/ Wecial Assistant to the Chief of St& 
for Realignment and Transition 





VOTE TOTALS BY BASE 



VOTE TOTALS BY BASE 

Base Score Tier 



VOTE TOTALS BY BASE 

Base Score Tier 

3 
3 

3 
I 

3 

Columbus AFB, Mississippi 

Laughlin AFB, Texas 

Randolph AFB, Texas 

Reese AFB, Texas 

Vance AFB, Oklahoma 

3 d  
3 a 

17 
32 





VOTE TOTALS BY BASE 

Base Score 

Hill AFB, Utah I z Z  
" 

Kelly AFB, Texas k 
McClellan AFB, California 

Robins AFB, Georgia 

I Tinker AFB, Oklahoma 

Tier 



VOTE TOTALS BY BASE - T&E BASES 

Base Score Tier 

/ Eglin AFB, Florida 3 q  
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

April 17, 1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET)  
S .  LEE KLlNG 

Major General Jay Blume (ATTN: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330- 1670 

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

Dear General Blume: 

According to the enclosed letter, the Governor of The Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
has signed into law bonding authority for $100 million in capital in~provements to accommodate 
an enhancement or expansion of Hanscom AFB as a result of the 1995 BRAC process. Please 
provide the Air Force's position on how these funds will be used at Hanscom AFB related to the 
1995 BRAC process and the recommended realignment of Rome Laboratory. 

- -- I. 

Francis .4. Cirillo Jr. ,  PE 
.4ir Force Team Teade: 

Enciosure 



THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 

EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT 

STATE HOUSE BOSTON 02133 

(61 7) 727-3600 

WILLIAM F. WELD 
GOVERNOR 

ARGEO PAUL CELLUCCI 
LIEUTENANT. GOVERNOR 

April 6. 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As you know, on March 1, Secretary Perry recommended that Hanscom Air Force Base be 
expanded. In addition, docunlents released as part of the base closure process indicate that the 
Defense Department considered a number of cross-senrice oplions to expand Hanscom: regrertahl!.. 
ho~ve\ler. most of thcse scenarios \irere rejected due to proi~ibiri\~? ~;?iii!a~\' coilsrruc:ion cor:s. 

- l h e  cirizcns of the Coinnlonvie~iii> of I L ~ ~ s s ~ c I ~ ~ s ~ : I S  21-5 comXi:ied tc the ?reser:.,?::cx: a::; 
r~d~ancernenr of Hanscom: :ilus. or. F e b ~ ~ q ~  0. I signed inrc! .F;~I:: ho11di~7.g aurhoii!~. i ; ~  ?;;I. 

..,. . 
.,- .iA!i:iO:; - , l:! ~;i;?i;2: i,;p~3\'~n?tfl;: 1;; 1-.::3::!Tl,>S2r? 2:: :pJ~22Z~:l?~::: 0: C;:22:1S13:: 27 P L<2ilSLc1:;: T -  k> :. 

-. , mu!r ci the 1995 ER.42 jjiOcPSS. : nls offer presents 2 u . i~~- \ i~ in  siruarion for tile feacr;ii 
,-" soifernmeni and Mzssachuserrs. For the Dcfcnse Depa;rmenr. sizttt orrsprs d n~iliter-\, :o:!z:rL,:!:.l:. 

costs \;:iil increase the cost savir?gs zsso:iated \>:it':: bzse closures. h{oreo\.er. streilgrhttilin; 
. . Eanszom \vill contribute significan:!! io devclopmcn; in ihe hi_ri:-ie:llnoio3 se:iors tila: zrr c:;\?.--r I ; . _  - 

I!?? Cc:-nmonwealth's econonlic grnnrth. 

Attached are cost estimates for space and infrastructure improvements a! Hanscom iilai 

could b:: funded by the state, enabling the BRAC to expand Hanscom markedly at a very loi+l cox .  
Under h.lassachusetts law. I have the authorif!. to fund these improvements. and I am prepared rc 
do ss v,,irhout delay. 

Thank you for your consideration. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to 
contact me, or have a staff member contact Bill Smith at (617) 727-3206. 

Sincerely, 

\JTilliam F. Weld 



DEPARTMENT O F  T H E  AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  STATES AIR FORCE 

MEMORANDUM FOR DEFENSE BASE REALIGNMENT AND 
CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) 0 APR 1995 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 

SUBJECT: Request for Information (AFIRT Tasker 422, Commission No. 9504 17- 17) 

This letter responds to your letter of April 17, 1995, requesting an Air Force position on 
how the Air Force would use certain hnds offered by Massachusetts for enhancement or 
expansion of Hanscom AFB. Because no 1995 BRAC decisions are final, and because the 
legislation presumes a certain outcome in the BRAC process, the Air Force feels it is premature to 
discuss any specific uses of the fbnds, as you have requested. I note that the Air Force has 
consistently taken the position that these types of offers from communities should not influence 
the base realignment and closure analysis process. 

I trust this information will be helpful. b9."-/ D. BLUME, Jr. 

/ Major General, USAF 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Realignment and Transition 



RPR 17 '95 16 :22  F R O M  DBCRC R-R 

THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSiON 
1 7 9 0  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 148s 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-896-0500 

A U N  J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 17, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
OLN J. 6. OAVlE, USAF (REI) 
8. La6 KMNG 
RAOM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, UBN (RLT) 

Major General Jay Blume (ATTN: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) MG JOSUE ROBASS, JR.. USA (RETI 

Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
WEND1 LOUISE SllZkL6 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 

Dear G e n d  Blume: 
According to the enclosed letter, the Governor of The ~bmmonwealth of Massachusetts 

has signed into law bonding authority for $100 million in capital improvements to accommodate 
an enhancement or expansion of Hansmm AFB as a result of the 1995 BRAC process. Please 
provide the Air Force's position on how these b d s  will be used at Hanscom AFB reIated to the 
1995 BRAC process and the recommended realignment of Rome Laboratory. 

Air Force Team Leader 

Enclosure 
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THE COMMONWEALTH O F ,  MASSACHUSETTS 

Ex~curlve DEPARTMENT 

STATE HOUSE BOSTON 02133 

(617) 727-3800 

WILLIAM F. WELD 
GOVERNOR 

ARGEO PAUL CELLUCCI 
UEUTENANT-GOVERNOR 

April 6. 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As you know, on March 1, Secretary Perry recommended that Hanscom Air Force Base be 
expanded. In addition, documci releared as part of the base closure process indicate that the 
Defense Dcparuncnt considered a number of cross-service options to expand Hanscom; regrettably, 
howcver, most of these scenarios were rejected due to prohibitive military constructior~ c~sts. 

The citizens of the Commonweslth of Massachusetts are committed to the preservation and 
enhancement of Hanscom; thus, on February 9, I signed into law ssarc bonding authority for $100 
million in capital improvements to accommodate an enhancement or txpansion of Hanscom as a 
result of the 1995 BRAC process. This offer presents a win-win situation for the fcdsml 
rovernment and Massachusetts. For the Defense Depamnent, starc offsets of military construcdon .. 
costs will increase the cost savings associated with base closures. Moreover, strengthening 
Hanscom will contribute significantly to development in the high-technology sectors that are driving 
the Co;nmonwealth's economic growth. 

Attached are cost estimates for space and infrastructure improvemen& at Hanscom that 
could be funded by the state, enabling the BRAC to expand Hanscom markedly at a very low cost. 
Under Massachusetts law, I have the authority to fund these. improvements, and I am prepared to 
do so without delay. 

Thank you for your consideration. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to 
contact me, or have a staff member contact Bill Smith at (617) 727-3206. 

Sincerely, 

William F. Weld 

Attachments 
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- THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1700 NORTH MOORE S T R E E T  SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON.  VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
April 17, 1995 A L  CORNELLA 

REBECCA S O X  
GEN J. B .  DAVIS. USAF IRET)  
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN ( R E T )  

Major General Jay Blume (ATTN: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA ( R E T )  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Special Assistant to the Chief of StarT 
for Base Realignment and Transition 

Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 - qsol- ln-~~ - .  

Dear General Blume: 

In order to assist the Commission in its review of Air Force BRAC 95 actions, I would 
appreciate a briefing on Rome Laboratory's classified work for Jim Owsley, Cross Service Team 
Leader and Dick Helmer, Senior Analyst, during the week of April 23, 1995. The briefing should 
include: (1) a description of each project, its cost, schedule, and performance to date, and (2) 
How the lab's closure/realignment would affect the project's performance and con-~pletion. 

If you have any questions regarding this request, piease contact Dick Helrner, (703-696- 
. . .  

0504. est 177). Thsnl; yo: far \'our assis:nnce I:: + l T 1 c  LA.,- ---"o- riiu.L.r 

*-- Y'- -- 
Francis A. Cirillo 3r.. PE 
Air Force Team Leader 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
April 17, 1995 AL CORNELLA 

REBECCA COX 
GEN J. a. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

Mr. Glenn R. Lawrence S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN IRET) 

Executive Director MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RETI 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Governor's Indiana Military Base Use Coordinating Commission 
1 N. Capitol 
Suite 600 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

Dear Glenn: 

As per Governor Bayh's request, here is the COBRA data that represents only the 
recommended closure for the Naval Air Warfare Center in Indianapolis. 

Please convey to Governor Bayh a sincere thank you from Commissioner S. Lee Kling, 
myself, and David Epstein for taking the time out of his busy schedule to meet with us. I look 
forward to working with you in the coming months as the commission reviews the 
recommendations of the Secretary of Defense. If the Governor. or you, need anv more 
information please feel free to contact me. 

Brian Kerns 
Commission Staff 



C33U REAL:GhUEY" Suu+Kv I t39V ~ 5 . 0 6 )  - Page 1/2 
Data As 2' : 6 : L ?  :1/25,"?FL, Regz-: Createc 13:C! C:j21/:995 

Oe~artrneo: : NAVY 
O2:ion Dacnage : kAVt IN3Y 
Scenario F I l e  : P: \coBRA\BCRC\~AW~;~D. CS? 
Std Fct-s F i  Le : P:\COBRA\N~~DBOF.SFF 

S ta r r i ng  Year : 1996 
F l n a l Y e a r  : 2 0 0 0  
RE! Year : 2001 (i Year1 

NPV i n  2015(fK): -392,078 
l-Time Cost(SK): i7,570 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Do l l a rs  
1996 1997 
---- - - - -  

M i  [Con 2,263 -4,412 
Person 0 103 
Overhd 3,757 2,948 
Mov i ng 26 953 
Miss io  0 0 
Other -1C5 -200 

TOTAL 5,942 -608 25,793 20,974 -20,611 -39,248 

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

O f f  0 0 0 0 6 0 
En l 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ  0 0 0 185 242 0 
TOT 0 0 0 185 248 0 

POSiTIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 0 1 Z 0 0 . - En i C C C , I  I V C . 7, 
s cc c c. C n C P 

- - --- ::v 5 3 c  , L 152 L. - - -.-- - 
I L $LC ! u: 

. -r 
I ; i 

C . = S E  :3t.2C1223,.L, "^,,' n P - C r C > - :  i .---.--r - -  .,S"'_ - - : - , c  
d.- , - - - - -  - , -  - - . -  . -  +- -, - ,-. 

- &_rg;-c ,-er I:?-': _=--it - . ,t . r  : r -  :.=-e= a r c  T-21 ~r,'r,_'?~-' :;-I: 'c-r ". , ; 
2c  --?---c--c- - -  ----. . - , -  -- .- - C ' C .  

Total 

To ta l  ----- 

Beyond 



C39U R%L:GNwEHT SUMWAV (C39RA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 212 
Dare As O! 16:Ll :1/25/1991, Re=-: Createc I?:C! 03/21/1995 

Department :NAVY 
03:ion Package : NAU; Ih'3Y 
Scenario Fi  Le : P: \C~SRA\BCRC\NAVCI~~. CBR 
Std Fct rs  Fi  l e  : P: \COBRA\N95DBOf .SFF 

Costs ( S K I  Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

M i  [Con 2,263 6,768 
Person 0 103 
Overhd 3,757 2,960 
Moving 26 953 
n i s s i o  0 0 
Other 100 200 

TOTAL 6,147 10,984 26,135 33, 488 12,096 4,763 

Savings 

M i  lCon 
Person 
Overhd 
Moving 
M iss io  
Other 

TOTAL 

(BK) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 

Tota l  ----- 
18,217 
5,508 

27,959 
39,768 

157 
1,704 

To ta l  ----- 
11,180 
46,214 
43,345 

27 
0 

605 

Beyond 
- -----  

0 
136 

4,483 
0 

1 44 
0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
23,938 
20,073 

0 
O 
0 



T0;AL Oh!-TIME COST REPORT (C38RA ~5.08) - Page 1 /6  
Data As Of 1t:Ll :1/25/i9%, Report Created 13:03 03/2i/19?5 

Deoartment : NAVY 
Option Package : NAUC lNDY 
Scenario Fi Le : P: \COBRA\BCRC\NAUCI~D. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi le : P:\COBRA\N~SDBOF. SFF 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category -------- 
Cons t ruc t ion 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
In format ion Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 
Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Mi l i  tary PC5 
Unemp loymen t 

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 
Program PLanning Support 
Mothball / Shutdm 

Total - Overhead 
hoving 
Civi lian Moving 
Civi lian PPS 
Hi l i tary Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving C3s ts . Total-Moving 

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

..i- Other 
HA' i 7.5: C 
Envirsnrnen~a! Hiriga:'an Ccszs 13C.CO3 
One-?;me Uni~ge Czs:: . ,", "-- 

I ,oC'-, UU*  

;o:a! - Drne- : , 7 2 L , C X  
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ - -,- -,- 
7c:z i Cne-Time Cns~s I ,' , ?::, :=: 
.............................................................................. 
Cne-Time Savin~s 

!!i i i tary Consrruc:ioc Cnst hvcicaxec ;:,I&:,OS: 
Fa~i ly housin~ CCsi kv=:sances P L 

ni 1 i tary M ~ v i n ~  57, O72 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time moving Savinss C 
Environmental Mi tigat103 Savings C 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 .............................................................................. 

Toral One-Time Savings 1 1.237, 072 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
TO:~[ Net One-Time Costs 66.362.W 



De~artmen? : NAVY 
03tion Package : NAuC 1N3Y 
Scenario Fi le : P:\COBRA\BCRC\NAUCI20. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi le : P: \COBRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NAUC AD INDIANAPOLIS, IN 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category -------- 
Cons t ruc t i on 
Kilitary Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Manaoement Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 
Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civi lian New Hires 
EL iminated Hi l i  tary PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball 1 Shutdam 

Total - Overhead 
Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
E i  l i  tary Moving 
Freign: 
One-Time Msvinf Css:s 

- Tote! - M3vinp 

Cost Sub-Tota l 
---- - - - - - - - - - 

- .-  - -  
2 Y ,  I O C ,  723 

C:ne- 
HAD / RSE 
r-,.: --,-,=--- b.: - .---  :,.- F r > ' - <  -. 1 "  i ". l ,  - 3 .c. . .yc . ,", i--- .. 
Cie--1ne V-.CLE :zs:r n .. .- - .  l*. 

Tcze: - 2:ne- 
--. - .  YIL 

One-Time Savin:r 
K!iitery Csns:-xr:cn Cos: hvz;c~xrec 
Faaily Hsusins Css: Avoicances 
Hi l i  t z r y  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time novin5 Savin~s 
EnvironrnenZaL Mitigation Savincs 
One-Time Unicue Savings 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
lstal One-Time Savincs 1:,2C7,C'Z 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Total Fie: One-Time Costs 46,445,373 



De~artment : NAVY 
0~:ion Package : NAUC Iti3Y 
Scenario FI le : P: \COBRA\BCRC\NAWCI~D. CBR 
Std Fc:rs File : P:\COBRA\N~~DBOF.SFF 

Base: NSWC CRANE, IN 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category -------- 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Totat - Construction 
Personne l 
Civilian RIF 
Civi lian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
ELiminated Mi Ii tary PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 

Program Planning Support 
Hothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 
Moving 
Civi lian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Mi l i tary Moving 
Freicht 
One-Time %wins Costs 

. To:a L - Wovin~ 

Cost Sub-To:a 1 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

3:ne- 
HAP / RSE 

P 

? .  :?vl-onmen:?! u + f  7ce:ic- 2 t : r  'C'L'. Z"T . . - -  " - -  
be-i :me Ln:c~e C-: :I ,c- , ,  J.,. 

T r - 3 '  - C:?er 
. --- ,-.  

. - --. , i". 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------. .. . - - -  
icra: One-Time Czcrr , - . . - _  - ,  - > , - -  

---_-----_-_-______----------------------------------------------------------. 

One-Time Savlnss 
E:L i ra ry  Cons:rcc:'c? tcct Avo:c=?cez 
iaxily nocsjng cosr hvz:can=es ir 

Mi li tary Hovinc C 
<and Sales C 
One-Time Moving Savings u 

Environmental Mitigation Savings C 
One-Time Uniaue Savings P La 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
7c:ai One-Time Savings C 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 18,165,526 



OK[-?:ME C2S' REPORT (C3BW ~ 5 . 3 8 )  - Page 4 / 6  
Data As 3f 16:;: ll/25/i??L, Repor: CreateC 1?:C5 C5/2?/19CS 

Oeoartment : NAVY 
O2:ion Package : NAWZ !K3Y 
Scenario F i  l e  : P: \COBW\BCRC\NAVC:ZD. CBR 
S:d Fc:rs F i  Le : P:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFf 

Base: NAWC WPN CHINA LAKE,  CA 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

Category 
- - - - - - - -  
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
I n f o m a t i o n  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  R l F  
C i v i l i a n  Early Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Tota l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Hothbal l  / Shutdown 

Tota l  - Overhead 

Hoving 
C i v i l i a n  Hoving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i  li:ary Moving 
Freign: 
O?e-Time M3ving Ccs:s 

Tczal - kovinc 

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

^:?P- 

hh3 / RSE 
Environnenrz: u:ripar.o- Czsrr 
2-,e-;:lf '".-. . "-.-? 

d. , - - -  -.,..-- 
-,.-= - P - - c -  .-.-. .. - ! -  

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

a C:Z. 51e--~ne C-2:: 
. .-- " p -  

, . C .  Y U L  

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Cne-T:ne S a v : n ~ r  

p,j ! j ~ ~ ~ ~  ,. c-,~--,,--.-- .. ,, . , ,. . ',cs t kv:' cz-,=e_c 
i a m i  i y  hous 1 ng Ces: Avc? czncez 
Hi 1 i :ary k v i n g  
Len6 Sales ,, 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Envinnmente! Ki:iga:ion Savincs C 
One-Time Unioue Savings 

" 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Tsra l  One-iine S z v i n ~ s  C 
.............................................................................. 
Tota l  Ne: One-Time Cosrs 1, 170,000 



ONE-7lPE CSS' SED3P.T (COBRA ~5.38) - Page 516 
32:~ AS C! 16:Ll 1;/25/15'94, Repop: C-ea:eC 13:3? C3/21/1995 

D e ~ a  rtmen t : NAVY 
0;:ion Pacnage : NAVE IKDY 
Scenario Fi Le : P: \COBRA\BCRC\NAVCI~D. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi le : P: \COBRA\N95DB3F.SFF 

Base: NTC GREAT LAKES, 11 
(ALL values in Dollars1 

Category -------- 
Construction 
Military Constructio~ 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

TotaL - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civi Lian Early Retirement 
Civi lian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / S h u t d m  

Total - Overhead 
Moving 
Civi Lian Moving 
Civi lian PPS 
Mi Li:2ry Moving 
Freip-: 
One-T i me bv: Czs :5 

Tct2: - H=v;n; 

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

3ne-Tine S a v i n ~ s  
--c- /,,..=;zz;cez u: i t  :a -y  Csnstrucric- ,-, . 

F a ~ i i y  ns-s:ns :=st hvzicances ,. 
Mi 1 i r a r y  k v i n ~  C 

Lend Sele-c i 
One-Time bving Savinss C 
Environmental Hi:igari=~ Savings i 

One-Time Unicae Savinss C 
.............................................................................. 
TSIZL Cne-Time Savinss C 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Tc:al Net One-Time C~S:S 0 



O\E-::wE z357 R E W " ?  (C35W ~5.38) - page 6/6 
;a:a A s  3< It:&: : : / 2 5 t ~ ? G L ,  kexr: Cre~tec ! ? : C j  C3/21/!9?5 

Denartme?: : NAVY 
02:-o? Da:kage : hAUC !&3v 
Sce~ario Fl ie : P:\CDB'LA\B~RC\NAUC~~D. CBR 
Stb Fctrs F i  le : P:\C3BkA\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NAUC AD PAX RIVER, n0 
lAll values in Dollars) 

Cons truc: i on 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construc?ion 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirment 
Civi lian N e u  Hires 
Eliminated Military PC5 
UnempLoyment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 
Moving 
Ci vi l i an Moving 
Civi l ian PPS 
Mi i i  tary Moving 
Freicn: 
One-- irne u z v i i ~  C2s tz 

T z t e :  - M3\'i": 

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

37e--1me Szv;  -;: 
u: !i :a-y :c-,rrr;=r-c- Lsz r  hvs:zs?cer 
: m i  L y hous : ng Czr '. At*": ~ E ? C P - C  

V,i :::ary Moving i 
Lanc Sa!es L 

One-Time Hovinc Savings 
r- 

Environrnen-a! Mi:ipatlc? Ssvinsr 
Ole-Time Lnioue Szvings 

n 

.............................................................................. 
?: :a !  One-Tirne Sewings C 
__________-_--_____----------------------------------------------------------- 
ic:a! be: One-Tlme tcs:s 562.002 



YCYAL M:LIYARY C0NSiRUCY:Oh ASSETS ( C O B W  ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 116 
Data As C f  16:Ll 11/25/1994. Re=-: Createc 13:CZ 03/2:/19?5 

D e P a r t r n e n t  : NAVY 
0s: ion Package : NAG: INDY 
S c e n a r i o  F i  l e  : P: \COBRA\BCR:\KAUCI?~. CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i  Le : P : \ C O B R A \ N ~ ~ D B ~ F . S F F  

ALL C o s t s  i n  SK 

B a s e  Name 
--------- 
NAUC AD 1NOIANAPOLIS  
NSdC CRANE 
NAWC UPN CHINA LAKE 
NTC GREAT LAKES 
NAWC AD PAX R I V E R  

T o t a l  I N A  L a n d  C o s t  
M i  L b n  Cos t P u r c h  A v o i d  
------ ---- ----- ----- 

0 0 0 -11,180 
16,465 0 0 0 

1,170 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

582 0 0 0 
.......................................... 

18,217 0 0 -11,180 

Tota 1 
C o s t  



M:?:iARY C3h'STRUC':Oh ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page ?!b 
Data AS C! 1b:Ll 11/25/1F;L, Report Crea:ec 1!:C3 C 3 1 2 : / : 9 Q 5  

De~artment : NAVY 
Ozt ion Package : hAUC INDY 
Scenario F t  l e  : P: \COBRA\BCRC\NAWtI 20. CBR 
Std Fctrs f i Le : P: \COBRA\N95DBOF. S F F  

Milcon fo r  Base: NAUC AD INDIANAPOLIS, I N  

ALL Costs i n  SK 
M i  LCon Using Rehab New New To:a l 

Description: Categ Rehab Cost* M i i ton  Cost* Cost* ------------- ----- ----- ----- ------ ----- - - - - -  

TotaL Construction Cost: 0 
+ I n f o  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 11,180 ........................................ 

TOTAL: -1 1,180 

* A L L  MilCon Costs include Design, S i te  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
S I O H  Costs where applicable. 



C:.i'ARV C3hS'RJ:-:3h A S S E ' S  (CSB'V. v5.36) - Page 3/C 
32:a As Of l 6 : L :  '?/?5!1!29-, Re~o-:  ;-ee:S i3:03 C!/?:/19?5 

Deaartrne?: : NAVY 
0 3 : i o ~  Package : NAVE IN:" 
Scenario F 1 l e  : P : \ C O S R A \ S C R ~ \ ~ A U C ; ~ D . C S R  
Std Fc:rs F i  l e  : P:\COBRA\N95083F.SFi 

HilCon fo r  Base: NWC CRANE, I N  

ALL  Costs i n  S K  

Description: 
- - - ----------  
ADMI N 
MAINTENANCE 
S C I  F 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

M i  [Con 
Categ 
----- 
ADMIN 
M I N T  
ROT&E 

. - - - - - - - - - - 

Us i ng 
Rehab 
- - - - -  

0 
51,600 

0 
- - - - - - - - - 

+ 
+ 

- -  

Rehab N e w  N e w  
Cos t *  Hi 1 Con Cost * 
----- - - - - - -  - - - - -  

n/a 110,000 n/ a 
6,897 D 0 

n/ a 0 n i  a 

Total Construction Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
Land Purchases: 
Construct ion Cost Avoid: 

TOTAL: 

Total 
Cost* 
- - - - -  
8,800 
6,897 

768 
. - - - - - - 
16,465 

0 
0 
0 

------- 
16.665 

" A L L  HilCon Costs include Design, S i t e  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
S I O H  Costs where applicable. 



Sce~a-lo Fi ;e : P: \~~BRA\EC~C\~~\,.C:~~. :sq 
Std Fc:rs F I  ie : P: \ C ~ B ; U \ \ N ~ ~ ~ B ~ ; . S F F  

IK?UT SCREE& FIVE - CIHAHIC ShSE INCOR~&7!Oh' 

Name: NAWC AD INDIANAPOLIS, I N  
1990 1997 1996 1999 2000 2D0i 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

1-Time Uniaue Cost (SKI: 0 0 0 0 , 
C 0 

.t 

0 
0 

1-Time Uniaue Save (SK): 0 
0 

0 
0 0 

0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI: 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1-Time Noving Save (SKI: 0 
0 

0 
0 0 

0 
0 

0 Env Non-HilCon Reqd($K): 
0 

0 
G 

O 
Ac:iv Mission Cost (SK): Lr, 

0 
125 141 144 

Activ Mission Save (SK): C 0 0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
nisc Recurring  cost($^): 0 

0 
0 

0 0 
0 

Misc Recurring Save($K): 0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 0 
13 

0: 
0 

0: 
0 

0% 
0 

Construction Schedule(:): 0% 
Of Of 

c: 
Shutdown Schedule (7.): Of 

OX 
OX 0: 

Hi [Con Cost Avoidnc(SK): 0 
0% 

0 11,180 
0 

0 
0 

0 
Fam Housing Avoianc(SK!: 0 

0 
0 0 

Procurement Avoidnc(fK): 0 
0 

2C5 400 
0 

0 
0 

0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 0 

0 

0 0 
0 

0 
0 CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 

Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 1,029 Perc FamiLy Housing S h u t w :  100.0% 0 

Ndme: NSUC CRANE, IN 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Tine H3ving Save ( S c ) :  
E-v Nx-i?i !Csn Xez; ! $ r : !  : 
kc:jv !'issic-, :CS: ( C < : :  
k:iv rlssio,n SZ\,~ IS::: : 
b'sc k e c ~ - - .  2;  Czs: 'r!" . - .  
P:s: Recu--in; Save:Si;: : 
L2-= (-g:\'.'-:2 .es: [t ,:)  : 
7 - ? c - - , . - - . - -  - .- ,- - ,  L--  " LZ-lfE- . E  ,: 

s;~rzz.,~ SC.TPZ- : C  ::. . ,,: --.. . . . . --. . Czsr .4i32! ~ 7 t  :'.., : 
Ea-: q=uz;n; ~.,-:c-- I C :  , -  , - ,  , =---. ,- ---. ex-: I;VC:C?.C :_c . 
:z,4"=L'5 in-;-- C l ? e 3 - s j b L .  ,,. , . 
:-AU1:C 32:-fia:; ! \  -. 
Fa.: , S-. .-rr 8 4- .Y~CF.I ( KS : 

i-Time L'nic~e C3s; ( S i c : :  
:-Time L'2'aue Szve (51;:: 
i-7ime Wvlng tos: ( 5 , ; ; :  
1 , - -  . ine Paving Save !SK: : 
Env NOR-Hi lCon Reqd (SKI : 
Ac:iv Hission Cost ($K): 
Ac:iv Mission Save ($K): 
Fist Recurrins Cos:[s~) : 
klsc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 
Construc:ion SchejuLe/l,): 
Shutdown Schedule (ZI : 
Kiicol Cost kvoianc(SK:: 
Frrr: !tocsins Avoionc(SK): 
Procurenen: AvsIc~=(SI:): 
CHAMPUS in-??:ienrs/Y-: 
CHA5PUS Oui-?e:ien:s/Yr: 
Faci L ShutDown(~si!: 

. - -  
I*.. 

. --- : "_ A cs,- 

c: C= 
C C 
C 0 
n C 
n 0 
G C 

Ee-c iani ! y  Housing 

L 

C 
0 
C 
c 
0 
0 
CL, 
c:: 
C 
n 

C 
P i 

C 
snu:tr~ 

(See final page for Ex?Lana:ory &z:es) 



. . :hl: 3 A ' P  RED$$' !:35RA ~ 5 . 3 8 !  - Page 5 
. 3a:e A s  C 4  : 6 : - '  :;;25i'oc-, Repop: CFea:ec :3:?? C!/Z:/:Qo! 

Deoa -:mei: : hAVv  
O=:.on Pacrage : hAdt Ih2Y 
Sceia- lo  F i i e  : ?:\C35XA\BCRC\NAL::22.CBR 
S:c F::?s f i l e  : P:\COBKA\N~~DB~F.SF; 

INPUT SCREEN F I V E  - DYNAK:C BASE INF3RcVI7ION 

Name: NTC GREAT LAKES, ! L  

1-Time Unioue Cost ISK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1 -T~me Hoving Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Hoving Save (SKI: 
Env Non-Hi LCon Reqd($K): 
Ac:iv Mlss ion Cost (SKI: 
Ac:iv Miss ion Save (SK): 
Misc Recur r ing  Cost(SK): 
His: Recur r ing  Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(:): 
Shu:dm Schedule ( 1 ) :  
Hi [Con Cost Avoidnc($KI: 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK1: 
Procurement Avoidnc($KI: 
CHAMPUS In -Pa t i en t s /Y r :  
CHAHPUS Out-Pat ients/Yr:  
Faci l ShutDo*m(KSF): 

Name: NAWC AD PAX RIVER, 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI:  
;-Time Unique Save (SKI: 
1-Tjme Msvlnp Czs: (SKI: 
i -T ime Yzving Szve (SK): 
EQ\, N=?-b" : Csn Sec3 (SI;; : 
# - * .  
n-. b W'sslc-, C2s: : S T : :  
p.,c~:,, y . s s : = -  C2:,t ::a:': 

" . < -  2 cL2- - . - -  ---. , -  - - m.. --2 . , - ' \  . 
?#is: k--, t..-.-- 

--I . ., Save(Sk:: : 
-e.,: ,-22,,: - :>,  . - - - . e : ,  ,,>I, ' - - - r - - . -  - . - -  c - -  -- ,- .. -.. . - -- , ez - .  c ,'L 
c -  .--,. - L --=- - -.-.,.. - -  .---. t :, : 
b. ?,.- - - ? -  /\,7----3c.. . ...- --... - ~ 

:=a- L,. ,c--- L , . = .  c?z ,> : - , ,--- , , -  

d m - - ,  , y  - --I e.3e.r Avc.=-c ,S'. 
th,I.,U325 :--3z: ; e-rz ! -. 
:-o,uJ;~ z - T - D ~ .  - :e - -?  .- 'b-. 
:;=: ; Sy;D-&-, (I::=; : 

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

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% Cf 
0% CX 0'; OX 
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 ShutOown: 

have: NAU: F~: I K Z i A N k J C - 1 5 ,  

C f f  Force S:ru= Cnange: 
En1 Force Stru: Change: 
Civ Force S:ru: Cnange: 
S:u Fcrce 5 : ~ :  Change: 
O f f  Scenar io Change: 
Enl Scenar io Chmge: 
C iv  Scenar io Change: 
C f f  C9aige(ko Ss: Save): 
En1 Change(N0 Sal  Save): 
Civ tnan:e(Ns 52: Save!: 
CarecaKers - K i  ! i te ry :  
Ca reza~ers  - C! v i  1 i a:: 



I h K T  3ATA REDDRT 1C384A v5.08) - page 6 
32re As 3' :b:L: 11/25/'09L, Rex- :  Created '3:03 C3/21/1995 

De>ar:ne-t : NAVY 
01:'o- package : NAhft  INDY 
Sce?ar:c F l  ~e : P: \C~SRA\BCRC\FIAUC:~D. cBR 
5:s FC:Y F i  l e  : P:\C3BRA\N95DBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEK SNEN - BASE HILITARY CONSTRUC7ION INFORMATION 

Name: NSWC CRANE. IN 

Descrip:ion Ca:q N w M i l C o n  RehabMiLCon To ta lCos t lSK)  
------------ - - - - -  ---------- ------------ -------------- 
A%: N ADHl N 110,000 0 8,800 
MAINTENANCE M I N T  0 54,603 0 
SCI F RDTLE 0 0 768 

Name: NAUC WPN CHINA LAKE, CA 

Desc r i p t i on  Categ New M i  [Con Rehab M i  [Con T o t a l  CostlSK) 
------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
ADMIN ADMIN 0 45,000 605 
MAINTENANCE MINT 0 14,166 142 
RDTL E RDTLE 0 5,389 135 
SCI F RDT&E 0 0 288 

Name: NAWC AD PAX RIVER, MD 

Desc r i p t i on  Ca teg New H i  l t o n  Rehab Hi l t o n  T o t a l  Cost (SKI 
------------ ----- -+-------- ------------ -------------- 
ADMIN ADHI N 0 21,750 185 
RDTLi RDTLE 0 2,560 22 
NETU3RK RDTLE 0 0 375 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

0.W ki ! d ' n ~  Sc CCS: Incex: n Y . .  01 

825 !naex (RPW, vs ~ o a u i a c i o n ! :  0.5.; 
( I nd i ces  a re  usec as exponents) 

Program Managmen: i a c r c r :  10. 00: 
CecetaKer Aomln(SF/Carel: 161.02 
b t n s e i i  Cos: ( S / S i ) :  1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quar te rs  (SF): 294.00 
Avg Fami l y  Quarters(SF):  1.00 
APPCET.R*T I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.03: 1997: 2.912: 1998: 3.03: 

C iv  Ear ly  R e t i r e  Pay Fzctc r :  9.02% 
P r i o r i t y  Placeinen: Service:  60.02: 
3PS Act ions I n ~ o i \ ~ i n c  PCS: 50. 03% 
C i v i  ! ian  PCS C3s:s ( 5 ) :  2E. BCD. SO 
C ' v i ! i zn  New Hire C2s::SI: U.V- .  rn -- 
he: Mesian hone ?r:celS:: :;4,oZ:.X 
Hme Sale Reimsurse Rcte: .- I u . V U P 7  r,n- 

k 2 X  t m e  Saie Re:rr.r--sfS:: Z 2 . 3 E 5 . 2 :  
none Pzr tn  Relesu-sf ?e:e: - . b r a  new 

uax Hme Purc:: Re l r=c rs [Z ! :  : : , ' 9 : . 3 : '  
C i v i l i a n  t i o m m l n p  Rete: 6 4 .  C,": 
SAP h m e  Value R e i n z ~ - s e  RaTe: 22.;:' 

: n"- HAP H a n e ~ e r  R e c e i v i n ~  Reie: - . 4 r n  

P,SEtimeVaLue Re~m=urseRz;e: C.2,": 
5SE H m e m e r  Reteiv 'ng Ratr :  2 . 2 : :  

Rena!: vs. New b!i!Con 3s:: 75. CC: 
I n f o  Hanagemen: Aczoun:: 0. CC: 
M i  lCon Design Rare: 9.0C: 
Ei tCon SIOH Rate: 6.03: 
!!i!Ccn Csn:inper.:y ?!2:! R8:e: 5.02: 
H i  lCon S i t e  Prepara t ion  Rate: 39.32: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 2.75: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: O.OC: 



. . ;hocT DATA R-23R' (C3BP.A ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 7 
' Data As C! 1e:L: 1:/25/1994, Rew-t Crea:ec 13:C3 C3/2:/:995 

D e ~ a r t ~ e n t  : NAVY 
D2::07 Package : hAW: I N O Y  
Scenar l o  Fl l e  : P: \C~BRA\BCRC\NAUC! ZC. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi Le : P:\CO~IU\N~~OBOF.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCi iEEK THREE - TRANSP3RTATION 

MateriallAssigned Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Per Of f  Farni l y  (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  Single ( M I :  6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost (SI100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mile):  0.20 
MiscExp ($/Di rect  Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack b Crate(S1Ton): 28L.00 
M i l  L ight  Vehicle(S1Mile): 0.31 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle(S/Mi l e ) :  3.38 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 4.17 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour) : 3,763.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 4,527.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost ( $ 1  : 1,403.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Horizontal 
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
Opera t i ona l 
Aoministrat ive 
School Bui ldings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Ouarters 
Fami l y  Ouarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  
tomnunications FaciL 
Shipyard Maintenance 
R37 L E F a c i l i t i e s  
PO? Srcrzge 
P.-zd,!n! :! c? S:crage 
ks::a! Faci i i t i e s  
- .  
t 7 v )  -3me-:2, 

UM - - 
( S Y )  
(LF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
( S F )  
(SF) 
( EA) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(5:) 
( S ' )  
[S;; 
1 ! , , 

Ca te jo ry  UM S/UM -------- -- ---- 
Opt ionalCategoryA ( ) 0 
Optional Category B ( 1 0 
Optional Category C ( 0 
OptionaLCategoryD ( 1 0 
Opt iona lCa tegoryE ( 0 
Opt iona lCa tegoryF  ( 1 0 
Optional Category G ( 0 
Optional Category H ( ) 0 
Optional Category I ( 1 0 
Opt iona lCa tegoryJ  ( 1 0 
Optional Category K ( 1 0 
Optional Category L ( 1 0 
Opt ionalCategoryM ( 1 0 
Opt ionalCategoryN ( 1 0 
Ootional Category 0 ( G 
C2:ionel Categcry P [ ) C 
Oz:iona! Ca:ezry C ! C 
Opr~ona! Cates-v 9 ' )  



. . P:;!TARY C3h'S;RL'::;Oh ASSETS (C39RA vS.08) - Page i / 6  
' Da:a As C! 16:C; :;/25/19Fc, Repc-: Crea:ec 13:03 03/2'/19$5 

De~artment : NAVY 
Ootion Package : NAUC INCY 
Scenario Fi l e  : P: \COBRA\BCRC\NAUCIZD. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi Le : P: \COBRA\N~~DBOF. SFF 

HilCon f o r  Base: NAUC UPk CHINA CAKE, CA 

A L L  Costs i n  $K 
M i  lCon 

Description: Categ 
------------- ----- 
ADMI N ADMIN 
MAINTENANCE M I N T  
RDTLE RDTLE 
S C I  F RDTLE .............................. 

Using Rehab New New Total 
Rehab CostC Hi LCon Cost* Cost- 
----- ----- - -----  - - - - -  - - - - -  

15,000 n l a  0 n/a 605 
11,166 nl a 0 n/  a 142 
5,389 n/a 0 n/a 135 

D n l a  0 n/a 238 
, - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total  Construction Cost: 1,170 
+ I n f o  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 
---------------------------------------- 

TOTAL: 1,170 

* A l l  HilCon Costs include Design, S i t e  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
S l O H  Costs where applicable. 



. . F:L:'kRV C3KSTRJ:':3h 4SSE-S (C3B?A v5.38)  - page 5;6 
Da:a A5 Of 16:s: ;;/Zj/:Ei-, Rew-: Crez:ec : 3 : C 3  C3!2:/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Ootron Package : KAWC INDY 
Sceiar i o  F i  l e  : P: \COBRA\B:RC\~AW:I 2D. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : P:\COBRA\N~~DBOF.SFF 

M i  [Con for  Base: NAUC A0 PAX RIVER, MD 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 
Hi LCon Using Rehab New New Total 

Description: Categ Rehab Cost* M i  (Con Cos:* Ccs :' 
------------- ----- - - - - -  ----- - - - - - -  ----- - - - - -  
ADMIN ADKIN 21,750 n l a  0 n l a  i 85 
RDT&E RDT&E 2,560 n l a  0 n l a  2 2 
NETWORK RDTfiE 0 n l a  0 n/a 375 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

TctaL Construction Cost: 582 
+ I n f o  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 ---------------------------------------- 

TOTAL: 582 

* A L L  M i  LCon Costs include Design. S i t e  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
S I O H  Costs where applicable. 



De3ar:rnen: : NAVY 
Oot io r  Package : NAVC IhDY 
Scenavro r ~ ~ e  : P:\COBM\B;R:\~~~;:~~.C~R 
Std F c t r s  FI Le : P : \ C O ~ R A \ N ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ F . S F F  

PERSONNEL SUMWRY FOR: N4VC AD INDIANAPOLIS, IN 

BASE POPULATION IFY 1996): 
O f f i c e r s  En l l s ted  Students C l v l  L i a ~ s  
---------- ---------- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

9 25 0 2.e52 

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  2 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l l a n s  -240 0 0 0 0 0 -2LO 
TOTAL -238 0 0 0 0 0 -238 

BASE POPULATION (Prior t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students C i v i  Lians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

9 27 0 2.6i2 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
TO Base: NSUC CRANE, I N  

1996 1997 1998 1999 ZOO0 2001 Tota l  ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 
O f f i c e r s  0 0 1 1 0 0 2 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  Lians 1 57 L69 470 155 0 if':? 
TCTk? 1 > i 472 47:  3 ,.,- z :  C a , . Z -  

- - . - 

S:xen;s u L 

C i v i  l i e n s  C C -,.-. 
1"lPiL C r r- 

L 
'r. 
t .  

. - . - 

7 3  9 2 s ~ :  N L ' t  AD PAX R!VE<, 
1996 
---- 

O f f i c e r s  n 
U 

E n l i s r e d  0 
Students 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  C 
TOTAL 0 

Y 3  . ,.-- , -- 
I . . ,  

. ..-- 
1 Y 7 2  

. - 
I +? 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS IOdt of N W C  AD Ilr;DIANA?OL!S, i K ) :  
1996 1997 1996 1999 2303 2031 T c : ~ !  
---- ---- ---- ---- ----  - - - - - - - - - 

C C I  ' 
I I I ce rs  C 0 1 2 0 0 - 

. ... in1is:ed 0 3 0 , i 1 C ~r 
-- " 

S;uden:s C C 0 C 0 3 3 -- C i v i  l i e - s  1 :: i:c --, 727 ? 63 C 1,56.: 
TOTAL i 57 6 4  746 173 0 i , S . L  



pERS34hEL SUUWRV RE33K' (C3SkA ~ 5 . 0 8 :  - Page 2 
' 32:s As 3: 1b:L; :: /25/19QL, Rex-: C - e e : ~  ; 3 : C ?  2!;2i/i995 

De~a'trne?: : NAVY 
02t lon Dackage : NAUC lNDY 
Sceqa--0 F i  Le : P:\C~BRA\BCRC\~AL' : :Z~.CBR 
St0 Fctrs F i l e  : P:\COBRA\NSIDBOF.SFF 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANSES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ZOO1 Total 
---- ---- - - - -  ---- - - --  ---- ----- 

Of f icers 0 0 0 0 - 6 0 - 6 
Eni is ted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ciui  l ians 0 0 0 -185 - 2 4 2  0 - 4 2 7  
TOTAL  0 0 0 -185 -248 0 - 4 3 3  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED (No Salary Savings): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl is ted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civi  l ians 0 0 0 -601 0 0 -601 
TOTAL 0 0 0 -601 0 0 -601 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Action):  
Of f icers Enl isted Students 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

0 0 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NSUC CRANE, I N  

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r io r  t o  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  Enl is ted Students 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

14 83 0 

C iv i l i ans  
---------- 

0 

C iv i l i ans  
---------- 

3,256 

cEiiSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NAKC WPN Cn;NA LAKE, t A  

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r io r  t o  B G C  Ac:ion!: 
Cf f i cers  En i i s : e l  5:uden:s 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

i 43 868 0 

Civi  Lians ---------- 
4,226 



PERS35hE. SJMwA?* 4EP3ST (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 3 
De:a As Cf ;6:-' i:;ij~;FF;, Remr: Crez:ec 13:03 03/21/1995 

0eoar:me": : NAVY 
0o:lon Dacrage : hkUC IN3Y 
Scena-10 F i l e  : P:\COBW\BCRC\NAWCI~D.CBR 
St5 Fc:rs Fl  l e  : P:\COBRA\N~~OBOF.SFF 

PERSOHKEL REALIGNHENTS: 
Fran Base: NAWC AD IN0IANAPOL:S. IN 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
---- - - - -  ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - -  

Off  ~ c e r s  0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
En l i s ted  0 0 0 17 0 0 17 
Stcdents 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 C 100 182 0 0 282 
TOTAL 0 0 100 200 0 0 300 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  NAWC \JPN CHINA LAKE, 
1996 1997 1998 1999 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 1 
En l i s ted  0 0 0 17 
Students 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 100 182 
TOTAL 0 0 100 200 

CAI : 
2000 2001 Tota l  ---- ---- ----- 
0 0 1 
0 0 17 
0 0 0 
0 0 282 
0 0 300 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Act ion) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students C i v i l i a n s  
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

144 885 0 4,508 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NTC GREAT LAKES, I L  

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Act ion) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students C i v i l i a n s  
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

7 Cf 2,372 6,711 SF3 

-,--, Z E < z z K 6 . E _  ~ : : . - : C \ U : ' , - :  ;:;r; 1;;: G z E i T  iC,}:Es, 1::: 
. -- --- . --- 
, . , -  w .. , . . "-c  2 7 ,  - - l C  ??FS Ld", 
- - - -  ---- ---- ---- ---- 

nr:. " .  , . - -  .. " C C 
En.isre: w V Y tl . ,. 

I V 

S:iloe.?r-c C C n C 
Civi C C 5 
--,- 

6 u ,  hL 0 
c C C 0 15 

SASE >3PL'Lh7:CK (After 6k4C hc:lcn: : 
n r r . ,  " .  .,EFS En;is:ec S:udents ---------- ---------- ---------- 

193 2.382 4,711 

PERSDNNEL SU%ARY FOR: NAUC AD FAX RIVEE, KD 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Act ion) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s ~ e d  Students 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

663 2,361 - - 
L3 

Civ i  l i a x  
---------- 

3 , I i F  



PERSONNEL SUMWRY REP3liT (C3BRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page L 
Data As Of 10:41 11/2S!lSE;. fiemr: Crea:ec 13:03 03/21/1985 

De~ar tment  : NAVY 
0o:ion Package : NAUC I N O Y  
Scenar! o F i  l e  : P: \COERA\BCRC\NAUCI 2D. CBR 
Std Fc t r s  F i l e  : P: \COBRA\N~~OBOF.SFF 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: NAUC A0 INDIANAPOLIS, IN 

1996 1997 1988 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E n i i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 0 70 75 0 0 145 
TOTAL 0 0 70 75 0 0 145 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  NAWC AD PAX RIVER, 
1996 1997 1998 1999 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 
E n i i s t e d  0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 70 75 
TOTAL 0 0 70 75 

ND) : 
2000 ZOO1 To ta l  

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Act ion) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students C i v i  \ ians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

463 2,361 23 3,264 



:C-A, PERS34NEL IHDACT RED397 (C38Rh ~ 5 . 0 6 )  - Page 716 
Data As O f  i 0 : i ;  ;;/ i5/1994, Rew-: tcea:ec ;3:03 03/2i/;995 

Oe~artmen: : &AVY 
O X i o n  Package : NAVt IN37 
Scenario f i l e  : P: \COBRA\BCRC\HAVCI~~. CBR 
Std Fc t r s  F i l e  : P:\COBRA\N~~OBOF.SFF 

Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Ci v i  i i an Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFsln+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Pos i t ions Ava i lab le  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Ci v i  l i an T u r n ~ v e r  15.00X 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i l i a n s  Ava i l ab le  t o  Move 
C i v i  l i ans  Hoving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

Total  
----- 

1584 
160 
80 

238 
94 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 1 57 639 727 160 0 1584 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 1 36 409 495 112 0 1053 
New C i v i l i a n s  Hi red 0 21 230 232 48 0 531 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addi t ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 6 64 152 41 0 263 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 3 38 91 24 0 156 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 472 145 0 617 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 21 230 232 48 3 531 

* Ea-lv Re:irenen:s, RepuLar Ret i renents,  C i v i ! i an  Turnover, 2 7 ~  : i v i l : m s  Kz: 
W i l l i n g  t o  H3ve ere  nc; a x ! i c a S l e  f o r  mzves u n m r  : : f ry r;!.es. 



DeDartmelt : NAVY 
0o:ion Package : NAUC Ih2Y 
Scenaric F i  ~e : P:\C3BU\BtR:\NAU::2;'.EBR 
Sta Fctrs F i  l e  : P:\COSRA\N~~DBOF.SFF 

Base: NAU: A3 1KDIAKAPOL;S. I K  Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALlGNiNG OUT 
Early Re t  i rement' 10.00: 
Regular Retirement" 5.0C: 
C i v i l i a n  Turnoverg 15.03: 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)" 6.00: 
Civi Lians Moving ( the rmainder)  
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai Lable 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS E L I M I N A T E D  
Early Retirement 10.00% 
ReguLar Retirement 5.00: 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00: 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs). 6.00: 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00; 
Civ i l i ans  Avai lable to  Move 
C iv i l i ans  Hoving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

Total 
- - - - -  
1561 

I bO 
60 

235 
F:. 

lCl2 
57 2 

CIVILIAN P O S I T I O N S  REALIGNING I N  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Civ i  Lians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
NEW Civ i  l ians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRKENTS 0 6 64 152 1 1  0 203 
TOTAL CIVILIAN R I F S  0 3 38 9 i  24 C 156 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 9 472 145 0 617 
TOTAL C I V ! L I A N  NEU H I R E S  C O O 0 0 0  C 

" Etriy Ret<re.nznt,s, Recd le r  ket:  re-c?--'.s, C'v' ! :e-  ;~--?vn-,  2-z  t . \ , '  . 'an,: Zc 
y; I I ;.,- -- 

f . . 8 8 4 c  .d 4 v e  e r e  n:: 2zz:.:az.c '2- r ^VES ;-Ce- '.I.. - -  "- . . >  < . . .  



De3ar:rne.:: : NAVY 
33:101 Pac~age : NAU: IKZY 
S c e i a r ! ~  F l ~ e  : P : \ : ~ ~ W \ S : R ~ \ ) ; ~ W ; : ~ ~ . C S R  
Std Fct rs  F1 Le : P: \COBRA\N~~OBOF. S F F  

Base: NSiC C.RANE, I h  Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement' 5. O C f  
Clv i  Lian Turnover' 15.COX 
Civs No: Moving ( R l i s ) '  6.00% 
C i v i  Lians Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Pos i t ions Ava i lab le  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
ReguLar Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Hoving (RIFsI* 6.OC% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00Z 
C i v i l i a n s  Ava i l ab le  to  Move 
C i v i  l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the  remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 1 57 469 470 155 0  1152 
C i v i  Lians Moving 1  36 301 331 109 0  778 
New C i v i l i a n s  Hired 0 21 168 139 46 0 374 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addi t ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS ~ ~ 0 ~ 0 0  0 
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 H E N T S #  0  0  0 0  0  0  0  
TOTAL CI\/I?IAN NtW H I R E S  C 21 168 139 46 C 37; 

* Ear!v Rer:*me-:s. Reg:!?- Ref:  re,:r-'- - - ,  C!i.i : :e-  : ~ r ? s v e r ,  2 7 ~  Z:vi : ;a-.s 4:: 
G ;  ! : i n ;  ~2 u,~,, 2-P 7 ~ ;  ~ ~ ; . ; : ~ : . E  fc- i;l5~.es j.7;~: f . ' - , i ,  r :  



. . PESS3hkE. :uPAt' QEDZS' (C38RA ~ 5 . 0 5 )  - Paae 416 
",:a As 2'  :t:;' : : :25, "Qc- ,  Gem-: Cres:ec :3:03 C3iZi/;F95 

De~aytrne?: : NAVY 
O;:ion Pacnage : hAUC IK3" 
Scena-lc F 1 ie  : P: !:~SU\B:RC\~A~:: 22. CBR 
S:6 F c t r s  F i  l e  : P : \ C ~ B U \ N Q ~ D B ~ F . S F F  

Base: NAG: UPN CHINA LAKE, CA Ra:e 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Ear ly  Re: i remen:' 10.00: 
Reguiar Re:irement9 5. 00: 
C i v i  L ian Turnever" 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)' 6.00: 
C i v i  Lians Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Pos i t i ons  Ava i l ab le  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 0 ~ ~ 0  0 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.OC% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v s N o t H o v i n g ( R 1 F s ) "  6.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  Ava i l ab le  t o  Hove 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i  Lians Hoving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 100 182 0 0 282 
C i v i  Lians l o v i n g  0 0 6 4 1 1 7  0 0 181 
New C i v i l i a n s  H i red  0 0 36 65 0 0 101 
Other C i v i l i a n  Add i t ions  0 ~ ~ ~ ~ 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRUENTS O G O O O O  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS C O O 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 H E N T S S  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TCTAL C!VILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 36 65 0 0 101 

9 ,-. :,- .y  Eer l  rerrients, Re;;:2r Rer!reaen:s, C i v :  ::s? i u rnsve r ,  a71  C i v i  : ;a?s 4c: 

k: . . :n;  7 -  Ksve z-e  7;: E;c:.c~;.E ic- z5ve5 U Z S S ~  f i C : v  n i l e z .  



PESSONUEL IMPACT REP347 ( t 3 3 W  v5.08) - Page 516 
Da:a As 3' i b : L i  i i l25 i :FS- .  fiemr: C-eat& 13:C3 03/21/1995 

D e ~ a ~ t r n e n t  : NAVY 
03:lon Package : NAVE INOY 
Scenar io F i i e  : P : \ C O B R A \ B C K \ N A U ~ ~ ~ ~ . C B R  
Std Fc:rs F i  l e  : P: \COBRA\N950B3F.SFF 

Base: NTC GREAT LAKES, I L  Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Ear l y  RetirementL 10.0OZ 
Regular Retirementg 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover" 15.007. 
Civs Not b v i n g  (RIFsI*  6.00Z 
C i v i l i a n s  b v i n g  ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Pos i t ions  Ava i l ab le  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear l y  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i  v i  l i an Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not b v i n g  (RIFsI*  6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60. OOX 
C i v i l i a n s  AvaiLable t o  Move 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

To ta l  
----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN  0 0 0 0 5 0  5 
t i v i  l i a n s  Moving 0 0 0 0 3 0  3 
New C i v i l i a n s  H i red  0 0 0 0 2 0  2 
Other C i v i l i a n  Add i t ions  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 ~ 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 ~ 0  9 
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 H E N T S #  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEU HIRES 0 0 0 0 2 0  2 

" Ear!\/ Re:::e~le7rs, Recular ?e:i reme.?ts, C i v i  ! i an  Turnover, and C i v i  ! iens ND: 
5 ,. , :-- * ,  L . I ,  ,, rs  m v t  a r e  ID: a a ~ 1 i ~ e ~ : e  f o r  moves under f i f t y  mi ies .  



PERS3NIEL I Y P A C i  RED3rlT (COB* v5.08) - Page 6 / 0  
Data As Of 16:1; iI/25/19T;i, Remr: Created ?3:03 C3/21/1995 

De~artment : NAVY 
0~: ion Package : NAWC INDY 
Scenario F i l e  : P:\COBRA\B:RC\NAU:!~C. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : P:\COBRA\N~~OBOF.SFF 

Base: NAUC AD PAX RIVER, M i l  Rate 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00I 
C iv i l i ans  Moving ( the  remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai lable 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Hoving (RIFsI* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C iv i l i ans  Avai lable to  Mve  
C iv i l i ans  Moving 
C iv i  Lian RIFs (the remainder) 

Total ----- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 0 70 75 0 0 145 
C iv i  l ians Moving 0 0 44  17 0 0 91 
NRJ C i v i l i a n s  Hired 0 0 26 28 0 0 51 
Other C i v i l i a n  Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  ' 0  
TOTAL ClVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW H I R E S  0 0 26 28 0 0 54 

Early Retirernents, Reguler Retirements, Civ l  ! ien Turnover, end t i v i  l lans kc: 
W i l l i n g  to  Move are no: arpLicz31e fcr moves under f ? f : y  K; Les. 

# N-: a l l  P-iori:y PLace-aenrs invc ive e Pemzne~: i5zn;e c: S : a : ; z ? .  - 7'- -2:t 

c f  F35 cl?.ceae?rr invs:v;n; s FCS is 52.3:; 



De2ar:men: : NAVY 
03:lon Package : NAUC IN3Y 
Scenario F i l e  : P:\COBRA\BCRC\NAUC;~D.CSR 
Std Fc:rs Fi l e  : P:\COBRA\N95DB3F.SFF 

O N E - T I M E  COSTS ----- ( S K I - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
nl LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

08H 
C I V  SALARY 

Civ R I F  
Civ Ret i re  

C I V  MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Dr i v ing  

Unemp Loyment 
OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hire 
1-Time nove 

H I  L PERSONNEL 
V !  L nov: tic 

Per Die? 
33V I?: Les 
H E t  
Y, ; s C 

---::, 
i.. - . . . .... ?-?  - . ? ,  ..- 

--. -- 
r , -. zn 

H A =  / R-CE 
- .  
rnv i  :=nne::e . 

)Isnegr. 
;-Time O:ne- 

- - - A  I . b ~ r . ,  DKE-7;": 

200 1 Total 
- - - -  - - ---  



T E A :  A?DS3DR:A':3NS ZETA:, REP2t: ( 3 5 9 4  ~ 5 . 0 6 )  - Page 2 i i E  
Da:a As 2' i 6 : i e ,  1;/25/:9Fi, kewr: Crea:eo :3:C3 C3/2i/1995 

D e x  -?men: : NAVY 
C 2 t l 0 l  Pac~age : NAUC INOY 

Scenario F i  i e  : P: \COBRA\B:RC\N~U;;~D. C5S 
S:d Fc t r s  F i  i e  : P:\COBRA\N~SDBOF.SFF 

RECURR:NGCOSTS 
----- ( S K I - - - - -  
FAN HOUSE OPS 
oan 

RPM 
835 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Care taker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 
Enl Salary 
House A l low 

OTHER 
Mission 
Hisc Recur 
Uniaue Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tc ta l  
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COST 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- (SKI - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
HI LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MI? PE2SONNEL 
R i  l Msvina 

3TC? 
L m C  Sales 
r n v i  -cnze-,:z. . - .  
, -  i ne  3rne- 

"-&: DNz-;-"E 
I., . - - .  
- - - ,  , - - .  - .-,un-.. - ";CSh'.'ft 
----- T,:' - - - - -  
rqp, - - , > c r  -:: 

,,"d-- - 
s.Er', 

.?="A 
E " C  
d-- 

U' ' "' . .,de ~ I P - 2 :  

C i v  Salery 
CHAM?LIS 

KI? PERSONKE- 
Off Salary 
En1 Sa lary  
HDJS~ h! 

C7ri E?, 
Prccurmer.: 
Mission 
Hisc .%e?~r 
Uniaue Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 205 11,592 342 12,514 32,706 44,011 



-*- z u  A ?  AD393"&:A':3h'S D f Y A : :  RE339' (C09U vv5.08) - Paae 3 / ' &  
0z:z As C' 1i /25/ !?9 i ,  Rex-: Creztec '3:@3 C!/i?/19Q5 

Deoar:mei: : NAVY 
O2:ion Packaoe : NAU: :h2Y 
Scena-lo F i  l e  : P: \C39%A\9CR:\hAUCIiSS C39 
St6 Fc:rs F i L e  : P : \ C ~ ~ W \ N ~ ~ D B O F . S F F  

ONE-TIP! NET 
----- (SK)-----  

CONSTRUCTION 
HI LCON 
Fam Housing 

OLM 
Civ Ret i r IRIF 
Civ Hoving 
Other 

H I  L PERSONNEL 
M i l  Hoving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-T IME 

RECURRING NET 
----- (SKI----- 
FAH HOUSE OPS 
OgM 

RPW 
835 
Unique Opera t 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAEPUS 
K; L PESSDNNE? 

Y i !  Se:2-v  
Hocse A, : .% 

C T - E ?  
5---  .,,,'-e-e- : 
~, ;ss~ : -  
u : z :  F.0::- 

, -  --..-- 
u . , * - -  - .  - ---. - - - ?  

" !-- -.I--' 

Tota l  
----- 

Tota 1 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 



. . ApP43PR;h':OVS DE:h:L RED39y (C3BRA v5.08) - Page 4/16 

b:a ks 31 16:;: ; : / ?5 /199~ ,  Repor: Crea:& 1!:C3 C3/P;ll995 

Ease: NAWC AD 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ( $ K )  ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

HI LCON 
Fan Housing 
Land Purch 

O& M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ  RIFs 
Civ R e t i r e  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Hi l es  
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F re igh t  
Vehic les 
D r i v i n g  

Unmpicryrnent 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
S h u t c m  
New k i  res 
;-::re Hsve 

u l  i ?L?t9NAEL 
":- "2'~':hC 

:e-  3 - 2 -  - ?. -. " . -. .er 
, ,  .. - 
" . z z  

-- -. - .. - - , -  - . .- - - .  - - 
--- TL " . -  . -  - A -  

-..,- ' -~:c 
- - , , I  -"1"P"-= - - . a  -. . .- . 
, . " - - . . .  , k n a c r  . - 
: -  2;-p- 

- + - A ,  
.utn- S h E - T : U r  . - 

: NAVY 
: NAL'C IKDY 
: P: \COBRA\BtRC\hAVC:7". C9F 
: P: \C3BRA\N95DB3F. Sf F 

INDIANAPOLIS, 1li 
1996 1997 To ta l  

----- 





APPR3PR:AT:Oh'S 3EiA:: REWRY (Z3BKA ~ 5 . 3 3 )  - Page 8/18 
32:a As 3! 16:Li 11/25/:99L, Rewr: Crea:ec 13:03 C3/ i i /1995 

Oe3ar:meq: : NAVY 
Oat ion Package : NAUC 1K3Y 
Scenario f l  ie : P: \CD~M\B:RC\NAU~I~O.CBR 
Std Fc t r s  F i  l e  : P:\COBRA\N95DBOF.SFf 

Base: NSUC CRANE, I N  
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 ----- ( S K I - - - - -  ---- 
FAM HOUSE 0PS 0 
o€.M 

RPMA 0 
805 2 
Unique Opera t 0 
C iv  Sa lary  0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
Of f  Sa lary  0 
Enl Salary 0 
House A l low 0 

OTHER 
Miss ion 0 
H isc  Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 2 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Farn Housing 

O&M 
i-Time Move 

HI L PERSONNEL 
H i  1 Moving 

OTHER 
Lanc Sn:es 
Envi ronrnenta i 
7 -Tine O n e -  

-n-. i d i n L  CSE-TIVE 

T o t a l  ----- 

RECg?,R:Ntfp,\'Ef 
----- (Sk') - - - - -  
',b,"G:SE 2°F 

O&r! 
i??!44 
32s 
Gnique Cserzr 
t i v  Sa lary  
CH AH ?US 

H!L PERSONNEL 
Off  Salary 
En1 Sa1a:y 
eouse A l l o w  

CTH EZ 
Procuremen: 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unicue C:her 

TOTAL RECLIR 

TOTAL SAVINGS c 0 0 0 c 0 



Oe~artrnen: : NAVY 
02:ion Package : NAUf IN37 
Scenario F i  Le : P:\COBkA\BfRC\tiAwt:23.CBR 
Std Fc:rs Fi l e  : P:\COBRA\N~SD~~F.SFF 

Base: NSUC CRANE, 
ONE-TIME NET 
----- (SKI----- 

CONSTRUCTION 
M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

OL n 
Civ Re t i r lR IF  
Civ Moving 
Other 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
M i  l Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi ronmen ta  l 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET ----- (SKI ----- 
FAH HOUSE OPS 
08M 

R P M  
BOS 
Unique Opera1 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAHPUS 
HIL PEZSDNKEL 
Hi 1 S a l a - y  
k:se A 1  1% 

07k EX 
Prc=grmen: 
Vissis?, 
U,1s: kez2- 
t-,:",, , - - €  2 7 e -  

- n - .  , - - -  .- 
. " i h -  nr -d . .  

Total 
- - - - -  

Tota l  
----- 

0 

Beyond 



. . ADOR3PR:A':3NS i lE:AIL  REPORT (CDBRA v5.06) - Page lO/:8 
Oats As 3' 1 6 : i i  11/25/ i99s,  Repcr: C-ea:ec 13:03 23121Ii995 

0esar:men: : NAVY 
O C : ~ O ~  Pac~age : NAUC INDY 
Scenaric F i  l e  : P: \COBRA\BCRC\RAu;I ZD. CSR 
S:d Fc:rs F l  l e  : P: \COBRA\N~SOBOF.SFF 

Base: NAUt VPN 
ONE-TIME COSTS ----- (SKI ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

ObM 
CIV SALARY 

Civ R I f s  
Civ R e t i r e  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Hi l es  
Home Purch 
HHG 
n i s c  
House Hunt 
P PS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F re igh t  
Vehic les 
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H '  res 
l-Time Ysve 

M I L  PE?SOSSEL 
MI!. M3VING 

Per  3;e- 
PC\' Y : !e5 

HhG 
E'sc  

CT-E' 
- ,  
f . ; - 3'- ..- 

-- , , - -  
" ! F - .  - .  

/ 
Enu: r:nne:r=. 
in':= Czncne . - .  
- ' i r e  "29- 

TCTAL 3kE--;rr 
/ ...- 

CHItiA LAKE, CA 
1996 1997 ---- ---- ZOO 1 

- - - -  
Tota l  
- - - - -  



ADPR3PK:AT:ONS 3E:A:L REPORT (CDBRA v5.061 - Page 11/18 
Data As Of 16:&1 l i / 25 /1994 ,  iiepor: Crea:eC !3:C3 33/21/1995 

0epar:men: : NAVY 
0~: ron Package : NAUC INDY 
Scenar 10  F l i e  : P: \COBRA\BCR:\NAWCI~~.~~R 
Std  Fc:rs F l  l e  : P:\COBRA\N~~OBOF.SFF 

Base: NAUC UPN CHINA LAKE, 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 
----- ( $ K ) - - - - -  - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 

RPMA 0 
00s 0 
Unique Operat 0 
C iv  Sa lary  0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 0 
En1 Sa lary  0 
House A l l ow  0 

OTHER 
H iss ion  0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

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

TOTAL COSTS 97 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- ( S K I  ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
HI LCON 
Fam Housing 

08 H 
1-Tine Kove 

M I L  PEXSSh'KEL 
Mi: r,2v;7; 

CTl iER 

L a x  S E . P S  
F7\ . .  '"" , . -, ,me->. . - . - . ; m e  O:ne- ---. , 

, u , r , -  aKE-::+: 

Total ----- 

---,,..-- ,,.-'I,-- -. . - - L - \ y : r \ c ~ t \ ,  :: 

----- , ,, , \ - r \ ,  - - - - -  ... - z c  T L U  zn---  .. - 
ChU 
'. 3 M.L, 

325 
Onicae Csere: 
C i v  Saisry 
CHAH?US 

H!! PERSONKE- 
O f f  Sa lary  
Enl Sala:y 
House h i  iw 

CTHEZ 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TCTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAViNGS 



APD9CD9:A7IONS DE'A::. PEDORT (COBrU\ v5.08) - Page 12/18 . . 
0s:c As Of 16:Ll lilZjl??3L, Remr: trea:ec 1?:C3 2?/2:/1995 

Dex-:men: : NAVY 
0s::on ?a:i;aoe : NAh'C IN3Y 
Scenaric F i l e  : P: \CCBRA\BCR:\NAu;iZD. CB? 
StC f c t r s  F i  l e  : P:\COBRA\N95093F.SFF 

Base: NAUC WPN CHINA LAKE, 
OKE-TIME NET 1996 
----- ( S K I - - - - -  ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
HI LCON 97 
Farn Housing 0 

a n  
Civ Re t i r /R IF  0 
C iv  Moving 0 
Other 0 

HI L PERSONNEL 
M i  1 moving 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envi ronrnen t a  1 0 
I n f o  &anage 0 
1-Time Other 0 
Land 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 97 

RECURRING NET 
----- (SKI ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
o&M 

RPMA 
BCS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salery 

ChAMPUS 
K: l PE95311EL 

b.  : S ~ . E - L  
? c j s e  f i .  .c)* 

n-L Z C  . - 

T o t a l  
----- 

1,170 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1,170 

To ta l  
----- 

0 

0 
4,850 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
2;6  

Beyond 
------ 

0 

0 
1,L54 

0 
0 
0 
0 

C -.. 
1 2  



AD2S3PS:ATIOvS DETAIL REPORT ( C O S M  ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page :3/18 
3a:a As Of 16:Li i i /2S/iFFL, Report Createc 13:C3 03/21/1995 

D e ~ a - t n e ~ t  : ~ A V Y  
0s:ion Package : NAVE I w ~ Y  
Scenarlo F i i e  : P:\~O~?~\BCRC\NAWCI~O.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : P: \COBi<.A\N95DBOf. SFF 

Base: NTC GREAT 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- ( S K I - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

at4 
C I V  SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Re t i re  

C I V  MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
R I T A  

FREIGHT 

LAKES, I L  
1996 Total 

----- 

Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Dr i v ing  

Unmp Loyment 
OTH ER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i  res 
1-Tine H3ve 

K : i  F E C S ~ S ~ ~ E L  
K:? K3V:N; 
se* >.e- 

P 3 i '  r -  .es 



AppR3DR:A:iOh.S DETAIL REP3RT (CCSRA ~5.38) - ?ape 14/18 
Data As Of ;C:Li 11/25/19SL, Remr: t r ea tec  i ! :C_ '  :3/21/1995 

Deoac:rnent : NAVY 
03::07 Package : NAUC INDV 
Scenario F i  l e  : P: \COBRA\BCRC\&AVC~~D. CBR 
Std  Fc t r s  F i l e  : P:\COBRA\N~~OBOF.SFF 

Base: NTC GREAT 
RECURRI NGCOSTS ----- ( S K I  ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O a M  

RPM 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C iv  Sa lary  
CHAHPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 
Enl Saiary 
House A l low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Hisc  Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

LAKES, I L  
1996 Tota l  

- - - - -  
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

C 

TOTAL COSTS 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- 1996 ---- 1997 1998 1999 ---- ---- 2000 
(SK)----- ---- ---- 

CONSTRUCTION 
H I  LCON 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 

Q a Y  
1-Time Move 0 C 0 0 C 

H I  L PERSONNEL 

To ta l  ----- 

. - - ,  . --- RE::;?:: NCS,&',;E: - 7 C  -.. , ---  ..-- . - - -  --.. - - - -  - - -  ----- (S)" ----- \ I  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  ---. 

unicue 0;e-E: " u " P L . . 
C i v  SZlarv ,- e 

u C 
CHAMDUS 0 C 0 C n 

HIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa i a r y  0 C @ C n 

E l l  j a b - y  C C C C i 

House A!lo, C \I C C ,- 
Cin'E? 

Procuremen: 0 C 0 C u 
Miss ion 0 0 0 0 0 
Hisc  Recur 0 0 0 C 0 
Unicue 0:ner C C 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 



APW3PR:A7:CYS DEiA:: RED3R' (C05R-A ~ 5 . 0 6 )  - Page ' 5 ! : E  
0z:e As Of I t : & ?  l i / 2 5 / 1 9 9 i ,  Rex - :  C-ea:ec i3: ,"3 C!i;':'cl. 

Departme?: : NAVY 
03:ion Package : NAut INDY 
Scenarlc F i  l e  : P: \ : o B ~ V \ \ B ~ R C \ H A ~ C I ~ ~ .  c ~ R  
Std Fc:rs F i  l e  : P: \COBW\N95DBOF.SFF 

Base: NTC GREAT LAKES, I L 
ONE-TIRE NET 1996 
----- (SK)-----  ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
HI LCON 0 
Fam Housing 0 

06H 
Clv R e t i r I R I F  0 
Civ Moving 0 
Other 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Hi l Moving 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 
1-Time Other 0 
Land 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 

To ta l  
- - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
----- (SKI----- 
FAH HOUSE OPS 
a n  

RPM 
80s 
Unique Opera t 
Caretaker 
C iv  Sa lary  

CHAHPUS 
H I ?  PERSONNEL 

Ui!  Saiery 
K o x e  A!;& 

S E E ?  
c--- ,  8 -  

u-u, e,>e-: 
k;5s?C7 
" 3  .- KO-, , -  -- --- 
' ,- . - 
&. ..I5 : : -e- --- , ==- ,  ,; 
' u . -  - \--. 

Tota l  
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 



A='='RCIPR:A'iOYS DE'A:. RE='34' (C389A ~ 5 . 3 8 )  - Page : 6 / ' E  
3e:a As 2 '  ' k : L :  : : 1 ' 2 5 / : 9 9 ; ,  Remr: :-ea;ec '3::: :3/2'/19c5 

Desartment : NAVY 
O;t107 Dactage : N A i C  Ih2V 
S c e n a r ~ c  F i l e  : P:\CO~RA\B:R;\~~W::~~.CBR 
Std Fc t r s  F l  l e  : P:\COBRA\N~SDBOF.SFF 

Base: NAWC AD PAX RIVEfi, n3 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 
- - - - -  ( S K I  - - - - -  ---- - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

H I  LCON L8 258 
Farn Housing 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 

O a M  
CIV SALARY 
Civ  RIFs 0 0 
Civ R e t i r e  0 0 

CIV MOVING 
Per D i m  0 0 
POV H i  Les 0 0 
Home Purch 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
n i s c  0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 
PPS 0 0 
RITA 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 0 
F r e i g h t  0 0 
Veh ic les  0 0 
D r i v i n g  0 0 

Unmployrnent 0 0 
OTHER 

Program Plan 0 0 
Shuto3m 0 c 
New u i r e s  n 

1-Tine Yzve 
f : L  PE"2hhE_ 
,kI? Y3V:hZ 

s,- ;I,- 
3Si' Y .  .c_ir 
kt: 
L -  r -  

, - -  

'-- z :  - ,  . 
: .- ^ - -  - . ,  -- -- , - -  --.. - - 

; - - -  - -  - .- - 
'T,,. v--..,p--; - , #  , u,.., - , - L .  
, p:- : t "  krle;E . - -,:me Z r , e -  

. - -"-Ai i u I QNE-;z"z - 5  
- - ?  

- > -  

T o t a l  
- - - --  



ADDR3DR:AT:3hS OETA!; RED39' (C33RA ~5.08) - Page :7/i& 
Dzrs A$ Of i 6 : i :  11/25/'?C;, Cemr: Crea:w ?3:03 C3/2;/1995 

3e3a -:m?l : : NAVY 
Oo:ion Package : NAUC INOY 
S c e ~ a - ' c  '1 Le : P: \COBRA\GC?:\~AUC: 23. CBR 
S:C Fc:-s FlLe : P:\COBW\NQ~OBOF.SFF 

Base: &AVC A3 PAX RIVER, M a  
RECURRIKGCOSTS 1996 
----- ( S K )  ----- - - - -  
FAH HOUSE OPS 0 
a M  

RPUA 0 
90s 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaner 0 

MIL PERSONKEL 
C f f  Salary 0 
Enl Salary 0 
House AL Lw 0 

OTHEil 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Orher 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

TOTAL COSTS 48 258 622 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- (SKI ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCCN 
Farn Housing 

O&M 
; -Time k v e  

k!:i PE?33NhEL 
,y: ; WD,,.; - y  

3--5:. 
>--  -- s.. 2 2  .e: 

=-,: ' -=--e-:;. 
. - - i r e  C:'P- ---. " - -  3:f--:.r 

---, ^ _ , .  - -  . -  " *  --- . ~. > L L P .  :. 
-----  ' c:" - - - - -  

> -  . 
zi* - -  --- - - -...-- - - 
O'-U 

;+i 

325 
2nicae 3 ~ - 2 :  
C;v 53127) 
CHAMPUS 

5 : :  PE2SONKE- 
Cf: Salary 
En; SaLar!, 
K x s e  A ! , = -  

375 5: 
P r c t ~ ~ r e ~ e n :  
Miss ion 
n i s c  Recur 
Unicue C:h?r 

TOTAL RECIIii 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 

To ta l  
----- 

0 

0 
2,488 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

2,488 

3,070 

T o t a l  ----- 

0 
0 

0 

P L 

i 

c::. 
- - - - -  

C 
n 

n 
b 

C 
C 

0 
C 
C 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

0 
714 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

714 

714 

LO, --- -. - - 
- - - - - -  

C 
C 

C 
b 

C 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 



APD93pR:A:IONS DEYAI L REPORT (C33RA v5.08! - page i 8 / 1 8  
DE:~ AS C' 1C:Li 1?1'25/1994, Rexr :  Crea:ec :3:33 23/21/1995 

0e~ar:men t : NAVY 
02:107 Package : NAW: INDY 
Scena-!o Ft l e  : P: \C~~RA\BCRC\NAV::~~. CBR 
Std Fc t r s  F1 Le : P:\COBRA\N95OBOF.SFF 

Base: NAWC AD PAX RIVER, 13 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 1998 1999 ----- ($K) - - - - -  - - - -  ---- 2000 ---- ---- ---- 
C3NSTRUCTION 
M! LCON 48 258 276 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 

O a M  

To ta l  
----- 

Civ Re t i r fR IF  
Civ  Hoving 
Other 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
M i [  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / R S i  
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
----- (SKI ----- 
FAH HOUSE OPS 
mu 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Opera: 
Caretaker 
C iv  Salary 

CEAEPCS 
K I !  PEJS3NVEL 

p i :  2 ~ 2 - , ,  

mise A i  Lol 
,.-a =f 
" . ,  - ,  

f --- ----eTe-: 
C7r_c::- 
u:z: +s:-- 
.-.^ - -..- -. - 

--- , - - - - -  - - - - - -  

To ta l  
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 



1NWT DATA REPOST (COBRA 6 . 0 6 )  
3a:a As C' :6:L1 1:/25/;99C, Remr: Crea:eC 13:03 03/21/1995 

Depa r :me1 t : NAVY 
O ~ t ~ o r  Deckage : NAWt iN3Y 
Scelar lo F l l e  : P:\COBRA\B~R~\NAW:I~D.CSR 
Std Fc:rs F i l e  : P:\CO~RA\N~~DB~F.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCEhARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdcw?: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
--------- - - - - - - - - - 
NAWC AD INDIANAPOLIS, I N  Closes i n  FY 2000 
NSWC CRANE, I N  Realignment 
NAWC WPN C H I N A  LAKE, CA Rea l i gnmen t 
NTC GREAT LAKES, I L  Rea l i gnmen t 
NAWC AD PAX RIVER,  MD Realignment 

Close NAWC Indianapolis. k v e  necessary functions t o  NSWC Crane. 
Assume tha t  NSUC Lou isv i l l e  i s  a lso closed and that  necessary functions w i l l  a 
be t ransferred to  Crane. 

SCENARIO 028 

REVISES HILCON COST AVOIDANCES AT INDY. 

INPUT SCREEN TUO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: To Base: ---------- - - - - - - - - 
NAWC AD INDIANAPOLIS, I N  NSUC CRANE, I N  
NAWC A3 INOIANADOL!S,  I N  NAWC UPN C H I N A  LAKE, CA 
NAWC A3 iNDiANAPCL!S, i h  NTC G R S T  LAKES, !L 
HAUC A> IN3:Ahk"CL:C. :h hAUC AD PAX RIVE?, "2 

r r i c  ~ c e r  ?cs:r:c?r: 
- ,  
:-:;s:ec ?osi:~c-z: 
Z i v i  ;;an ?os:::2~5: 
Stmen: ?osi:icnr: 
Kissn Eq=: ( tons::  
Suzct EG=: ( tons) :  
F i  l i t e r y  Lipht Venicler: 
heavy/S~ecia l  Ven~cles: 

Distance: --------- 
9C m i  

2.06L ri 

2-lL z i  .-- ..-, -. 
8 

Transfers from NAWC A3 iN>IANAPOLIS, I K  t 3  NAWC WPR CHINA LAKE, 2 

; 096 . --- 
I:? 1996 1PPS 2C3S 

---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
o r ~ .  t , i c e ~  Posit icns: G @ @ I C 
Enl is ted Positions: 0 0 C 17 0 
C i v i l i a n  Positions: 0 0 100 162 0 
Studen: Positions: C 0 C 0 0 
Missn Eqpt ( tons) :  0 C 0 1 E 5  0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  li ta ry  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 



IHP,'T DATA REPORT (t3BR.A ~ 5 . 0 6 )  - Page 2 
*_. Data As C f  i 6 :L l  l i /25 /199L.  Rex?: Created 13:23 03i21/ '?Q5 

Depar:rne~: : NAVY 
@:;on Package : NAVE INDY 
Scenario F i  l e  : P: \COBR.A\BCRC\EiAUCi20. CBG 
Std  Fc t rs  F i  l e  : P: \C3BR.A\N95DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NAUC AD INDIANAPOLIS, IN t o  NTC GREAT LAKES, I L  

1996 1997 1998 1999 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

O f f i c e r  Pos i t ions :  0 0 0 0 
En l i s ted  Pos i t ions :  0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Pos i t ions :  0 0 0 0 
Student Posi t ions:  0 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt ( t ons ) :  0 0 0 0 
Supp: Egpt ( t ons ) :  0 0 0 0 
M i  li ta ry  L i g h t  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 

Transfers f r a v  NAWC AD INDIANAPOLIS, IN  t o  NAWC AD PAX RIVER, MD 

1996 1997 1998 1999 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

O f f i c e r  Pos i t ions :  0 0 0 0 
En l i s ted  Pos i t ions :  0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Pos i t ions :  0 0 70 75 
Student Pos i t ions :  0 0 0 0 
Hissn Eqpt ( tons) :  0 0 0 20 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons)  : 0 0 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  L i g h t  Vehic les:  0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NAWC AD INDIANAP3L:S, I N  

i o t a :  3 f f : i ce r  5~;.loyees: 
Tot=! En! is:e:: Lx!oyees: 
Tote! S r ~ s e n t  5~oLoveet :  
i c r a i  :'vi : i an  ~ S L C ~ P P C :  
P: L re-: ~ i e s  i i v l n s  On Sase: 
E?" .  ;;zTs c: 1 ' 7 - -  - 

8 L i , , .= i C Y3VE:  
n r C : c p '  - .  , -- musin; U?! r s  Avai :: 
En l is rec  Housing Onirs Ava..: 
TotzL 3256 Fa=; !i:ies(f:S=l: 
O f f i c e -  VHA (S/h3n:?!: 
En!isree VHA (S/M=nrh): 
Per Die7 Rate (S/Cay!: 
Freign: Cost ($/Ton/ni  ie!: 

Name: KWE CRAHE, Iti 

T o t a l  3 f f  i c e r  Erraloyees: 
To ta l  E n l i s t e d  5 ~ ~ l o y e e s :  
To ta l  Student ho ioyees :  
T o t s i  C i v i l i a n  Emsloyees: 
M i  1 Faa' L ies L i v i n s  On Base: 
C i v i  l i ans  Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Un i t s  Ava i l :  
En l i s :d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
T o t a l  Base Fac i l i r i es (KSF) :  
O f f i c e r  VHA ( $ / b n t h l :  
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Honth): 
Per D i m  Rate [$/Day): 
F re ign t  Cost ($ / i cn /N i  l e ) :  

RPMA No,?-Payrc!! !SK/Ve'-\: 
Cmdnic2::cns !SKive=-: : 
E2-C ko--?,yrc!: (SI:/'ez-: : 
535 Payroi ! (SK/Ye?r! : 
Fa-:Ly i t o u s l n  iSh;\ea7 : 
Area Zcs: Fa::;-: 
CHAMDSS ip-2.: ($; \ :>5.  r : 
ELIAKPLlS 3u:-Da: (S ! \ ' . c .  z '  : 
CHAH?US Shy:: :C % C = : C ~ - 5 :  
A c r i v i r y  :cze: 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
Commrnications ($K/Year): 
BCS ban-Payrol l (SK/Year) : 
BOS Pay ro l l  (SK/Yea.r! : 
Family Housing (SKIYear): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / 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: 

Hmecmer  Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  1nforne:ioz: 



I NPC? DATA REP397 (COSRA ~ 5 . 0 6 1  - Page ! ' 

\5 D2:a AS C" 16:;; ll/25/19S1, kernv: Cree:& :3:33 C!/2:!1995 

Departme?: : NAVY 
O ~ t 1 0 n  Package : NAN: INDY 
Sceqario F i  Le : P:\C3BRA\BCR:\NAU~l23.CBR 
Std Fc:rs F i  l e  : P: \CoBRA\~95353F. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NAUC WPN CHINA LAKE, CA 

T o t a 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 Emoloyees: 
To ta l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Fami l ies  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
To ta l  Base Fac i l i t ies(KSF1:  
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
En1 i s  ted  VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Hi l e ) :  

Name: NTC GREAT LAKES, I L 

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: 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Fami l ies  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Hove: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Un i t s  Ava i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
T o t a l  3ase Fa:iLit ies(KSf): 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Hsnth):  
E n l i s t e d  VHA (S/Hor,tnl: 
Per C i e n  Rate (S/3ay):  
i r e i s? :  Czsf (S/Tci /F; !e! :  

Tzfa! Cff jeer 5-zlzvecr: 
7 - - = '  - ' ---. : ? ; ' , S T Y -  52.2VEPC: ,. T, ., . S:~ze:f 5= ~;.yers: 
;=re. C:L . : . :~R ~ T , T . = ~ c v ~ o - T :  

. . 
-: I Faci L ies Livjn: 3: 9e.s~: 
hV;,  ; . ,z,* ,,,<I I . - -  -- 
* - - .  4 ,. , ,#?  , "  k V € :  

u::icer nousing Uni:s Av?: :: 
En~ls:ec Housing Vnirs Ava: !: 
Torsi 3ase Faci i i r i e s ( K S z ) :  
O f f i c e r  VHA (Z/Wnth!:  
E n L i s t d  VHA (S/%nm:: 
Per D i m  Rste (SIDav): 
F re ign t  Css: (S/Tcn/Hi!e:: 

RPM Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
C m u n i c a t i o n s  (SK/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol l  (SK/Year): 
BOS Pay ro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing (%/Year): 
Area Cost Factor:  
CHAMPUS In-Pat  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Shi 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  Informat ion:  

RPMA Non-Payrol l ($K/Year): 
C m u n i c a t i o n s  (SKIYear): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor:  
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / 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  Cooe: 

RDP.C, >;~--DE~;-;. . ( z ; : , ' L c z - '  
CzmJ""'-.-"' , C , ; ! \ e L -  . , - L .  - - \ -  

: -c ~ ~ , ~ - z ~ , , - ~ :  < (z,;'\ ,==r --- 
E2S Fay-c. t :Sh,'Ye?-.: 
ias ;  i y  dcdsin; :SK;kes- : 
A-ce Z s :  i a c r c r :  
C3AUPUS i r-=a: (S/V:s-:: : 
ZHAEPUS C:t-?ef [ S / V : S :  r :  : 
CHAMPUS S h i  f f :c uecicere: 
A c t i v i t y  b s e :  

Haeowner Assistance Progray: 
Unioue A c r i v i  :y :n iomat :c r :  
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG *pri' 17' 1995 
RADM BENJAMlN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Mike Seale 
Director of Marketing 
United Defense 
4800 East River Road 
MS M420 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 5542 1 

Mike: 

Here is the COBRA data you asked for, one is the combined version representing the 
Secretary's recommendation, and the other is the stand alone COBRA for the closure of 
Louisville. 

It was nice to  meet with you in Chicago. I hove vour task force uncovers lots of data in 
. . - c. . T ~~,e:~i!j;.l:~. f l  ;.?;, r!t.ei ii.~i\?hing. piease just cal;. ; ake CAI-e 

- .  
UTlaL 1;ex: 
Commission Staff 
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Ot-F ICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
TEl ( l i l l 0RY OF GUAM 

FACSIMILE TMNSMITI 'AL COVER SHEET 

DATE: Apr.i.1 18, 1995 

REPLY 1'0 FAX NO. (671) 477-GUAM 

TO: LiRACC 
-. - -.. 7- 

ATTENTION: C h a r l e s  C.  S m i t h  -. -- 

FROM: The Gavel-nor 

I 

I SUBJECT: -- 

I 4 .-.--- 

I 
TRANSMITTING 6 PAGE($) INCLUDING THIS COVEL< SHEET 
CALL (671) 472-8931 THROUGH 9 1F ALL PAGES ARE NU'I' RECEIVED. 

I 

i CONI'ACT PERSON: VM Cruz 

Post Officc Box 2950. &Jaw. Gudm 96910 167 1 )472,893 1 Fax: (67 1 ) 4 7 7 C U W  



SENT BY: 
I 

I 
I April 17, 1995 

RADM David Brewer 
Commander, Naval Forces Marianas 
CCMNRVMAR Headquarters Bldg . , 
Fonte Plateau, W 

I Dear Admiral Brewer: 
I 

I Haf a Adai ! 

I It has been almost a month and a half since our request for 
baseline information a b u t  naval activities in Guam. Today we have 

I 
received a listing of the number of military and civilian perfionnel 

I and a separate listing of military and c i v ~  lian salaries. We have 
also received facilities maps and Building Inventories for FISC and 

I SFF. Unfortunately, althou h we find the informati011 forwarded 
somewhat useful, a great dea? of other requests are outstanding - - 
requests which could be facilitated by on-island operators. 

Before I discuss the information which we believe should be readil 
available on-island, le t  me point out a fu lda~~~e l~ ta l  problem whic f: 
we have with the infomtion subrmtted thus far. The infomtion 
which you forwarded on March 22 was on military and civilian 
personnel. In the information forwarded by CPTN McClure on April 
13, was payroll infomtion on military and civilian personnel. I 
am atcaching for your convenience our attempts to correlate this 
infom~ation and I believe tha t  you will see the problems we are 
encountering in reconciling the two separate (but clearly 
connected) pieces of information which you have provided (Enclosure 
A) . Moreover, none of the payroll data is sourced thus we are not 
certain how i.t relates to the personnel data earlier submitted. 

I am also enclosing data which appears to come from the local Navy 
sources which - -  although creating new questions - -  is more useful 
information than that submitted to us by CMNAVMAR (Ehclosure B - - 
WG and GS Rnployees Average Salary by Activity). W e  believe that 
such information as is seen in  closure B should be shared openly 
with us as we attempt to define the irrrpact of the proposed hase 
closures. One thing is very clear to us: the irlforrmation in 
Enclosure B is illustrative of the  Navy s (local) time-sensitive 
capacity to generate infomtion in relation to our requests which, 
to date, does not appear to have been utilized to respond to our 
questions. 



SENT BY: 

Following is information which should be locally availdle but 
which has rlot bee11 forwarded per our requests: 

1. Maps showing areas of property corltr-01. 

2. Maps showing facilities (FISC and SRF received, NavActs 
(NAVSTA & NAVMAG not yet provided) . I should note that 
the FISC information on building inventory was prepared, 
and in the Imlds of o w  FISC escort, the day w e  toured 
NavSta, FISC and SFP on   arch 8th. It took over a month 
for m V M A R  to forward us this information. 

It should also be noted that our requests for moveable 
assets by activity have not been responded to.  

3. ~ousing Assets. We believe that the ttnumber of housing 
assets (b housing area) , married and bachelor, occupancy 
rates andrwaiting listsM is lacally available from W C .  

4. Personnel. The personnel. information provided did not 
include military dependents and school age children. An 
Activity Force Level report would be helpful. 

5 Financial Data. We do not believe that it is necessa 
to go off-island to provide us time-series financia 7 
information for activities. Surely the corrunands know the 
financial boundaries and direction of their mission in 
Guam and have a three-year history of such. 

6. The Tender. Please provide us with the latest 
information on the ttplannedlf replacement for the Holland. 
Has a plan been approved by the CNO; if not, what u p l ~ l s "  
are s t - i l l  i n  the works? 

7 .  Contracts. We believe that the OICC should be able to 
facilitate "a listing of bid out, funded, or programed 
(by description, s i z e  and amount) of contracts. 

In CM'N ~ c C l . u r e ' s  letter of April 13, he noted that l'COMNAVMARIANAS 
must remain the point of contact for a11 inquiries regarding BRAC- 
95. It While we appreciate COMNAVMAR's desire to screen the 
information of the conmds for consistency and quality, it ie also 
clear to us that the c o m d s  have more useful information - -  and 
would be more timely in their  responses - -  than what we have 
received from COMNAVMAR. 

I understand t h a t  you have a small staff at COMNAVMaR, but most of 
the i n f o m ~ i o n  we have requested will come from the c o m d s .  1 
would appreciate your openlng the channels of information so that 
infomtlon from the c m d s  could be mre expediently submitted 

! to us.  

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I regret that your 
I 
I response time to our requests has necessitated this letter. 



SENT BY: 

However. we believe that the local Navy has a responsibility to 
share baseline information with us  t o  allow the civilian government 
to better understand the rmgnitude of the impact and to allow us to 
make a more informed presentation to the  BRAC on April 28 .  1995. 

I Sincerely, 

J+q 
CARL T. . GtJlXERREZ 

I 
I Enclosures: AB Noted 

1 cc: Chair, Defense Base Closure 
I and Realignment C m i s s i o n  

C m n d e r  in Chief,  ~acif ic Fleet 
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AIR FORCE DEPOT 

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

95 COMMISSION 

JOHN BEACH 
PRIN DEP ASST SEC AF (FM) 
APRIL 17, 1995 



ROI year 
NPV 

COMPARISON OF CLOSURE COBRA DATA FROM EACH MILITARY DEPARTMENT 
(Costs in $M) 

One-time Costs 
One-time Savings 
Steady State Savings 

Positions 

Population 

Eliminated 
Realigned 

% Eliminated 
% Realigned 

Air Force Navy Army Army 
Kelly AFB Long Beach RedRiver Letterkenny 



COMPARISON OF CLOSURE COBRA DATA FROM EACH MILITARY DEPARTMENT 

(Costs in $M) 

Air Force Navy Army Army DoD 
Kelly AFB Long Beach Red River Letterkenny 10 Depots 

ROi year 
NPV 

One-time Costs 
One-time Savings 
Steady State Savings 

Positions 

Population 

Eliminated 
Realigned 

% Eliminated 
% Realigned 



COMPARISON OF MILITARY DEPARTMENT 
COBRA DEPOT ESTIMATES 

ALL FOUR BRAC COMMISSIONS 

AVERAGE PER BASE 

BASE 1 -TIME COST POSITIONS ANNUAL STEADY 
POPULATION FY95 $M ELIMINATED STATE SAVINGS 

ARMY ' 3,355 62 1,472 85 

AIR FORCE " 14,332 578 d ,342 82 

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

here for purpose of comparison only) 



COMPARISON OF AIR FORCE DEPOT MAINTENANCE REDUCTIONS WITH DOD 

Depot Positions Eliminated 

Air Force Army Navy BRAC 89-95 
PI' 89 38,374 
FY96 27.465 
Total Reductions 10,909 12,363 

FY 89 - 96 Air Force 

Eliminated 10.909 
Population 38,374 = 28% 



COSTS 
m 

95 BRAC 
CURRENT DOLLARS, MILLIONS 

EXCLUDES ENVIRONMENTAL 

BUDGET 

NO BASE CLOSURE 0 

BRAC 95 

OSD SUBMIT 

CLOSE 0 DEPOT 

SAVINGS 
FY 96-01 

SAVINGS 
FY 96-15 

PERCENT 
RETURN 

PER YEAR 

CLOSE 1 DEPOT 1545 628 944 . 74 8087 1626 4.87% 

CLOSE 2 DEPOT 2209 664 1019 75 9897  1810 5.14% 



BASE POPULATION VS 1-TIME COST SM 

Activity 
Letterkenny Army Depot 
Toelle Army Depot 

Naval Aviation Depot Alameda 
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 

Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk 
Naval Shipyard, Long Beach 
Red River Army Depot 
Charleston Naval Shipyard 
Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard 
McClellan AFB 
Kelly AFB 

Total 
Average 

Total Air Force 
Air Force Average 
Total Army & Navy 

Army & Navy Average 

Base 

Population 
3,017 

3,024 

3,076. 
3,1 1 0 '  

3,606 ' 

3,658 
4,025 ' 

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

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

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

I -Time Cost 
FY95 SM 

5 0  
77 
1 3 3  

1 7 3  
181 

81 . 

60 
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WASMlNtTON OFFICE 
,- 

2 3 5 3  R r v m u n ~  Housr OFFICE BU~LDING 
WISMIMGTON. OC 2 0 5  15 -3004  

(202 )  2 2 5 - 3 7 6 5  

CONSTITUENT SIIVICE CENTERS 

4 2 7  HIGH STREET 
ROOM 1 

BU~LINGTON CITY. NJ 0 8 0 1 6  
( 6 0 9 )  3 8 6 - 5 5 3 4  

1 0 0  LACE* Roro  
SUITE 3 8 A  

Ww#rlNt .  NJ 0 8 7 5 9  

1908) 350 -2300  

CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 
4Tn DlSTnlCT. NEW JERSEV 

coMMomis  

FOREIGN AFFAIRS 
RANKING MEYBECWESTEIN 
HEMISPUERE AFFAIMS 

April 17, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

AND HUMAN RIGHTS 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

COMMISSION ON SECURITY AAD 
COOPERA TION IN EUROPE 

RANKING COMMISSIOMEI 

TASK FORCE ON AGING 

pJ.: :..a-.-c y. ';;,! ;'.Gz I' ; I e - '  1 .'.' 
-*fir>. .:- ,~,.Xb..'t ' : o  

-...,:...--.T,I.jrl~~., c\sm\9 3 \ .; L*d -, . .- ,. . i t . . .  ..*.:': , ?.'. ,.-- --- 

Having just returned from a fact-finding mission to Naval Air Station Pensacola, I am 
requesting that you or any other commissioner ask the following questions of the 
Undergraduate Pilot Training panel during your April 17th hearing. 

1) Since the Navy has recommended relocating the Naval Air Technical Training Center 
(NATTC) from Lakehurst, NJ, to Pensacola, do you envision recreating the Carrier 
Aircraft Launch and Recovery System (COLASSES) at Pensacola or do you expect to 
disassemble, package, ship, and reinstall those devices that are critical to training 
pilots for flying off and onto aircraft carriers? 

2) At what cost do you envision recreating the unique aircraft flight training facility in 
Pensacola? 

3) Do facilities exist at Pensacola for the housing of the Lakehurst NATTC students? 

4) What type of delay or disruptions are anticipated or planned for in the training of 
these aircraft carrier student pilots while the training facility is disassembled, moved 
and recreated in Pensacola? 

I thank you for your assistance in this regard. 
n /  

S OPHER H. SMITH 
Member of Congress 

@ PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 '. 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN - 3 4  / 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

April 20, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN IRET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Christopher H. Smith 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Smith: 

Thank you for forwarding questions to me concerning the Department of Defense Joint 
Cross Service Groups' work on Test and Evaluation and Undergraduate Pilot Training issues. I 
certainly understand your strong interest in the base closure and realignment process. 

As you know, the Commission held a hearing on April 17, 1995, to question the chiefs of 
the Joint Cross Service Groups and the military services about their work in the cross service 
area. Your questions were submitted to the appropriate Joint Cross Service Groups following 
that hearing. We will contact your office as soon as we receive responses to your questions. 

Again, thank you for submitting questions for the record. I look forward to working with 
you through this difficult and challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact the 
Commission whenever you believe we can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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CONSTITUENT S f l l l C E  CENTERS 

CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 
4 T U  DISTRICT. New JCRSEV 

COMMITTEES 

FOREIGN AFFAIRS 
RANKING MEMBER-WEST~I* 
HEU+SPWERE A ~ F A I R S  

... 
~NTERNATIONAL ORGAN~ZATIONS 

&ongre$$ of  tQe Glniteb W a t t $  AND HUMAN RBGWTS 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

COMMISSION ON SECURITY A h 0  
COOPERA TlON IN EUROPE 

RANKING COMMISS~ONER 

TASK FORCE ON AGING 

April 17, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am requesting that you or any other commissioner ask the following questions of the 
Labs, Test and Evaluation panel during your April 17th hearing. 

1) In studying the catapult and arresting gear testing for aircraft carriers that is 
performed at Lakehurst New Jersey it seems that the Navy concluded that this mission can 
not be done today at any other military facility in the world. Having reached that 
conclusion, why did the Navy decide to move the prototyping and manufacturing of the 
catapult and arresting gear devices nearly 1000 miles away to Jacksonville, Florida? 

2) Is it possible that the Navy underestimated the obvious industrial, economic, and 
performance advantages of manufacturing and prototyping these items where they are tested, 
as is done today? 

3) One of the alternative recommendation of the Laboratory Cross Service Group was to 
consolidate the Fixed Flight Subsystems ED work and the Fixed Flight Subsystems ISE work 
(now done at 9 separate bases) at the Naval Air Warfare Center at Lakehurst. Why were 
these recommendations made? And why were the not thoroughly explored? 

I thank you for your assistance in this regard. 
r f  

Member of Congress 

@ P R l N T E O  OW R E C Y C L E D  PAPER 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
\ .  . 

703-696-0504 ., % o l / ! g . f c / ~ ~  
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN - 3 P  1 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

April 20, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN I R E T )  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

i- 

The Honorable Christopher H. Smith 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Smith: 

Thank you for forwarding questions to me concerning the Department of Defense Joint 
Cross Service Groups' work on Test and Evaluation and Undergraduate Pilot Training issues. I 
certainly understand your strong interest in the base closure and realignment process. 

As you know, the Commission held a hearing on April 17, 1995, to question the chiefs of 
the Joint Cross Service Groups and the military services about their work in the cross senlice 
area. Your questions were submitted to the appropriate Joint Cross Service Groups following 
that hearing. We will contact your office as soon as we receive responses to your questions. 

Again. thank you for submitting questions for the record. I look forward to working with 
you through this difficult and challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact the 
Commission whenever you believe we can be of assistance. 

Sincerely. 
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3FFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 

-5'. WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

\'.\ 
0; 

. . 

The Honorable Jeff Bingaman 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

RPI 1 4 1995 

Dear Senator Bingaman, 

This letter responds to your continuing concerns and requests 
for the refined site survey results for the realignment of Kirtland Air 
Force Base, New Mexico. The present schedule of mqjor command 
validation and Base Closure Executive Group review will not 
provide the information you request until the first week in May. 
While I understand your desire to have this information in time for 
the local Commission hearing, the Air Force continues to believe the 
review process is essential to prevent misleading information from 
being released. 

To meet your needs for the hearing, however, it is appropriate 
to state that the Department of Energy has presented significant 
costs associated with the realignment, and that we have encountered 
additional costs associated with conversion of the security force at 
KUMSC due to Office of Safety and Health (OSHA) regulations that 
did not apply to unique military operations. Additionally, we 
continue to pursue opportunities to reduce the costs associated with 
relocation of the 58th Special Operations Wing, but have 
encountered greater costs associated with the recommended 
beddown at  Holloman AFB. We are also concerned that the number 
of active duty personnel who may be required to remain at Kirtland 
AFB will require certain base support activities. 



While these issues have been clearly identified, the specific 
amounts and the aggregate impact of these elements will be the 
subject of the validation and review process. I assure you that the 
Air Force has no interest in pursuing an action that improperly 
diminishes security, reduces operational effectiveness, or that is not 
cost effective. We are giving careful attention to these issues as we 
complete our internal process, and will make the specific 
information available at the earliest possible time. 

I trust this information is useful. I have sent similar letters to 
Senator Domenici and Representative Schiff. 

Sincerely, 
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BRAC CONCERNS 

- The cost study was not coordinated with the Post for errors or oversights and 
it has not since been shared with the Post. McClellan personnel were able to see 
a copy obtained by the local community leaders and have only been able to make a 
cursory review. 

- Auditors from USAAA have not talked to or come to the Post to verify cost 
information although statements were made to the commission that the cost model 
had been audited. The USAAA audited McClellanls source data for BRAC 91 and 93. 

- An agreement to use 180,000 acres of National Forest land was not built into 
model for maneuver acreage (should have received credit for 1/2 acreage). This 
would have placed McClellan among the top in TRADOC for maneuver acreage. The 
Forest acreage is perfect for MP/Chem type training - convoy control/protection, 
control of roadways (vast road network), land navigation, mobile smoke, road 
marches, survival skills, rappeling, bivouacs, etc. Acreage was included in the 
model only for mobilization although active training can be expanded into the 
forest as needs arise. Had this acreage been included, McClellan's military 
value would have moved from being in the middle in TRADOC to the top third. 

- The cost of a new CDTF has not been clearly determined and the cost of 
dismantling the old one was not considered in the cost Model - labeled an 
environmental cost and excluded. Cost to build and dismantle the old may reach 
$120 Mil - greatly different from $30 Mil used in the costing to arrive at the 
payback period. 

- The $40 Mil purported savings is not accurate from a common sense standpoint 
given the dollars McClellan receives. It is largely derived from eliminating the 
hospital (has a $19 Mil (FY 95) a year cost). Reducing the hospital to an 
outpatient clinic could save $10 Mil annually (no cost studies have been made to 
support this savings estimate) ... similar to action taken at Fort Lee. 
- The added cost to the ARNG is apparently not fully captured in the cost model. 
The assumption of Pelham Range and the eastern part of the poet (with ranges) 
will require the Guard to maintain this area along with the additional 
facilities. The Guard's acreage will rise from a few hundred to over 30,000 
acres with a variety of ranges, roadways, utility distribution systems, etc. 

- The cost of a residual force in support of demil at AAD has not been defined. 
A prototype organization has not been developed and cost determined. This cost 
is also an offset to savings if the cost model treats it properly. Currently, 
this cost is expected to approximate at least $5 Mil annually. 

- The DOD Polygraph Institute (DODPI) costs do not include all cost associated 
with the program and significantly understates their costs. Costs were also not 
coordinated with the DODPI and no audits were made of cost data that actively 
involved DODPI. 

- The cost model appears to treat basic training (BT) leaving Fort Leonard Wood 
and the two schools going to Fort Leonard Wood as a "wash" cost. Fort Leonard 
Wood doesn't agree that this is possible. Comparing these training programs is 
like comparing the cost of grammar school to the cost of providing higher 
education. Fort Leonard Wood cannot pick-up the Chemical and Military Police 
Schools with no cost increase - yet the cost model shows no BASOPS increase. 



Fort Leonard Wood is strongly resisting loss of their BT. If BT is not moved, 
the cost analysis will further overstate possible savings of closing McClellan. 

- When associated costs are accurately used based on supported estimates and 
pertinent costs are not arbitrarily excluded or minimized, the pay back will 
likely exceed 10 yrs and annual saving will be a fraction of the $40 Mil claimed. 

- Once the decision is made to move, and construction costs are sustained, any 
environmental class action suites filed to block the CDTF at Fort Leonard Wood 
would jeopardize both the $loo+ Mil investment by the taxpayer at Fort Leonard 
Wood and potentially cause the loss of live agent training for the duration of 
the legal process in a period when the growth of chemical and biological weapons 
are becoming a major international concern. 

- Trainees would be housed in 1960 vintage unairconditioned barracks at Fort 
Leonard Wood compared to modern air-conditioned starship complexes at McClellan, 
unless added costs are allowed for renovation of Leonard Wood barracks. 

- Weather for outdoor training at McClellan provides a great length of available 
days which rarely sees temperatures or conditions adverse enough to interrupt out 
door training (climate similar to Benning and Bragg). 

- McClellan has modern structures with the latest technology built into it's 
applied teaching facilities; not the obsolete, unneeded facility that BRAC is 
suppose to eliminate. 

- The community would be significantly impacted since the town is small and 
McClellan is the principal employer. Military bases in Atlanta, Norfolk, San 
Francisco and similar metropolitan areas have much less impact on the cities plus 
the acreage is valuable. Also, little value will be accrued here from the post 
after considering the upkeep cost of utility systems, roads, bridges, and other 
infrastructure compared to uses that can be made of residual structures. 
Contract studies for the local community's Economic Adjustment Authority has 
shown more negatives than positives since most acreage will not be cleaned up, 
but transferred to the National Guard. Little value is expected from remaining 
buildings and structures since local land is plentiful and new construction costs 
are among the lowest in the nation. 

- The BRAC decision process involving the closing of McClellan has long lost its 
objectivity and has become a power struggle by Army personnel who have been 
involved in the BRAC process since FY 88, principally a power office at the HQ, 
TRADOC level. Costs associated with McClellan's closure are not far different 
than others with lower military value, particularly since environmental costs are 
not part of the decision process. If they are, they should be included in the 
cost model. 

- Construction at Leonard Wood over recent years has far exceeded the mission of 
the post. Being the Engineer Center helps it get military construction projects 
through engineer channels and to the top of the Army's list for Congressional 
consideration. At this point, Leonard Wood must have additional missions to 
utilize its extensive new facilities (except soldiers barracks) to preclude a 
possible Congressional investigation of the expenditures (MILCON in anticipation 
of forcing new missions into Leonard Wood). Further, the BRAC nomination process 



is largely run by the Engineer Corp with engineers heading up the Army's Total 
Army Basing Study (TABS) Office. For example, the FY 93 BRAC Chief of the TABS 
office was made CG at Leonard Wood. 

- Whether McClellan is closed or left open, the process should be based on an 
objective evaluation that does not involve a conspired predetermination based on 
pass judgements, parochial interests, a cover-up of MILCON expenditures, a desire 
to avoid work by updating existing documents from BRAC 91 and 93, or a single 
BRAC Officer's refusal to accept previous decisions. 



Itinerary 
for the visit of 

Mr. Henry L. Hinton and Mr. David R. Warren 
General Accounting Office 

Washington, D.C. 

5-6 April 1995 

APPROVED 
DATE 

Eecort Officer: Mr. Tommy Buryeee 
Duty Phone: 5-5233 
Home Phone: 835-1823 
Duty Poeition: Director, Reeource Management 

DATE/TIME EVENT 

Wedneeday, 5 April 1995 

1720 CST 

Thureday, 6 April 1995 

Arrive Atlanta Airport 
Rental Vehicle to 
Holiday Inn, Oxford, AL 

0715-0725 Arrive at DRM 

Greetings 
Command Brief - HQ Conf Rrn 

Enroute to CML School 
- Area 2000 Lay-Aways 
- USAF DPTT 
- Area 1000/WAC Museum 

Chemical School 
- Warfighting Center 
- Radiological Trng Lab 
- Fox Trng Simulator 

Enroute to CDTF 
- Hospital 
- Reception Battalion 
- Decontamination Apparatus 

Trng Facility 
- Natl Guard Site 
- Mout Facility 
- Ammo Storage Upgrade 

Mr. Burgess 

COL Hoffman 
CPT Greer 

Mr. Burgess 

LTC Newing 

Mr. Burgess 

LTC Newing 



EVENT ACTION/POC 

Enroute to DOD Polygraph Inst Mr. ~urgess\ 
Gen Spt LTC Newing 
- Maint Fac 
- Permanent Party Barracks (900) 
- Smoke Range 
- Starship Barracks Complex 
- AFES/Commissary Complex 
- McClellan Lodge 
- BOQ/VEQ High Rise Complex 
- USAMP Museum 

DOD Polygraph Inst 

Enroute to MP School 

MP School 
- Warfighting Center 
-- Computer Center 
- Cadwell Auditorium 
- Library 

Enroute to Golf Club House 
- Sports Complex 
- Area 3000 Lay-Aways 
- Dependent School 
- Youth Center 
- Dependent Housing 
- Waste Water Treatment Plant 

Upgrade 

Lunch - Golf Club House 

Enroute to Pelham Range 

Windshield Review 
- Guard Maint Site 
- ~rng/Maint Fac 

Enroute to Center Pad 

Overview Flight 

Enroute to HQ Conf Rm 

Environmental Briefing 

Fort hcclellan Support 
to Depot Brief 

Lash-up Responses to GAO 
Quest ions 

Mr. Pope 

Mr. Burgess 

LTC Burden 

Mr. Burgess 

Mr. Burgess 

Mr. Burgess 

Mr. Burgess 

Mr. Burgess 

Mr. Burgess 

Mr. Burgess 

Mr. Levy 

Mr. Harvey 

Mr. Burgess 

Depart for Airport 



BIOGRAPHY OF POC PERSONNEL 
Fort McClellan, Alabama 

- COL Hof fman: 

- Mr. Burgess: 

- LTC Newing: 

- Mr. Pope: 

- LTC Burden: 

- Mr. Levy: 

- Mr. Harvey: 

- CPT Greer: 

Chief of Staff and Garrison Commander. Coordinated actions 
and visits for the FY 93 and FY 95 BRAC's. Has overall 
responsibility for oerations of the installation, 
particularly base support. 

Director of Resource Management for the installation. 
Installation Coordinator of FY 91 and 93 BRAC and alternate 
for FY 95 BRAC. Primary position responsibilities include 
installation budget, manpower, management analysis, and 
various resource related programs and responsibilities. 

Chemical School Proponency Officer for the Chemical Corp. 
Point-of-contact for BRAC planning for the Chemical School 
and was Officer-in-Charge of Smoke Tests at Ft Leonard Wood 
for BRAC 93. 

Support Officer for Finance and Logistics at the DOD 
Polygraph Institute. Point-of-contact for BRAC in FY 91, 93, 
and 95 and currently planning coordinator for the potential 
move to Fort Jackson. 

Military Police School Proponency Officer for the MP Corp. 
Point-of-contact for BRAC planning for the MP School. 

Director of Environment for the installation. Environmental 
Point-of-contact for BRAC 91, 93, and 95 and responsible for 
installations environmental programs and liaison with the 
Alabama Department of Environmental Management (ADEM) and the 
Environment:al Agency (EPA) . 
Director of Plans, Training, Mobilization, Security and 
Reserve Component Support for the installation. Installation 
Chemical Surety Officer and installation coordinator for the 
Chemical Stockpile Emergency Preparedness Program (CSEPP) 
support to Anniston Army Depot. 

Secretary for the General Staff and developer of the 
installation fac-c book for BRAC. Presents Command Breifings 
and maintains updated facts concerning the installation. 



KASTER AGREEMENT 

betveen 

DEPARTHENT OF DEFENSE 

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, HOBILE DISTRICT 
and 

FORT HcCLELLAh! 

and 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
FOREST SERVICE 

NATIONAL FORESTS IN ALABAMA 

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this / day of %k 
1994, by and between the U.S. Army, Fort Mc Clellan through the U'S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, Mobile District, hereinafter referred to as the Corps 
of Engineers, and the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, 
through the Forest Supervisor of the National Forests in Alabama, 
hereinafter referred to as the Forest Service, under the authority of 
Section 7 of the Granger-Thye Act of April 24, 1950. 

WHEREAS, the Forest Service is authorized by Acts of Congress and by 
regulations by the Secretary of Agriculture in accordance vith the Act of 
June 4, 1897, and the Master Agreement of September 30, 1988. copy 
attached hereto and made a part hereof as Exhibit "A", to provide certain 
use of the Shoal Creek and Tallddega Ranger Districts, Talladega Division, 
Talladega National Forest for military training activities; and 

WHEREAS, a determination of the unavailability and unsuitability of 
DOD land was prepared prior to the execution of this Agreement, copy 
attached to and made a part hereof as Exhibit "B"; and 

WHERUS, it is in the best interest of the U.S. ARMY, Fort Hc Clellan 
and the Forest Service to cooperate in the utilization of land designated 
within the Talladega Division, Talladega National Forests for training 
exercises for the Department of Army (active and reserve); and 



WHEREAS, the Forest Service agrees to allow the A m y  (Fort McClellan, 
AL) use of appro.ximately 180,000 acres of Forest Service lands for certain 
lov impact training (road marches, convoy training, land navigation, 
mounted patrols and reconnaissance training) subject to coordination and 
prior approval of each use. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the above premises, the parties 
hereto agree as follows: 

A. Coordination: Meet annually prior to the beginning of the Fiscal 
year (October 1) to set up the projected program of low impact 
military exercises that are planned for the Talladega DFvision, 
Talladega National Forest. Additional meetings may be necessary 
as determined by either the Forest Service or the Corps of 
Engineers. 

B. The Corps of Engineers vill: 

I. Be responsible for completing all Special Use Applications and 
Report (Form FS-2700-3) for the use of the Talladega Division, 
Talladega National Forest. 

2. Insure that each use of Forest Service land is supported by an 
approved USDA-Forest Service Special-Use Application and Report. 

3. Obtain funding from Fort McClellan, based on estimate provided 
by the Forest Service for actual administrative costs incurred in 
conjunction vith the Army's use of National Forest lands. 

4. Haintain fund control and reimburse the Forest ServLce upon 
receipt of the semi-annual bi11Lng. 

5. For non-recurring uses, require the requesting military unit 
to provide a Plan of Operations with its request. For recurring 
uses, require the requesting military unit to provide a General 
Plan of Operations with its request. (This information can be 
provided during the annual meeting.) Prior to each use, a 
specific Plan of Operations vill be submitted by Fort HcClellan to 
the Forest Service. 

6. Identify a representative of Fort McCellan that will serve as 
a Liaison to the Forest Service. This person vill be the key 
contact person used by the Forest Service in coordinating the low 
impact activites on public lands. 

7. Allow for a 90-day turn-around time to complete the 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
processing of the Special Use Permit by having Ft McClellan apply 
90 days in advance. 



8. Have Fort Mc Clellan furnish environmental data that will be 
used by the Forest Service in preparing the necessary 
environmental analysis. 

C. The Forest Service will: 

1. The Forest Service will provide the Corps of Engineers 
annually by September 1 an estimate of funds for the succeeding 
fiscal year to cover actual administrative costs.that vill include 
processing and issuing the Special Use Permit(s), completing NEPA 
analysis and monitoring the low impact activities. Billings vill 
be processed by the Forest Service on a semi-annual basis, with 
final billing for the fiscal year to be processed by October 22. 
An estimate of final billing for the current fiscal year 
expenditures will be provided by September 15. 
(Consolidated billings for recurring and non-recurring exercises 
is preferred, with appropriate break-out of costs by exercise name 
or other identifier.) .. 

2. Issue special use permits for lov impact military exercises, 
after NEPA analysis, that are compatible with other forest uses 
and consistent with the National Forests in Alabama Lands and 
Resource Management Plan. 

3. Determine the level of NEPA analysis needed based on the 
proposed low impact exercise(s) and complete the same. 

4. The Forest Service will provide the Corps of Engineers and 
Fort McClellan copies of maps which indicate the areas which 
comprise the approximately 180,000 acres relative to this 
agreement. This map will be provided at the annual meeting and be 
updated as deemed necessary by the Forest Service. 

D. It Is Mutually Agreed That: 

1. Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed as obligating the 
Forest Service or the Corps of Engineers to expend or as 
obligating either agency in any contract or other obligation for 
future payment of money in excess of appropriations authorized by 
law and administratively made available for this vork. 

2. Any damage to National Forest land vill be reported by the 
Forest Service to the Corps of Engineers and Fort McClellan. The 
Corps of Engineers will be responsible for insuring that damage is 
mitigated by Fort HcClellan. However, if the Forest Service, the 
Corps of Engineers, and Fort McClellan agree, and if funds are 
available, the Forest Service may complete the vork under a 
collection agreement. 

3. This Agreement may be terminated by either party by giving at 
least 60 days' vritten notice to the other party. Unless so 
terminated, it shall remain in force indefinitely. 



4 .   his Agreement will be reviewed on an annual basis and revised 
a s  mutually agreed upon. Any revision will be by formal amendment 
executed by both parties- 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement as of 
the date first vritten above. 

U. S. DISTRICT 

BY 

TITLE Chief, Real Estate Division 

Chief of Staff 
TITLE 

U.S. DEPARTHENT OF AGRICULTURE, FOREST SERVICE 
NATIONAL FORESTS IN ALABAMA 

--/ , 

TITLE i JQHN H . YMCY! ~orest'~~u~ervlsor 
1 

d 
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1. BACKGROUND 

Fort McCldlan currently operates two incinerators. The first incinerator is located at Building 292, the 
Noble A m y  Community Hospital (NACI-0. The- NACH incincr*alor is a dual-chamber controlled air 
system with a raled capacity of 375 Ibskr. The incinwator bums Type 6 materials (solid byproduct 
waste). The s w n d  incinerator is located 8t the Chemical Defmse Training Facility (CDTF) The 
facility & students at the Chemical School to decontaminate equipment that has been contaminated 
with a simulated material (i.a. banana oil) for the nerve agents VX and GB. The uniforms re-69 

c~3-F 2L4C.H canlain trace amounts of VX and GB. but concentrations were not avaiIable. The incinerator - 
6ums contaminated uniforms (UBDs) and wastewater us& in the training building. Roth the NACH 
and CDTF incinerators are batch bum units and fueled by natural gas. . 
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Nbble Army Community Hospital (NACH) 

NACH maintains a M y  log of the. pounds of medid waste incinerated. The bags of waste are 
weighed and recarded bdom each burn. Based on an interview with Ihe incinerator operat'mg 
personnel, TeItar kc., an average of 1300 pounds per month of Type 6 waste is  burned. The Industrial 
Hygienist who maniton waste a.ctivi~~ for the incinerator provided values for the annual 
throu$hput of Type 6 w e  The M values conGrmed the Teltar value. A chart of regdated medical 
waste from the from March 1993 to Maroh 1994 is shown in Figure C-1. Based on thc data in 
Figure C-1, during 1993 the m e d i d  waste incinerator burned approximately 7.8 tons of Type 6 
materials. hcinmtion occurs for 8 hours followed by chamber cool-down. It is assumed that this 
cycle is 24 h o w  in length. The incitlerator is operated 5 days a week for 52 weeks of the y m  
Altl~ough no exact m r d s  of hd usagc are kept, the incinerator operations manual indicates than an 
average of 800 cubic feet per hour of nahvaI gas is burned in the incinerator under normal operating 
con&tions. The m h u m  fwl burning rate of the incinerator is 3,200 cubic fect per hour. 

\ 
Chemical Defense mining Facility (CXITF) 

The CDTF incinerator incinerated 115,300 gallons of wastewater and 139,900 lbs of  solid waste 
(mostly d o r m s )  using 390,550 cubic feet of natural gas in 1993. Fuel use and waste data was 
obtained fiom the CDTF facility personnel. 

2- EMISSION C-TION METHOD 

Emission kctors used to estimate pollutant emissions fiom the hospital incinerator at Fort McClellan 
were obtained &om AP-42 section 2.6 on Medical Waste Incineration (Refkrencc 15). The emission 
factors that were used for the NACH were for un~~)nmIled emissions, since the NACH has no control 
device on the stack. PolIutani emissions calculated are for those specified identified in AP42. 
Emissions for alI po~utants werc caIcuIated by multiplying thc; amount of waste burned per year by the 
emission factor for each pollutant. The criteria and HAPS emission factors are shown in Table C-1. 
The SCC used for the medical waste incinerator was 5-01-005-05 (solid waste disposaVgovment/ 
other incin~~tiadpathological). Because the emission factors account for incinerator firel use, the 
6 u m  potentid emission is based on the maximum amount of waste that would be incinerated. The 
&urn waste incinerated was d&d as the maximun~ daily amount from the waste Iogs times 260 
days of operation, resulting in 14.56 tons of medical waste. 

There are no s p d c  emission factors avaiM.de for the CDTF incineration of nerve agent cantamhated 
uniforms and wastewater, as this incinerator is the only one in the country of  its type. The emission 
kctors used in the previous inverrtory by TETC were ba$ed on industrial boiler emissions. Industrid 
boilers burn at a lower temperahre with sharta residence time than incinerators, r&tiig in a greater 
degree of incomplete wmbustion. No emissions were estimated far burning ofthe wastewater due to 
lack of availihitity of data on combustion byproduck ar emission factors to support the analysis. The 
CDTF incinerator uses a wet wall scrubber on the exhaust system. The s p d c  scrubber efficiency was 
not available, therefore, high energy (wet scrubber) controlled emission factors for medical wastes 
(AP42 Table 2.61) were iissumed to provide a reasonable estimate, Some of the emission species for 
medical wastes may not be applicable for the CDTF .wastes. A SCC of  5-02-001 -01 was assigned to 

, , 
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the CDTF incinerator (solid w e  dispus~mmmercidinst'xtutionaVmu~tip1e chamber incinerator.) A 
Maximum Potential Factor af-twa times the 1993 actual emissions was used. 

A monitoring system has been i n a c d  in the incinerator stack to measure nerve agent concentrations. 
An alarm is tripped if the VX or GB concentrations exceed 0.8 of  the Time Weighted Average (TWA) 
for the agent. The TWAs for VX and GI3 are 0.00001 and 0,0001 milligrams per meter cubed 

i (rnglrn3), respectively. Using the alarm triger and estimating the gas flow rate from the stack (based 
on a 4 R. stack diameter and wrnd exit velocity of 45 ft/s%), a maximum emission in 1bs.k was 
calculated for VX and GB. The d u r n  emission for GI3 was calculated as 1.0 E-05 1b.h; the 
m ~ m  mission for VX was 1.0 Ed6 1b.h. Note that these enlissioils are given only to 
dernomte the maximum potential and are very conservative, as the triggering of the stack alarm has 

' never occurred. The resuIting emissions wouId be 0.0976 lb./yr for GI3 and 0.0876 lb./yr for VX. 
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* Chlorinated bibcnzo-P-Dioxin 
** CDTF factors based on high energy wet scmbber controlled emissions condition Born AP42- 

2.6 Table. Where uncontrolled factors had a lower value with a higher rating, that emission 
fictor was used. 
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e 3. SAMPLE CALCLTLATION 

This sample calculation was used to calculate NACH actual emissions of NOx 

Emission Factor; 4.95 lbs. poIlutant per ton feed 
Waste Burned: 7.8 tans of  Type 6 waste 

This sample calculation was used to calculate CDTF actual emission of Hydrogen Huodde. 

4. OZONE SEASON DAILY EMISSIONS 

The typicaI ozone season M y  emissions were calculated &om the amount of h e 1  used during the @ months of Junc, July, and August 1993 and divided by the number ofdays in the these months. For the 
medical waste incinerator, information was avdable on the amount of medical waste incinerated during 
the 1993 ozone seasun For the CDTF, the waste incinerated was assumed equal over the ozone 
season months, based on annual waste (water not included). 

5. El't4ISSTONS SUMMARY 

See Tables C-2 through C-7. 
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Table C-2 
NACH Incinerator Criteria Pollutant Emisslons 

* Based on product of maximum d d y  Ibs, inc-incratcd from waste log and 365 days of incinerator 
@eratian __  -. -. - 

/---. --- ------____ * _----- -2> Table C-3 +. <.----- 

,,/I CDTI? Incinerator Criteria Pollutant Emissions 

/ * Defined as twice 1993 CDTF reported waste incinerated. 

Table C-4 
Total NACH / CDTR Incinerator Criteria Pollutant Emissions 

. Actual W E %  
Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions I I 

* For CDTF defined as Wice I993 reparted waste incinerated. For NACH based on product of 
m&um Ibs. incinerated from waste log and 365 days of incinerator operation. 
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Table C-6 
CDTF Incinerator Actual and Maximum Potential 

HAP Emissions 

* D&ed as twiw 1993 CDTF reported waste incinemted. 
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Table C-7 
Ozone Season Daiiy Incinerator Emission 

(Lbs./Day) 

* Fpr CDlT defined as twice 1993 reported waste incinerated for the ozone period. For NACH baed 
on product of maximum daily of 112 lbs. from m r d s  and 365 days of opmtion on a 24 hour 
operating cybir 
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ALABAMA 
' *  

v c&JG:.: . . p 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT .a? . .. .. 5k0 

>QX#mPOm 
Governor 

John M. W t h  February 13, 1995 Fob James, Jr. 
D l  recior 
Matltng ddresc: 
PO BOX 301463 
MONTGOMERY AL 

The Honorable Glen Browder 
36134-1463 Member o f  Congress 

2344 Rayburn House Offf ce Bullding 
*i355 

- 
Physical Address: ~ a s h t  ngtan, DC 2051 5 
1751 Cong. W. L. 

Diskinson Drive Clear Congressman Browder : 
Montgomery, A 1  
36109.2608 Thank you for your letter inquiring about the  impact that possible 

base-closure or real lgnment action at Fort McClel lan or Annlston Army 
(205 ) 271.7700 Depot could have on the Department of the Army's currently pending 
FAX 270-5612 envi ronmental permit appl i cation for the chemical demll f tar1 zation 

actlvlttes at Anniston Army Depot. 

1 10 Vulcan Raad 
Birmingham. AL 

352094702 
(205 ) 942-61 68 
FAX 941.16Q3 

400 Well Street 
P . 0 . 8 0 ~  953 
Decatur, AL 
3 56024953 
(205 ) 353-1713 
FAX 340-9359 

The relationship between the Department of the Army and the State 
of Alabama wl th respect to the proposed operatton of the cheml cal 
deml 1 1 tarlzation act! vt tf es at Anni ston Army Depot has been a long and 
complex one, owing to the nature of t h e  undertaking and the risks 
associated with that undertakfng. Further complicating the relatlonshtp 
has been the research and development necessary to bri ng thi s act1 v l  ty to 
fruition. For all of the difficulties inherent in this Industrially 
difflcul t and publicly sensitive activity, the relationship between our 
organizations has been open, frank and productive. We have made progress 
In overcoml ng some of the technologt cal and procedural hurdles necessary 
to satlsfy the State of Alabama that the health and safety of our 
popul atlon f s adequately protected and that rl sks related to cheml cal 
demllitarfzation are eliminated, minimized, or controlled. 

2204 Perimeter Road As you are aware, Fort McClellan and Annlston Army Depot are major 
Mobile, AL components of the Contingency Plan submitted by the Army and requlred by 
36615-1131 40 CFR Part 27OV14(b)(7) and Part 264, Subpart O. The purpose of thls 
(105 ) 450-3400 plan I s  to mtnimlze hazards to human health and the envlronment from 
FAX 479-2593 fires, expfo~lons, or any unplanned sudden or nonsudden release of 

hazardous waste or hazardous waste constftuents associated with the 
demi 1 i tar1 zatlon f ac i  1 i ty at Anni ston Army Depot. As acknowledged by the 
Army In i t s  Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Hazardous Waste 
Perm1 t Appl lcation, the provisions of the Contingency Plan . . . wl 11 be 
carried out immediately whenever there I s  a fire, explosion, or release of 
hazardous waste or hazardous waste constttuents that could threaten human 
health or the environment. " 

We see from correspondence provl'ded by your o f f l c e  that the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense i s  ful ly cognizant of the resources at Fort McClel lan 
and Anniston Army Depot that are commftted t o  the chemical 
dem4 1 i tar1 tat ion program through the Army' s RCRA perm1 t, We note t h a t  the 
Deputy Secretary i n  a0 August 8, 1994, letter to you asked the Secretary 
of the Army "to work closely wtth the Alabama Department of Environmental 
Management to respond to the state requirements and to be ful ly responsive 
to their concerns." 
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In response, the Prlncipaf Deputy Under Secretary for Acqui sf tton 
and Technology in an August 1 1 ,  1994, memorandum to the Secretary of the 
Army stated, "We must commit appropriate mll l tary resources (such as the 
following, which have been identified at thelr current location) t o  
support the demi 1 l tari zation effort: " 

At Fort McCl el l an r "Decontaml nation Team, Medl cal 
Ass1 stance Team, Security Control Team, Communl catlons 
Support Team, Rescue Squad, Pub1 ic Affairs Office, 
Plans and Operations Offi ce, Explosive Ordnance 
Detachment, Noble Army Communl ty Hospi tali Provost 
Mars ha1 , Traff i c Control and Security Force, 
D l  rectorate of Plans, Trai nl ng, Mobi 1 ization and 
Security, Directorate of Log! st! cs, Staff Judge 
Advocate, Df rectorate of Personnel and Communi ty 
Activi tf es, Jolnt Information Center, Emergency 
Operations Center. " 

And the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Installations, 
Logf stlcs and Environment i n  a September 23, 1994, letter to the 
commanders o f  Fort McClel lan and Anniston Army Depot, states: 

"As we approach construction and ul  t lmate 
dsmll l tar1 zation operatfans at Anni ston Army 
Depot, the comprehensive response plan will be 
a significant document subject to review by the 
A1 abama Department of Envl ronmenlal Management 
durf ng the permi tti ng process. " 

A revlew of the Army's pendtng appl ication demonstrates that the 
Army, just as we, has re1 ied heavl ly on the support aval lable from Fort 
McClel lan and Anniston Army Depot to sat1 sfy the requfrements of the 
Contingency Plan. Nowhere is this more apparent that In the D l  saster 
Control PI an-Cheml cal Event Response Ass1 stance Subml s si on found I n  Volume 
VI A o f  the Army's application. This submisston demonstrates the critical 
role whlch has been contemplated for Fort McClel lan and Anni ston Army 
Depot In the event of a chemical incident or accident relating t o  chemical 
demilitarfzation activities at Annlston Army Depot. It has been the 
availabilfty of  that emergency infrastructure whlch has given us the 
assurance as we revlewed the Army's submi ssfon that a chemical accident or 
incident would result in an !mediate, effective, and appropri ate response 

We recognize that the support available from Fort McClellan and 
Anni ston Army Depot could be rep1 icated w f  th an appropriate dedication of 
resources. However, the resources appear to be extraordinarily large and 
w f  1 1  require extensive training of personnel, construction of fact 1 i ti es , 
and provision o f  equipment, This would be true whether the support were 
provfded by Army personnel or through a contract. These requtred 
resources are in addition to the Chemical Stockpile Emergency Preparedness 
Program, which incorporates the use of Fort McClel I a n  and Anni $ton Army 
Depot Resources. 



03/17/95 17:36 OFFICE OF REP BRDWDER 3 2058486169 N0.468 PBB4 

A contract for such resources does rat se an issue o f  concern, 
however. The chemical agents in question include some of the  dead1 lest, 
most toxic compounds developed for chemi cal warfare. These i ncl ude 
mustard (HD) and nerve agents (VX and GB) . The aval 1 abf 1 i ty  o f  mi 1 i tary 
personnel to respond to a chemical accldent or incident gives us a level 
of confidence that appropriate action wi 1 1  be taken for the simple reasons 
that soldiers, unlike civi 1 lans, are subject to orders, the d l  sobedtence 
of which carries far more serious implications than those to which a 
civilian would be subject, The Army's plans include the use of deadly 
force i n appropriate c f  rcumstances, a matter which a1 so favors the 
employment of mi 1 1 tary securl ty forces. 

The area adjacent to Anni ston Army Depot Is a densely populated 
area, and the prevai 1 ing winds could carry an air ernlsslon across thl s 
populated area. This factor, coupled w l  t h  the characteristics of the 
munitions and components to be demf 1 1  tarized at Anni ston Army Depot and 
our place in the schedule for demilitarization, distlngufshes us from 
other chemi cal demi 1 i tari zation si tes . The requl rement for immedi ate 
response to a chemical accident or incident includes extensive 
communication networks, securl ty personnel to deal with population 
control , emergency medi ca1 personnel trai ned to deal w i  th cheml cal 
injuries, and facil f tfes designed to treat the chemically injured. Not 
least among our concerns is the potentlal for unaulhorlzed intrusion at 
the Depot. A1 though the risk of such an event may be low, t h e  
imp1 icatlons are severe and require a high degree of security and reaction 
capablli ty. These are not resources which are readily avaf lable for 
immediate response, and they w i  11 have to be rep1 fcated if Fort McClel tan 
or Annf ston Army Depot are closed or realigned substantially and the 
chemi cal demi 1 1  tarization act1 v i  ty at Anni ston Army Oepot i s to be 
permi t ted . 

Because Fort McClellan I s  the home of the Army's Chemical School 
and M i  1 i t a ry  Policy School, f t Is only  natural t h a t  Army planners have 
included the resources at Fort McClel lan in developlng thelr Contl ngency 
Plan. Furthermore, Noble Army Hospl tal personnel and fact 1 i t i e s  are 
unlquely qualified to address chemical Injuries due to the long experience 
with such risks, as we1 1 as the current operatian of the Chemical Defense 
Training Faci 11  ty (CDTF) at Fort McClel lan. This fact 1 i ty a1 so ensures 
that we will be able to train appropriate personnel at Anniston Army Depot 
as we1 I as communi ty emergency response personnel i n chemt cal protect Ion 
and decontamination techniques. I am aware of Army studles which 
establ l sh the conf idence-bui lding aspect of CDTF training and consider 
such training for our community backup to your Contingency Plan to be an 
appropr f ate measure to be undertaken. 

Some of the specific support elements to be forthcoming from Fort 
McClellan resources In the event of a chemlcal accident or incident 
include acceptance of chsualtles at Noble Army Hospl t a l ,  ThIs is 
particularly important to us because t h e  operational concept developed by 
the Army stf pulates t h a t  patients, attendants, equlpment, and vehicles 
w l  l l  be decontaminated before they are accepted at local ci vi 1 Ian 
hospi tat s. Imp1 f cl t w i  thl n thl s concept is the capabi 1 l ty to accompl i sh 
such decontarnfnation. We are partlcul arly concerned that the signf f f cant 
decrease In tralned mi 1 i tary heal th care providers associated wf t h  the 
closure of Noble Army Ho~pltal at Fort McClellan will leave us with a 
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situation where, in the event of major chemical incident or accident, 
local hospl tal s w i  1 1 not accept contami nated personnel for fear of 
contaminating the! r own faci 1 i ties, and the Army w l  1 1 no longer have a 
facillty operational to deal with such circumstances~ 

Other areas whlch cause us concern Include the availabil!ty within 
the Immediate geographic area of an Explosive Ordnance Team. The 142nd 
Explosive Ordnance Detachment 1 s currently located at Fort McCl el Ian, and 
the nollfication procedures In the event of a chemlcal accident or 
incident clearly reflect that they have been included In the Armyt$ 
plans. In addf tion, support teams from Fort McClel lan respond to 
requirements for security, communfcations, on-site medical assistance, 
rescue squad and pub1 ic affairs are assets which the Army and the State of 
Alabama have relied upon as avai lable in the event of a chemlcal accident 
or chemical Incident. If Fort McClel lan were t o  be closed, adequate 
provision would have to be made to replace these support teams. 

In addl tlon to Fort McClel 1 an1 s extensive resources, the Army' s permi t 
appl i cation and the Department of Defense ' s August 1 1  , 1994, memorandum 
cites the following resources at Anniston Army Depot: "Directorate for 
Law Enforcement and Security, Di rectorate for Ammunl tion Operations, 
Amun! tion Surve! 1 lance Division, Depot Equipment Dlvislon, Environmental 
Management Division, Health Cl lnic, Depot Commander, Electronics Liai son 
office." 

These are not mlnor considerations whtch can be overlooked. 
Rather, they constl tute major concerns because they have sf  gnificant 
impact upon the resources immediately aval lable to respond to an emergency 
situation. 

Under these circumstances, I express to you my grave concern about 
the prom1 sed emergency response capabi 1 i ty which wl 1 l be unavai lable 1 f 
Fort McClel lan or Ann! ston Army Depot were to be closed or real Igned. 
This  f s  a substantive concern for the  health and safety of  the potentially 
affected populace. Of equal concern to me is the effect which thls 
closure or real i gnment mi ght have upon our re1 lance on representations 
made In the Army's perm1 t applicatlon. I certainly would expect to be 
notified of any such drastic change In clrcumstances. 

The substantive concerns which I call to your attention place at 
risk the perml t whf ch the Army seeks. Should Fort McClel Ian or Anniston 
Army Depot be closed or realigned, the Department could not issue the 
necessary envir~nmental permits to allow construction and operation of the 
chemical demi 1 itarization actf vi ties at Annf ston Army Depot unless and 
until such t fme as the Army could demonstrate to our sat1 sfactlon that 
adequate and competent emergency response and backup securt ty capabll l t! es 
are In place. 

Sf ncerely, 

hn P1. Smith 
ul rector 
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City 
loses 
trust 
Anniston leaty of 
Army promises 

By Rick Bragg 
New York Times News Serv~ce 

ANNISTQN-- The partnership 
between Anniston and the nation's 
military was based on need, and 
trust. 

The Army needed a dirty job 
done. People in the city needed work 
- even if it meant allowing the 
Army to hide a weapon so deadly, so 
morally repugnant, it was never 
used. 

For almqst 40 years, one prototy-- 
pica1 Army town has given safe ha- 
ven to a military stockpile of nerve 
gas so potent that just a speck on the 
skin or in the ajr will kill. In return, 
the military propped up the local 
economy with two military installa- 
tions, a Godsend for people who still 
remembered the tug of the cotton 
sack. 

Now Anniston and the surrounding 
counties not only face the possibility 
losing their main military base, but 
of being left witb the Army's chemi- 
cal garbage, or having the weapons 
incinerated in their own back yard. 

In Calhoun County, of which An- 
niston is the county seat, residents 
have been largely supportive of 
building the incinerator to destroy 
the rusting, leaking rockets and the 
mines now stored in underground 
bunkers at the nearby Anniston 
Army Depot, the smaller of the two 
$stallations. 

Please turn to ANNISTON, 
page A6 

Anniston 
From page A1 

Many residents believed it was 
prudent to support the incineration, 
even if they had concerns about 
safety. They did not want to seem un- 
patriotic, and risk losing their bene- 
factor. 

Besides, the incinerator, they be- 
lieved, would serve as an insurance 

Army looks out for our interests," 
said U.S. Rep. Glen Browder, D- 
Jacksonville, whose district includes 
Calhoun County. 

Historically, the people have 
staged no marches, no protests, no 
resistance. Now they feel betrayed, 
said Donna Harmon, who runs an in- 
terior design business in the city of 
about 30,000 people. "I haven't talked 
to anyone in town who doesn't feel 
that way," she said. "It's the worst 
scenario." 

policy. The primary Fort Ms. Harmon has been among the 
McClel1an, a center research and minority who opposed the incinerator 
development of chemical and biolog- f,m the start, a group sometimes 
ical be needed in the branded as unpatriotic But develop- 
event of a chemical disaster at the ments of the last few weeks, she depot where the weapons are said, "have opened the eyes of a lot or at the incinerator, some military of  people.^ 
boosters argued. A 

Thus, they reasoned, if Anniston al- 
lowed it to be built it would guar- 
antee that the fort would remain 
open. 

l For a while that logic seemed 
sound. Though targeted for closure in 
1991 and 1993, Fort McClellan w a s  
twice spared. 

But when the federal government 
released a short list last month of 
bases it wants to close, Fort McClel- 
Ian was on it. Those who trusted in 
the military to do right by them are 
now afraid they may be left with 
something worse than an abandoned 
military base. 

Rudy Noll, a retired lieutenant col- 
onel living in Calhoun County, is ar- 
dently pro-military and has long 
backed the incinerator. But, he said. 
"If the fort were closed, the public 
would not be so willing." 

Bulldozers have cleared the land 
and construction, already blessed by 
many elected officials, awaits the 
signing of a state environmental per- 
mit. No matter what happens next, 
things in this patriotic corner of Ala- 
bama may never be the same. 

"The citizens and army had a part- 
nership," said Doris Gertler, a re- 
tired internist who lives outside An- 
niston. "And trust." 

"We are losing confidence that the The old-timers who worked:in the 

(Please see "Anniston" next page. ) 
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igloo-shaped bunkers remember how 
they used to test for leaks with caged 
rabbits,,walking down rows of rock- 
ets packed with enough poison to kill 
whole cities. 

The poison sarin, a few drops of 
which proved so deadly last month in 
the Japanese subway tunnels, is har- 
bored near Anniston by the ton. All 
told, there is as much as 5 million 
pounds of sarin and other poison 
stored, some of it more than 40 years 
old. 

Within just a few miles are 
churches, restaurants, kindergartens 
and quiet streets. More than 100,000 
people live within 30 miles of the de- 
pot. 

"We grew up with it," Browder 
said. "We have it. W+ don't have a 
choice.". For now, the only choice the 
residents have is whether to live next 
door to a toxic storage site or a toxic 
incinerator. 

Anniston is just one site where the 
military is trying to destroy its 
chemical weapons stockpile, as re- 
quired by treaties with the former 
Soviet Union. The others are in Ar- 
kansas, Colorado, Indiana, Kentucky, 
Maryland, Oregon and Utah. But An- 
niston is by far the most heavily pop- 
ulated of the sites. 

County made their living from the 
military. 

Now the proposed closing of Fort 
McClellan threatens a combined to- 
tal of 10,000 military and civilian 
jobs and an annual economic impact 
of $600 million, said Noll, executive 
director of the ' county's Economic 
Adjustment Authority. 

It is the authority's job to help the 
area diversify, but if the fort closes, 
realistically, there is little else. 

Some residents wonder if it might 
be time to break their dependency on 
the military. Brooks Clark, a finan- 
cial adviser, said the county could of- 
fer buildings at Fort McClellan to in- 
dustry for just dollars a year and get 
thousands of jobs in return. 

If the fort closes, the military 
would still have to provide emer- 
gency response units and laborato- 
ries for the area. 

If that happens, Browder said the 
Army should have to truck its 
"chemical garbage" out of the 
county, rather than incinerate it, and 
he has introduced legislation to allow 
transportation of the aging stockpile. 
Army officials have balked at mov- 
ing such dangerous chemicals 
through populated areas. 

The great fear is that the Army 
will burn the weaDons in Amiston. 

In the past, at least, there was a which would take ykars, then use the 
sweetener for the city: the work. incinerator to burn other toxic waste. 
Generations have raised families and The Army has promised it would not 
paid college tuitions with paychecks do that. But in the eyes of many in 
from the military. In recent years, the communiky, the Army's word is 
almost 1-in-5 civilians in Calhoun no longer to be trusted. 
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I Those Who Trusted the Military Feel Betrayed 1 

By RICK BRAGG 

ANNISTON, 
a., April 7 - 

'fne partnsrshlp 
between b i s  city 

- r  , v and the nation's 
millrary was baaed on naed, and 
tms t  TIle Army needed a dlrry job 
done. Ptoplehere needed work- 
even if i t  meant allowing the Army 
to hide a weapon sodeadly, so mor- 
ally repugnant, It was never usad. 

For almost 40 years, chis prototyp- 
lcal Army town has given sale havtn 
ro a military stockpile of nerve gas 
so potent that just aspeck on the 
skin or in the air will kiB In return, 
the militarypmpped up the local 
economy with two military installa- 
tions, a godsend for people who still 
remembered the tug of the cotton 
sack. 

They had their own slang for it: 
"Workin' fer the mv'menr" It was a, 
marriage, theybelicved, of gmera- 
lions. 

Now Anniston and the surrounding 
counties not only face the possibility 
losing their main mllimry base, but 
of bcing left wilh the Army's chemi- 
cal garbage, Or having the We8pOnK 
incinerated in their own backyard, 

In Cahoun County, of which A- 
niston IS the county seal, residents 
have been largely supportive of 
bullding the Incinerator ta d e s w y  
the msring, leaking rockets and the 
mines now stored in underground 
bunkers at the nearby Anniston 
Army Depor, the smaller of the two 
installatlong. 

,Many resldcnts here believed it 
was prudent to stlpport the incinera- 
tion, even if they had concerns about 
safety. They did nor want ro seem un. 
Patriotic, andrllk losing their bme. 
fsctor. 

U U W . .  . 
fm Pg. 7 
met with the family members and 
say only that they are tollowlng the 
casts cloScly. Tho State Departmenr 
has issued a recommendation that 
Arnerlcens who visit the country re. 
main In t k t  major citles and avoid 
rural areas. 

sem-lty experts say most vlcttms 
are selzed fmm their cars. Some 
kidnappers use rosdblocks, but oth- 
ers use their cars 10 block a victim's 
car and force it ta come ta a srop. In 
the B a r h  neighborhood in Rio, the 
local authorities plan to consttuct 
gates to close access mads to th(s 
alilucnt neighborhood of 500,000 peo- 
ple. Barra has suffered 100 kidnap- 
pings since l 9 B l .  Crltira liken ~e 
gates tu medieval drawbridges. 

Of the 44,000 Colombians estlmat. 
ed to heve taken part in kldnappin8s 
last year, the police arrested or 
killcd 350 - lewer than 3 percent. of 
3,625 reported cases of kidnapping in 
Colombta in the last three years, the 
police rescued only 11 percent of 
hostages. For these crimes, only 70 

Besides, Lhe Incinerator, they be- 
Ileved, would serve as an insurance 
pollcy. The main base, Fort McClel- 
Ian, a center for research and devel- 
opment of chemlcal an'd biolagicd 
weapons, would be needed in the 
event~f  a chemical alsaster at the 
depot where the weapons are stored 
or at  the Incinerator, some military 
boosters argued. Thus, they ream 
soned, if Anniston allowed i t  to be 
built i t  would guarantee that thefort 
would remain-open. 

For a while rhat logic setrned 
sound. Though.targeted tor closut.e 
in 1991 and 1993, Fort McClellan Wi1S 

tupice spared the ax. 
But when Lhe Federal Govern- 

menL released a short list last month 
of bases it wants to close, ForL Mc- . 

Clellan was on It. Those who trusLed 
in the nlilitary to do right by them 
are now afraid they may be ieft with 
somcthlng worse thon.an abandoned 
military bast. 

"Weare losing confidence that the 
Army looks out for our interests," 
said Rcpresentarive Glcn Browder, 
a Democrat who reprcsents Ala- 
bama's Third Congressional Dis- 
trict, including Calhoun County. 

liistorlcally, the people have ' 

staged no marches, no protests, no 
resistance. Now Lbey feel betrayed, 
said Donna Harmon, who run3 an in. 
tenor dcsign buslness in this city of 
about 30,000 people. "I haven't 
talked to anyone in town who doesn't 
!eel thal way," she said. "It's the 

, . worst scenario." 
Ms. Harmon has been among the 

minority who opposed the incinera- 
tor Imm the starl, a group some. 
times b m d e d  as unpatriotic. But 
developmen& of the last few weeks, 
she said, "have opened the eyes of a 
lot of people." 

Rudy NOIS a retired lieutenant col- 
one! living in Calhoun Counry, Is ap 
dently pro-milltary and has long 
backed the lncineratar. Bur, he said. 
"If the fort were closed, the public 
would not be ao willing." 

B~lldozers hare cleared the land 
and construction, already blessed by 
many elected officials, awaits the 
signlng of a state envlronmehtal per. 
mlt No matter what happens next, 
thingsin thls patriotic corner of Ala- 
bama may never be &e same. 

"The citlrens and army had a 
partnership," said Doris Gertler, a 
retired interhist wllu lives outs~de 
Anniston. ''And trus~" 

The old-timers who workcd in the 
Igloo-shaped bunkers remember 
how Uley used to test lor leaks with 
caged rabbits, walking down rows of 
rockets packed with enough poison 
to kill whole cities. 

The poison sarln, a few drops of 
whlchpmved sodeadly last month in 
the Japanese subway tunnels, Is her- 
bored here by the ton. AU told, &ere 
is as much as 5 milllonpounds of sa- 
rin and other poison stored here, 
someof it more than 40 years old. 

Within just a few miles are 
churches, restaurants, kinderpr- 
tens and qtliet stteets. More lhan 
100,000 people Live WiWin 30 miles of 
the depot. 

"We grew up with LC" Mr. Brow- 
der sald. "We have iL We don't have 
a choice" For now, the only choice 
the tesidents have is whether to live 
next door to a toxic storage sire or a 
toulc inclncrafor. 

hniston is just one.site where the 
military is hying to destroy It$ 
chemical weapons stockpile, as re- 
quired by treaties wilh the farmer 
Soviet Union. The others are in Ar- 
kansas, Colorado, Indiana, Ken. 
tucky, Maryland, Oregon end U~ah. 

But thls is by far the most haavlly 
populated of the 8it@6. 

In the past, at  least, there was a 
sweetener for Anniston: the work 
Generations have raised famllies 
and paid college tuitions with pay. 
checks irom the military. 111 recent 
years, almost 1 in 5 civilians iq Cal- 
houn County made their living from 
the millrary. Now the proposed clos- 
ing of Fort McClellan threatens a 
,combined total of 10,000 milltaryond 
civilian jobs and an annual aconomic 
impact of $600 milllon, said Mr. Noll, 
executive dirccter of thc county's 
Economic Adjustment Authority. I 
' It is the authority's job to help the , 
area diversify, but if the fort closes, 
tralistically, thcreis little else. 1 

some residenu wonder If it might 
be time 16 break their dependency on 
the military. Brooks Clark, a finan- 
cial adviser, Said the county could of- 
fer buildings at Fort McClellan to in-; 
dllstrYfOr just dollars a year and get' 
thousands of jobs jn return. 

If the fort cI,oses, the rnilltary 
would still have to pkvlde emergen-, 
cy response units and laboratories 1 

for the a r e s  
If War happens, Mr. Browder sald ' 

the Army should have to truck its 
"chemical garbage" out of b e  coun. 
ty, rather than inclnerator it, and he 
has introduced legislation to allow 
transportation of the aging stockpile. 
Army officials have balked at mov- 
ing such dangerous ehernlcals 
through populated areas. 

The grcat fear i& that the Army 
will burn the weapons here, which - 
would take years, then use the lncin- 
erator toburn other toxic wastc. The 
A m y  ha$ prumlsed it would not do 
thar But in the eyes of many in this 
commlmity, theArmy7s word ia nn 
longer to be trusted. 

t- 

people were arrested, t rhd  and sen- more success against the guerrillas, 
tenced. we will have more success against 

"It's become a wlldfire industry - kidnapping." 
60 pmlllable that 1 don't sce any end But In Cvlomble, Btarll and Mexl- 
In slght," baid.Fruncisco Gnntos, a CO, some detcctlves have bllen Vic- 
newspaper edltor and lormer kid- tim to the lernpration of stealing 
napping victim who IS praeidept oi ransoms they were sent to pay in an 
Pals Lib* effort to catch kidnappers. Others 

To try to.stop kldnapplngs, Ecua- mutlnaly kill kldnnppers on the apot 
dor created n separate anti-kidnap when they lind them, often undercut- 
plng pollce foree in January, Rko de Ung their own investigations. 
Janelro doubled its force In Febm- "Police here Ilk6 to flrt thelr guns 
ary, and Colomhla is adding 130 de- -what they need is gray matter and 
tbctlves to its anti-kidnapping Unit. lnvosttgative know-how,". said Car- 

Colombia's Defense Mlnlster, Fer- 10s Fragoso. a Rfo de Janeim crimi- 
nando Botero Zla, said in an Inera rial lawyer Who has negotiated sev. 
view that the Government was reor- @ral hastage casea. "When the police 
gmizlng anti-kidnapping squads and kill the bw&3t lcvel criminals at the 
creatlng a natlonal lniannatlon bank hiding Places, they never get 10 the 
to h l p  catch kidnappers., He; coo- leaders of kidnap gangs." 
tended that the C o ~ m m e n t  had a Some business PmPle are not 
better success rate W I ~  solving Waiting far rhe new pollce units to 
ban kidnapplnga than the oyeall  st* kcarn their fobs. "We are armoring 
tlstics would indicate. ' . . . an average of 10 care a month," said 
"The GOvernrnent 1s trying to Humberto Neiva, director of Riva, a 

make a great effort to control the R ~ D  ~ecurity company. , 

problem," he said. "As we have 
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Iraqi a m y  post 
Gen Sultan Hashim M a d  
has replaced General Ayed 
Fteih al.Rawi as the Iraqi 
army's chief of staK, state-nm 
newspapore reparted 
yesterday. 

Gen Ahmad appeared in a 
medal giving ceremony on 
Iraqi television beside Mr Ali 
Hassan sl.Mqeed, dafencc 
minister, as the mw chid of 
m W. 

Gen Ahmad served as a 
di~isioh and COW cowande r  
In the Iraqi m e d  forces and 
led the Iraqi si&c In 
negotiatioru wth the allied 
commanders at the end of the 
1991 Gulf War over Kuwait 
Reutw, Baghdad 

14 
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Abroad at Home 
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Guatemala and C ~ X S  
'Sources and Methods' 

Halg aL his moat hysterical saw the 
hand of Fldcl Castro among them. 

"Security is lfke LiberLy in tllat 
tnany are the crin~es cornmiired in 
it8 name." - Justice Robert H. 

Jackson, JQSO 
BosroN 

In November 1989 on American 
nun, SlsLer Dlana Ortlz of the Ursu- 
line Order, was detained by Guatc- 
mulan security police, tortumd and 
gang-raped. She was lucky; she 
came out alive. An American doctor 
and the Archbishop of Guatemala 
Clty said they saw more than 100 
cigarette burns on her back. 

That s~ory  shows rhat Ule Guate- 
malao klllings publicized hcre in re- 
cent weeks - ol an Amerlcan inn- 
keeper and a guerrilla leader who 
was married to atr Amerlcan lawyet 
- were not is~lated cvents. They 
were just two of hundreds of atrocl. 
ties committed by Guatemalan sccu- 
rlty forces, which are by all odds the 
most murderous and criminal In the 
Western Hemisphere. 

The dlsclosure that a Guatemalan 
colonel who worked for the C.IA., 
Julio Rober~o Alpirez, was linked to 
the two killlngs raised hard quos- 
tlons for U.S. leaders and for all of us 
as citizens. Why has Ullitcd Status 
pollcy been, why is It sLill, so closely 
tied to the Guatemalan military? 
Should we k subsidizing torturers 
and murderers? 

Newt Cingrich, the Speaker of the 
House, Came down Iirrnly on the sldu 
of existing policy: that is, of links 
with the torturers and keeping those 
links Secret He moved to expel from 
the House In~elligence Committee 
tho Congressman who had disclosed 

Covert operators haven't felt hound by overt US polzcia 

- 

By Daniel Schorr your own secret armien and airhcs, main- 
tain your IYATI businesses, and bribe peo- 

T WYTY y r a n  ago, in the wako of ple working for ocher governments to be 
Watergate, the CIA was investigated your spies - and then deciding for yourself 
by Congress Tor n Mries or trans- who else in the US government should he 

gressions running from drug experiments Ict. in on your secrets. 
on unwitting subjects to plotting with the It seenlod natural for Direc:tor R7llh-n 
M d a  to assrtsslnate Fldel Castro. Chalr- Cascy to supply arms to the Nicaraguan 
nlan hank Church of the Scnate In- contra6 that C o n p e v  didn't want. ~upplled 
telligence Committee called the.agency 'a and to ilelp Oliver North when a shipment 
rogue elephmt," and tried to parlay the or misslles for Iran got stuck in Portugal. 
scmdnl into a presidential candidacy. Once It was equally natural, evidently, after offl- 
again, the chalrman and prmtdential con- c ld  subsldles for the Guxtemalan militilry 
tender, Arlen Specter, is hauling the CIA were suspentled because of human rigirk 

berore the Senate comnrltt~e, this timc to violations, that the CTA should fill h e  pay. 
discuss its activities in Guatemnla men@ gap. If the CL4 wasn't playing by the 

The larger question i&: What Impels the rules, it wm using its privileged secrecy ro 

closlr md dagger people, remembering fulffl what it considered a higher coId-war 

how tliey were h~lng out to dry 20 years mis.sion: supporting Latlrl American 
ago, to go back to their highhanded ways regimes against leftwing threats. It 
of acting outaide and sometimes LI defi- seel~lsd not to matter thnl, the doctrine of 
ance or government policies? Pare o l  the supporting freedom fighters often landed 
m w e r  wae givcn by James J. Angleton, the agency in the positlon of s~~ppor t ing  
thc legendary counterintelligenm chicf, murderous colonels ag.ainst genuine frce- 
when he was wked before the Senate com- dom fighters. 
mittee In 1975 why the CLA hxd retalned In Guatemala, !.he agency's rnirtiiltc, ap- 
dcd ly  toxins thnl: President Nixon had parcntly, was tryi~ig to cover up Ihe mur- 
hauled. hlgleton's answcr: 'It's incon- der by irs clients of an American and a 
ceivablc that a secret intelligence artn of Guatemalan insurgent mvn-ied Lo an h e r .  
government "has to comply with 3U the ican wlro refused to take lies for arr answcr. 
overt orders of th@ gwerntnent," h the initial sllxge of expnsurc, the C U  

If "power tends to corruj~t," as British sought to r e t i c  behind a familiar defense 
hi.storian Lord Acton mid, then secret of having to protect "sourccs and meth- 
power tcnds to comrpt secretly. After the ods." The 'sources md methodsw gmbit 
congressionul exposures of the mid-70s, derives from the National Security Act of 
lt~celligence professionals acted as though 1947, estnhlishlng the CIA A brief sen- 
awakening from a nightmare, wondering tcnce in thc act reads, T h e  director of 
how they could have been involved in such CetIt.r.ll Intelligence shall be responsible 
stnpldities, vowing il, would never happen for protecting int.elligence rourcm and 
again. Yet, tilere is something ~eductive, J- methods from unaut.horized dl~closure." 
most hypnotic, about being nble to run S%3.JXES...Pg. 17 

rich's quick move lo squelch Mr. present at his In~errogation. The U.S, countable intelligence agcncy that 
Turrlctlli was evident. He must have Diparlment of Justlce found no care subsidizes tOrtUrCrg. 
acted at the behest of Lhe C.I.A., for prosccutitlg the colonel because He and other members of the 
which desperately wants to have a' i t  saw no political motlvu for h e  House lntelllgsncc Committee have 
position of unaccountable power.' crime. But mlght evidence of such a prepared a letter for President Clin. 
The H o w  lntelligencc Committee motive - say Mr. &Vine 'elling ton asking him to have as much as 
had and hen-canceled, ii about drug-dealing by Lhe Guatema- possible of the record of intelligence 
hearing next week On h e  Guatema- Ian militaty - !lave been withheld dealings with Guzrlcmaia .declassl- 
Ian inlelllgcnce links. from Juslice? fled. Appended to the letter IS a list of 

''C.1.A. officials don't want to at- Did C.IA. officials comlnit perju- dozena of horrltylng atmcllies by the 
lend heating with me there," Mr. ry 111 earllcr reports to the commit- Guatemalan forces. 
Torricelli told me. "They don't want tcc on thc DeVjne case? Under what "Bill Cllnton go1 an educatloll 

testily under oath - because authorily did they continuc covert about the intelligence community 
t k r e  are people who arc criminally funding of the Cuarcrnalan mllitary this week," Mr. Turricelli sald. "It 
cxposed. So the agency Is declding aftcr President Bush's last approval allowed him and the SectcLary of 
the membership of the committee." of i t  ran Out? State to make wrung statements. He 

At a hearing bcfore Well-informed Congressman Torricelli is  no^ soft must know he has got to get hold of 
members C-1.A. officials would have on Communism, to put it rnlldly. He it, as john Kennedy did after the Bay 
to answer qlrestions about obstruc- has long beet) one of the mosL fierce- 01 pigs." 
tion of justice in thc case of the ly anti-Castro members of the But will a polltlcally weak and 
Amcricnn innkeepcr, Michacl Dc- House He jusi does not think that wavering President stand up 10 the 
Vine. Colonel Alpirez wa.s mportcdly this country should have an unac- c.I.A.? Which slde wlll he be on? 

the facls abouL Colonel Alpire& Rob. 
crt G. Torricelll, Democrat of New 
Jersey. 

National security required Repre- 
sentative Torricelli to keep silen~ 
about what he had learned, Mr. Cing. 
rich aald. And national security, pre- 
sumably, justified the C-LA. In hav. 
ing killers on its payroll and lying to 
Congress to cover up the facts. 

Behlnd the national security claim 
is the Intimarlon Ulat the Guatuma- 
Ian lurces are flgh~ing'. Cuban-In- 
spired Coulmuni$m - keeping it 
away from rhc Rlo Gmnde. But their 
enemies are just Indians who have 
sought respect for their language 
nnd their land. Not evcn Alexunder 
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Fort boosters 
plan to meet 
with additional 
commissioners 
By Eric Larson 
Star Military Wr~ter 

Keeping up with a member of 
the Base Closure and Realignment 
Committee can be difficult, as a 
leader of the "save the fort': effort 
learned Wednesday. 

Accompanying commissioner 
Lee Kling on his tour of Fort 
McClellan Wednesday made Ger- 
ald Powell's legs ache. 

It won't, get any easier. 
Powell and other members of 

the Calhoun County Chamber of 
Commerce Military Affairs Task 
Force will have to travel to other 
states to meet with as many of the 
commissioners as possible between 
now and June, when the eight- 
member panel will meet to vote on 
whether to close the bases. 

Of course the task force mem- 
bers want to tell the commissioners 
more about why they think Fort 
McClellan's Military Police and 
chemical schools ought not to be 
moved to Fort Leonard Wood, Mo. 
But they also want to be there to 
support Anniston Army Depot. 

Although the depot is supposed 
to receive about 1,000 jobs through 
this year's realignment, it might 
never see them if commission 
members alter the Army's recom- 
mendation to shutdown vehicle 
maintenance missions at two other 
depots and move them to AAD. 

Task Force members will be at 
commission hearings April 19 in 
Dallas - where Red River Army 
Depot will be discussed - and 
May 4 in Baltimore - where Let- 
terkenny Army Depot supporters 
will tout their base. 

The Pentagon is recommending 
closing Red River Army Depot in 
Texas and moving its tracked ve- 
hicle workload to Anniston. Penn- 
sylvania's Letterkenny Depot 
would lose work on the Howitzer 
vehicle. Bolh bases would lose 
their Dcfense Distribution centers 
to Anniston. 

"If anyone tries to say that An- 
niston Army Depot can't handle 
the workload, we want to be there 

to offer a counterargument," 
Powell said. 

Tuesday's regional hearing with 
the commission in Birmingham 
and two trips to McClellan by in- 
dividual commissioners within the 
past three weeks seemed encourag- 
ing, he said. 

Commissioner James B. Davis, 
who visited the fort March 22, ap- 
peared especially impressed with 
Fort McClellan's importance, he 
said. 

"I hope we have in James Davis 
someone who will carry the flag," 
Powell said. 

Still, the overall outlook for the 
fort is not totally rosy. Task Force 
members had hoped that the 1993 
commission's instructions would 
be carried through, but this year's 
commission isn't holding the 
Armv to the letter 

~ k e  1993 coimission told thc 
Army to get the necessary envi- 
ronmental pcrmits for building a 
new live-agent training facility at 
the Missouri base before trying to 
close McClcllan again. 

The Army failed to do that, but 
Commission chairman Allen 
Dixon has said the commission 
will accept pcrmits before June 22. 

"I think it's more of an uphill 
battle this time around," Powell 
said. 
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Missourian says 
he'll be objective 
on McClelan fate 

By Rose Livingston 
News staff writer 

FORT McCLELLAN - A member 
of the base closure commission, who 
is also a native of the state where the 
Defense Department wants to relo- 
cate Fort McClellan's chemical 
school, said he is certain he can re- 
main objective when he votes on the 
matter. 

"I was put on this commission to do 
one thing and that is to look at every- 
thing for what is good for the country 
as a whole and not for my area or 
any other specific area," said Base 
Realignment and Closure Commis- 
sioner S. Lee Kling. "I will adhere to 
that very strongly." 

Kling toured Fort McClellan 
Wednesday following a regional 
hearing Tuesday in Birmingham 
where commissioners heard from 
representatives of 23 sites in seven 
states and Puerto Rico. He said he 
decided to visit the base while he 
was in the area. 

The commissioner has also re- 
cently toured Fort Leonard Wood, 
Mo., which is about 150 miles from 
Kling's home in St. Louis and stands 
to gain from Fort McClellan's clo- 
sure. 

Rose Livingston 
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Sole arsenal 
The Fort S timely defense 

T HE PRESIDENT and 
the CIA worry whether a 
chicken feed plant in 
Iraq could convert to the 

production of toxic weapons. 
Iran places the means of 

chemwar at the oil bottleneck 
called the Strait of Hormuz. 

And a worldwide sect gets the 
blame for chemical terrorism in 
the Tokyo subway and turns up 
in possession of biological 
agents as well. 

Those current events all form 
the backdrop to the base closure 
hearings for Fort McClellan, the 
western nations' sole establish- 
ment for defensive training 
against two of the modern 
weapons of mass destruction. 

Our defenders of the Calhoun 
County base so essential to 
national security responded 
appropriately to commissioners 
weighing the case. 

Some hand-wringing goes on 
because the community didn't 
don t-shirt slogans and flood the 
Birmingham hearing this week 
with banners and balloons. 
Base-closing is neither pep rally 
nor plebiscite, however, and 
won't be decided on either a 
community's zeal or its fear of 
purely local concern over eco- 
nomic advantage. 

Our case for McClellan is 
quite simply its military value, 
as Congressman Glen Browder 
told the commission, deciding a 
case two similar review boards 
previously heard before retain- 
lng Fort McClellan in America's 
arsenal of defense. 

The nation can afford only so 
many bases. But the retired mil- 
itary men who spoke for our par- 
ticular establishment told com- 
missioners the nation also can- 
not now afford any interruption 

in the chemical and biological 
warfare training McClellan pro- 
vides. 

Japanese security officers who 
investigated the toxic attack in 
Tokyo had trained here. And 
Operation Desert Storm suc- 
ceeded largely because 
American forces had learned the 
lessons McClellan has to offer. 

A move of that chemical 
school from a depleted Fort 
McClellan would interrupt es- 
sential preparation of our GIs 
for the conflict that may be com- 
ing around any corner, judging 
by today's headlines. 

T HE BASE review process 
will quite frankly jeopar- 
dize national security if i t  

closes this base, according to the 
expert testimony based on evi- 
dence from within the military 
establishment. 

To underscore the point of 
national security over local eco- 
nomic advantage, the witnesses 
told commissioners if the tables 
were turned and the chemical 
school were elsewhere, they 
would argue just as fervently 
against the interruption of bring- 
ing the training into McClellan. 

B ALLOONS, banner, t- 
shirts - they provide a 
certain comfort for a com- 

munity eager to save their garri- 
son and anxious over the conse- 
quences of losing so important 
an economic mainstay. 

Fort McClellan is not a savings 
and loan institution, however, 
but an arsenal that stores and 
dispenses one of the most tender 
of national weapons - realistic 
training that can't be obtained 
anywhere else in a seamless, 
timely fashion against the back- 
ground of today's fearsome cur- 
rent events. 
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Amy draws fire for way 
McClellan shift planned 
By Rose Livingston 
News staff writer 

The Army has been sloppy and 
dow in its application for permits to 
relocate Fort McClellan's chemical 
school to Missouri, a retired general 
told the commission that could de- 
cide the base's future. 

"It appears that this thing was 
thrown together in a hurry," said re- 
tired Brig. Gen. Peter Hidalgo, cit- 
ing outdated information in the air 
permit application the Army filed as 
part of its plan to move the school to 
Fort Leonard Wood, Mo. 

Hidalgo was one of four retired 
chemical experts who spoke on be- 
half of Fort McClellan during a re- 
gional hearing with the Base Re- 
alignnient and Closure commission. 
He charged that the Army has ap- 
plied for only the air permit, despite 
Missouri law requirements for wa- 
ter and possibly hazardous waste 
permits. 

-- .- - - 
U.S. Sen. Howell Heflin, D- la., 

said the Army failed to apply for ad- 
ditional permits in order to avoid 
public opposition that might delay 
plans to move Fort McClellan's live- 
agent traing school to Missouri. 

"They deliberately have not ap- 
plied for any permits that require a 
public hearing," he said. "They're 
putting training and military read- 
iness at risk." 

Gov. Fob James attacked the De- 
fense Department's recommenda- 
tion to move the school, calling it a 
step backward. 

"The risk associated with moving 
the chemical school far outweighs 
any fiscal savings," he said. "To du- 
plicate that is far more expensive 
than to go with what you've got." 

A crowd of about 150 listened to 
the Alabama leaders' 65-minute 
presentation designed to persuade 
the BRAC members to remove Fort 
McClellan from the list of bases to 

be closed, and to increase the mis- 
sions at Redstone Arsenal in Hunts- 
ville. 

Hundreds of supporters from 
bases in Meridian, Miss., and Mem- 
phis filed in afterward for their time 
before the commission, which heard 
from advocates of installations in 
seven states and Puerto Rico. BRAC 
members will begin voting on Penta- 
gon recommendations in late June 
before sending the list to the presi- 
dent and Congress for approval. 

U.S. Rep. Glen Browder, D-Jack- 
sonville, said the move to save Fort 
McClellan is more than an attempt 
to keep jobs or businesses in the An- 
niston area. 

"We're not basing our case 00 poli- 
tics or economic considerations, 
simply the military value, the abil- 
ity of our men and women to survive 
and fight a chemical war," he said. 

Walt Phillips, a member of the 
Calhoun County Military Affairs 
Task Force, said any disruption 
would reduce the value of the train- 
ing. 

Until 1973, he said, soldiers 
trained with live agents outdoors at 
Fort McClellan. When the school 
moved to Maryland, the Army 
couldn't get permits to use live 
nerve agents and had to start using 
simulated chemical weapons. 

'''"T~w a disaster," he said. "They 

found that soldiers don't take train- 
ing seriously if they're using simu- 
lants." 

The Army then re-established the 
chemical school at Fort McClellan, 
which is the only one of its kind in 
the Western world, and began train- 
ing soldiers with actual nerve agents 
in 1987. 

Soldiers from 24 countries have 
trained at the Chemical Decontami- 
nation Training Facility, including a 
Japanese detachment that re- 
sponded to a terrorist attack that 
killed 10 with the poison gas sarin 
last month, said Ret. Maj. Gen. Ger- 
ald Watson, a former commandant 
of the chemical school, who urged 
commissioners not to move the fa- 
cility. 

"The result will be that our na- 
tional security will start to hem- 
orrhage," he said. 

The only private Alabama resi- 
dent to come forward for a chance 
to talk to commissioners was retired 
Col. Orval Q. Matteson of Jackson- 
ville. He warned that the base-clo- 
sure process threatens the nation's 
survival. 

"I'm probably the only person 
you've spoken to who fought in 
World War 11," said the 82-year-old 
Matteson, who said he reported to 
the Army's 6th Infantry in 1938. "I 
was there. I know about such 
things." 1, 



i '  
.. 

The Jacksonville News - The Front Page 
Wednesday - April 5 ,  1995 

.I - 

Briefing, tour highlight 
second BRAC visit 
PATI TILLER 
News Staff Writer 
- - 

A second member of the 1995 Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission will visit Fort 
McClellan today 

S. Lee Kling, special advisor and managing 
director of Willis Corporation of Missouri, is 
scheduled to meet with McClellan's senior 
leaders and be given a detailed briefing of the 
fort's missions prior to a tour of the facility. 
Msmbers of Calhoun County Chamber of 
Commerce's Military Task Force are also ex- 
pected to talk with Kling during a private 
meeting at  the Fort. 

A native of St. Louis, Missouri, Kling 
chairs the Board of Directors of Kling Rechter 
& Company, a merchant banking company. 
He served two years as an Army officer in the 
early 1950's. His professional resume also 
included a variety of positions with insurance 
and financial companies. 

Kling's visit follows Tuesday's Southeast 
regional meeting of the BRAC commission at 

' Birmingham's Boutwell Auditorium. At press 
time, five of the eight BRAC commissioner 

were to discuss the closure of bases in Ala- 
bama, Georgia, Mississippi, Tennessee, South 
Carolina, Florida, Louisiana and Puerto Rico. 

Representatives fromcalhoun County were 
scheduled to go before the commission begin- 
ning at 8:40. The delegation was to have 65 
minutes in which to make its case on behalf of 
Fort McClellan which has been put on the 
Pentagon's recommended closure list for a 
third time. 

Commissioners expected toattend the meet- 
ing include Kling, Ret. Army Maj. General 
Josue Robies, Jr., Rebecca Cox, A1 Cornelia, 
and Ret. General James B. Davis. 

Davis visited F ~ r t  McClellax on March 22 
of this year and met with military and civilian 
leaders. 

Chamber Task Force members hop& to use 
these visits to impress upon the commission- 
ers the importance of Fort McClellan's mls- 
sions. 

The information the commissioners gather 
from their visits is expected to be part of the 
commission's deliberations in late June. 

BRAC members will report their findings to 
President Bill Clinton on July 1 .  
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the Commission 
Fort supporters optimistic about their case 

By Eric Larson 
Tuesday. "You always would like 
more time." 

Star M~lltary Wrlter - .  - chemical and 
military police schools to the Mis- One of the factors that distin- 

If only it were possible to read minds. souri base. guishes this effort from the 1991 
Then Fort McClellan's supporters Kling said he had not thought and 1993 base-closure rounds - 

might have a better idea of whether their about whether his Missouri con- bolh of which resulted in the 
arguments for keeping their base open nections would require him to re- commission removing McClellan 
are getting across to the six men and two cuse himself during the vote on from the Pentagon's list - is the 
women who will decide the fort's fate. McClellan. He noted that he has fact that SO many former brass are 

Local officials Were cautiousl~ o ~ t i -  connections to Fort McClellan, too part of the discussion. Tuesday's 
mistic after presenting their Case at the - one of his sons went through hearing had two retired generals 
Base Closure and Realignment Corn- basic training at the fort, he said. and two retired colonels who have 
mission's regional hearing in Birming- played major roles at the fort's After the tour Kling was chemical 
ham Tuesday' But  commission memben scheduled to sit down with leaders schwls. or military police 
weren't saying whether they're ready to of the community who would like save the fort for a third time in five to convince him that McClellan is years. Joining Mojecki and Phillips in 

On a visit to Fort McClellan this worth keeping. making presentations to the com- 

morning, commissioner S. Lee Kling The McClellan boosters argued mission Tuesday wcrc Gerald Wat- 
called he pitch by McClellan's support- Tuesday at the commission's re- son and c h r l e s  Hines, bob for- 
ers "a very good presentation." gional hearing in Birmingham that mer commanders of the fort. 

"Some very good points were made moving ttle schools would hurt  id^^^ must come to the 
yesterday," he said at a news conference @aining and put national security fort*s defense because its missions 
before a briefing and tour of McClellan at risk. their focus was don't receive the deference hey 
today. On U l e ~  deserve, said Hines, now president 

Kling, however, did not take a firm about the importance of Fort of Prairie view A&M university in 
stand on McClellan, saying only that he McC1ellan to the local economy' Texas. Within the Army there is 
planned to "look at everything which is "an absencc of internal advocacy 
good for this counuy as a whole and not The commission has until July for the chemical corps and military 
any specific area." 1 to make its recommendations to police corps," he said. 

The St. Louis banker  qrisited Fort Congress on which bases to close. 
Because there wasn't any time The fact that the commission Leonard Wood in Missouri last week. for feedback from the 'The Army$ wants tomove McClell_a_n's has twice voted Fort McClellan off 

members, "time will tell" as to the list is a good omen going into 
whether Tuesday's argumenu sank this base closure round, said 
in, said Rick Zehrer, defense liai- George Schlossberg, a Washington 
son for the Alabama Department of consultant hired by the state of 
Economic and Community Affairs. Alabama Lo argue for all its bases. 

"They ccrtai~ly. seemed to be Just as with the Persian Gulf 
paying attention to all the points," wa r  in 1991, this year's round has 
said Jack Mojecki, one of three re- seen an event that was unplanned 
tired chemical corps officers who and unfortunate, but can't be ig- 
helped give the presentation. nored. The Tokyo subway nerve 

"We werc a litlle rushed, but I gas attack in March also has cast a 
think we wcre able to make all the spotlight on the fort's Chemical 
points we wanted LO," Walt Phil- Defense Training Facility. 
lips, a former chemical officer and Since the last two rounds, "our 
member of the Calhoun County position hasn't gotten weaker. It's 
Chambcr of Commerce Military only goltcn stronger," Schlossberg 
Affairs Task Force who also spoke said. 
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D e a n  f i n  l y - ! e n :  

While n e v r n e i  L o c a l  { a c t i o n a  a n e  h L o a t i n y  t h e  D e p a n t m e n t  o #  
t h e  Anmy { o n  c L o d i n p  F i t d n i m o n a  a r ~ d  o n e  d e n r a n d i n g  i t  be 
n e t a i n e d  i n  i t a  p n t n e n t  n t a t e ,  I ,  { o n  o n e ,  h a n  b e e n  n t e a d i f y  
w o n h i n g  o n  o n  o L t e n n a t i v e  w h i c h  w o u l d  6 e n e F i t  a l l  
mcrn ienn  o {  v u n  m i l i t a n y  c o m m u n i t y ,  o ' 'VA/I IOD J h a n i n f l o i n t  
V e n t u n e  a t  F i . t l n i m u n n 1 ' .  f i n  S i m m o n a ,  f l i n o e t o n  o {  the f l € U I C A L  
SAARIIVG OFFICG in W u 4 h i n g t o n ,  L n  definitely n u p p o n t  i n g  my 
n c t i v  i t  L e n .  
O v e n  t h e  Laat  { e w  rnonthn,  m a n y  h e n e ,  h o v e  g n o w n  t o  n e a f i j e  it 
i n  u u n  only a a v i n p  y n a c e .  0 #  l a t e ,  1 h a v e  { a x e d  v a n L o u 4  
L e t t e n 4  and documents t o  y o u ,  fla CiCi Cattnen, f i n  D i x o n  and f i n  
C o a n e L L a .  / / e n @  id u n o t h e n  b u t c h .  OIL t h e  20th o,f A p n i L ,  c n  
A4bupuenyue, onLy n e p s e n e n t u t i v e n  o f  t i e  a b o v e  m e n t i o n e d  
{ o e t c o n ~  w i l l  h o v e  a chance  t o  a r i d n e a d  t h e  C u m m i n r i o n o n n  w i t h  
t h e i n  n e c n i m i n a t i o n n  a n d  i h c i n  u r t n e a f i n t i c  d e m a n d n ,  and I a m  
v e n y  c u n c e n n e d  t h e  V A I D O D  g o i n t  V ~ n t u n e  w i l l  b e  l e t *  u n h e a n d .  I n  
t h e n e  an w a y  t h e  C o m m i n a i o n  m i g h t  be w i l l i n g  Cu p i v e  me a 
v o i c e ?  5 c a n  make m y  p n e a e n C a t ~ o n  i n  l i v e  m i n u t e a  { L o t .  
B e i n g  i n  e o n a t o n t  t o u c h  w i t h  t h e  4 0 v e n n o n ' a  O f f i c e ,  
7 n u j i L l o ,  D i n e c t o n  u #  t h e  D e n v e n  VAhC, a t ~ d  o t h e n  u { { i c  i a l n  
b u t k  Aene a n d  in Waahingfun, 4ucA a a  NationaL 7WOA 
C o n p n e n n m a n  S o n n y  f l u n t g o m e n y ,  2 Anow 2 h a v e  t h e i n  o t f  e n t  ion 
n e g a n d i n g  t h i a  v e n y  v i t a l  i n d u e ,  ond / u ~ h c n m o n e ,  I nnz v e n y  
much  awane d i u 4 o g u e n  h a v e  e a t a b l i ~ h e d  b e t w e e n  t h o a e  t o  
imp.lenent t h e  g o i n t  V e n t u n e ,  n k o u l d  RWnC d e c i d e  t o  g i v e  t h e m  
t h e  g n e e n  L i g h t .  
I w i 1 . l  {Ly t o  A L 6 u g u e n  u e  u r  t h e  / y t h ,  rrnd I a m  h o p i n g  t o  
A ~ U Y  a t  t h e  K i n t l a n d  V 8 Qn.  
ffL1 m y  h o p e d  ane n e n t i n p  in y o u n  h n n d a .  
W i t h  my v e n y  b e a t  n e 9 a n d d .  

LdntLe 8. h' i4Ln N a t i o n u L  C h a i n  
VLTLRff NJ ' W I D O ~ ~  i ( IN&RNATIOAAL NLTWORX, inc. 
3657 & S o u t h  l a n e d u  Sf. 
A u n o n a ,  CO 80013 
p h o n e ,  ' f3031693-4745 
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120)- Ronrrr 
G'ovcrnor 

Karcn ncyo 
onngtrl(: I?irccfor 
Drpnrfrr~cnf of' 
lurnon Senrices 

Governor Roy Romer 

rrbaru AIcDonrlcU 
recudve L)UL.CI~T 

Vic.c Clrnirnrnn 
I\'. J o c  Urrrrlntlf, Sf. 

Room 136 state C a p i t o l  ~ l d g .  
Denver, Colorado 8 0 2 0 2  

hfrrrrbcfl 
Inrrcrrrdo Arerrclo 
I.orry Carrol l  

J u n e  Thorr~ns 
Slrirlt-y C u r i i r  

RE: Fi tzs imons Medical C e n t e r  

Dear Governor Romer, 

T h i s  letter i s  i n  regard to the r e c e n t  State Board of 
Vetexans A f f a i r s  meeting held A p r i l .  1 2 ,  1995, a t  t h e  
Rod Lion Hotel in Colorado S p r i n g s .  Harold Caldwel l ,  a  
Represen ta t ive  of t h e  Amer ican  Legion Department of 
Colorado appeared at our  meeting and  advised u s  that 
t h e  U n i t e d  Veterans  C o m m i t t o e  of Col-orado had passed a 
resolution regarding a joint v e n t u r e  p a r t n e r s h i p  plan 
betwoen t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  of Veterans  A f f a i r s  Medical 
C e n t e r  i n  Denver a t  1055 Clermont Street t o  work w i t h  
the Department of D e f e n s e  r ega rd ing  rea l ignment  of the 
Fitzsimons A m y  Medical Cen t e r  to i n c l u d e  a joint 
hospital sharing arrangement at t h e  F i t z s i m o n s  s i t e ,  
The present f a c i l i t y  a t  t h e  Denver VAMC would be 
o f f e r e d  to t h e  Unive r s i t y  Hosp i t a l  Medical Center as 
part of i t ' s  expansion. 

Our s i x  ( 6 )  member Board, a f t e r  c a r e f u l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  
of this mat te r  and a l so  c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  r e p o r t  from 
James Rusce t t a  w h o  i s  o n  t h e  Stata of Colorado Defense 
Installation Conunission, voted unanimously  o n  b e h a l f  of 
t h e  S t a t e ' s  4 0 0 , 0 0 0  Veterans  t o  p r e s e n t  this j o i n t  
p a r t n e r s h i p  arrangement t o  the BRAC Commission 
regarding the realignment of F i tzs imons  Medical Center. 
As your adv i so ry  Board, it is  our wish t h a t  you g i v e  
t h i s  matter spec i a l  consideration f o r  t h e  people of 
Colorado. 

I 
RespectfuXly yours, 

4 
MWB . c e m  

c c :  American Legion Dept.  of Colo. 

I)c,irr,,q ,,/ \ ' r , c r o n ~  .4/forrr . R~slrurd I;.  C.t-rtrko, Il~rcclor 7h'9 Sl~orrlnn Slrcrl, Surlc 460 . D$nvcr. C(7 fiO20.1 (107) 830-d793 
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695 South Colorado Boulevard - Suite 130 * Denver. Colorado 80222 - 733-5300 
NEWS RELEASE 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

CFUDER STRONGLY SUPPORTS JOINT VENTURE BE'1'WEEN VETERANS 
ADR/mYlSTItGTION AND M TO SAVE FX'I'ZSLh.mlONS AND DENVER JOBS 

-- Crider says Joint Venture will also b1:lintain Jntegt'ity of Dcaver Neighborhoods 
Adjacent to CU Bealth Sciences Center -- 

DENVER April 12 -- Mayoral Candidate Bob Cridcr today delivered his fbU support for 

the realipnent of Fitzsunnlons Artny Medical Center to becorne a joint venture with the 

Veterans Adnlinistration. 

Crider praised those involved for their efforts to creatively ut~ilze facilities facing closure 

in order to save jobs, maintain the t & ~  base and preservc access to necess;uy healthcare for the 

region's veterans and their dependents. He vowed that ,  as mayor, he will work cooperatively 

with state and federal entities to ensure that this joint venture is reali~ed. 

Key leaders in Denver's nutitary cornrllutlity support Crider's position on this issue. "I 

praise Bob Crider for his support of the United Veterans Corlllllittee resolution for a joint venhire 

use of Fitzsinlmons as a Department of DefensetU S Am-~y and Ilcpartrnent of Veterans' AEairs 

facility -- an important medical fac~lity that will serve all veterJr1s and their dependents and 

families," stated Dick Sargem, former chairman of United Veterans Committee of Colorado and a 

former candidate for governor of Colorado. 

"This joint venture is a win-win concept," stated Crider ''As mayor, I plan to use the full 

power of the office to hclp push it cluough because i t  solves scverd key problenls for Denver. 

First, it enables the thousands o f n u l i t q  personnel and their lhrnilies t o  keep their ready access to 

necessary healthcare, which they would lose in the event of Fitzslrnrnons' closure. Second, this 

joint venture will likely save some jobs for Denver residents who are working out at Fitzsimmons. 

And tinally, it provides an excellent opportunity for CU Health Sciences Center to expand into the 

current VA hospital site, thus preserving the resider~tial integrity of the Congess Park and 

hdayfair neighborhoods," Crider added. 

P a d  for by C1111enl r~ ) r  Cndcr. Inc 
Tce.z\tuer. C u d  Lulhcr-Pnrnrm~a '*'-'" 
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Rep. Pat 
Schroedor, D- 
Colo., holds a 
pliotogfaph of 

Pres~clen t El- 
senhower dur- 
ing a Wednas- 
day hooring at 

Fitzstmoris Army 
Medical Center 

In Aurot-a. El- 
senhower was a 

patient at the 
tlospital. 

Mayor: Base decision biased I 

Arlrly 'cooked' rlnn-ibers vowed to "lit t.':~ s a w  R t z s i  the quality of doctors. stnff 2nd 

to close Fitzsinlo~ls, mons. equiptlient, but the size of the 
The hearinx, they said, was d e  room." 

Aurora mayor charges signed to gather facts they can 2>,1er also gait1 I ~ o , o o o  sq!l;.,re 
Use to a C  U+? for I'itzsilrrons he- feet of wooden builtli[lRs wp,-rn't 8 1 fore the 3Se C~O.',IUC ~@rril.rlis ~ " ~ l l l e d  a t  Fi[zsilr,ol,s. By Cnry Mnssaro 

AURORA - Army offici;~ls con- 
hived the  statistics uscd to 
determine that  Fitzsirnond Arniy 
hlcdit a1 Center sliould close, 
Aurar:* hl;~yor Paul l[aucr charged 
Wetl~lestlay. 

"It 1s ludirrorls us to think 
there was no hias in this den-  
sion," lhuer s a ~ d ~  "The decision 
had been riiade arrd the numbers 
have been cooked." 

D u e l v <  comnretrtu were fnade 
at a fielrl hearing of the klonse 
Sulxo~nmittee on Military Instal- 
lations and Facilities. 

l 'he suhcnmniittee -- only 
cha~l rlian Joel IIefley, R-Colo., at- 
tended -- met at  Fi'itzsirnons in 
advance u ~ f  a visit later this wcrk 
hy rncrribers of the civilian Ease 
Closure and Realignme~~t Coh-  
rnrsqron. 

Reps. Uan Schacfer, R-Colo., 
who reptesrtlts the diritrict that 
lncludrs Fitzsitnons, and Pat 
Sclrrocd~r. 1)-Colo., a Natiotlal 
Sccc~ritv Conlrnlttee menrber, 
also attcnclcd. 

Al l  t h r ~ c  represehtatib'es 

sioll. 
'The cnrnnlission nrcets in Ncw 

hlexico next wcck, drtd will ~nnke 
tlle f ~ n a l  recc~n~~nentlncion on 
Fitzsimons' fi~turc. 

The hearing drew 318 people 
irlside and ahout 100 ottlsidr' the 
new Fitzsimnnc Cotlirnur~ity 
Club. 

Brig. Gen. John S. F'i~rker, 
Fitzc,imons' conimandirlg c?fficet, 
said the Army loolred at military 
value, return on investnicnt atid 
impact. on the c~mniuni ty to de- 
ter~nirle wliirh hospital bases to 
close. Fitzsimons is 11   gain st 
Walter Reed Aroiy ~ r i e a l  Cen- 
ter the Witsliingtcrn, D.C., area, 
arid 7t-ipler Army hlcdical C e ~ ~ t c r  
in Hawaii. 

I:itz~imons canic c ~ ~ t  last in the 
kniy's  ratings. 

Tailer blasted the roccss, not- 
ing t h e  A r m y  p /) aced more  
emphasis on size nf ttie bcilities 
that1 what they clo. 

"If you put a box of U~\~~d-Aicls 
in the S\~l~crilr,~ne, the S ~ I  )er- 
dtlrnc i~ inore vnli~ahlc tllnn {&I- 
ter Reed," Ihrer anld. "It'.; lilte 
,judging an operating room tlot on 

The Army classified t h r r ~ ~  ns 
(ernpora~y struct,~rrcs 'I'a~ler said 
tl-try have been in llse for 50 
~ ~ 3 r d .  

Scl~meder note(! that ~lralter 
Rccd is surronn(1cd hy other qov- 
cr'tirnerrt health-care facliti~s. 1 ~ 1 t  
Fitzsinions set-vcs .i 1%-st;1te* 
at-en 

''As a region, we're heinp dis- 
crit~linated against. 'I'hcr-c at'? 
days in Washington whcre 1 feel 
like a fire hydrant fnr !he big 
dogs," Sthroeder said. 

Scllacfer probed I'arker on an- 
ticipatcd savings to t ~ u p a v c ~ , ~  if 
Fitzsirnons closed. 

14,ker said the 5avlngc ~vorrltl 
be $300 million over 20 ~IYII -S  

$15 million a year. I'ar ltrr snit1 it 
would cost the I)cpnrr~ncl~t I I ~  ' 

Defc~ise $49 million ;I year tt) prcl- 
vide alternative carc th~ough pri- 
vate ~wovidct's. 

Uctlnig John.qnn ol Nnrwc-st 
Banks circd a l!.l!Jl in~lcpentlt.rit 
s l r~dy  in which the Army I Y I I I I ~  
N ~ V C  $32 million 3 kvnl by ( * O I I -  

tinujng care at, I:itzsi~norls ratl~cr 
than outside pr<~viders. 
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ClTY OF STOCKTON 

- 
OFFICE OF THE ClTY COUNCIL 
ClTY HALL. 425  N. EL DORADO STREET 
STOCKTON. CA 95202-1 997 
(2091 937-8244 
FAX (209) 937-71 4 9  

JOAN OARRAH 
MAYOR 

April 11, 1995 
pLc*;$? ...& ;,,: > . ir, -..:;,.,<s.,:: I . . ' .  .:.: >~t,>:.;;[;{ 

L"q[~<?f! * ,  . , 'F ,$ d f  ,*:: < . . > ? i b . ?  :' "" --". +mM+? 
Mr. Alan Dickson, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

I Dear Chairman Dickson: I 
The Stockton Port District has expressed its interest in 

acquiring the facilities on the Navy Communication Station, Rough 
and Ready Island, that are now or will become surplus to the U.S. 
Navy's communications mission. 

The Stockton Port District is located directly adjacent to 
Rough and Ready Island, and all access by road and railroad to 
Rough and Ready is through the Port District. 

The Stockton Port District was formed for the operations and 
development of a port with warehouse and dock facilities, to 
improve navigation and commerce in or to the navigable waters in 
the District, and all other facilities incidental to, or necessary 
for, the operations and development of a Port, ports, and/or 
waterways in the District. 

Rough and Ready Island is located within the City of 
Stockton's boundaries and within the boundaries of the Stockton 
Port District. 

At the Stockton City Council meeting of April 10, 1995, the 
Council passed a motion supporting the request by the Stockton 
Fort District for reaiignmen~ of the Rough and Ready Island Navy 
Communications facility and for the Stockton Port District's 
acquiring this facility. We would appreciate your favorable 
consideration of this request. 

Very sincerely yours, 

60f i  DARRAH 
MAY OR 

JD : deb 
cc: Stockton City Council 

Port of Stockton 

J 
rrSTOCKTON...CALIFORNIA'S SUNRISE SEAPORT" 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

April 20, 1995 

The Honorable Joan Darrah 
Mayor, City of Stockton 
Office of the City Council 
City Hall 
425 North El Dorado Street 
Stockton, California 95202-1 997 

Dear Mayor Darrah: 

Thank you for your recent letter requesting that the Commission consider realignment of 
the Rough and Ready Island Naval Communications facility. I certainly understand your interest 
in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

The Base Closure and Realignment Act provides that any additions to the list of bases 
recommended for closure or realignment by the Secretary of Defense must be published in the 
Federal Register by May 17. This would include any decisions to reconsider a previous 
Commission's actions if such action had not been recommended by the Secretary. In order to 
have a base added to this list, a Commissioner must offer a motion to add an installation for 
consideration. A majority of the Commissioners must support such a motion for the base to be 
added for consideration. 

I can assure you that the information you have provided will be considered by the 
Commission in our review and analysis process. 

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

Sincerely, 

M a n  
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- MICHAEL MENDEZ 
Mayor 

JUDITH BRENNAN 
Mayor Pro l'empore 

JESSE M. LUERA 
Councilman 

GORDON STEFENHAGEN 
Councilman 

ELEANOR ZIMM ERMAN 
Councilwoman 

ERNIE V. GARCIA 
City Manager 

12700 NORWALK BLVD., P.O. BOX 1030, NORWALK, CA 90651-1030 PHONE: 3101 929-2677 FACSIMILE: 310192')-3880 

April 13, 1995 

Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Va. 22209 

Dear Commission Members: 

I am writing today on behalf of the Nonvalk City Council. We are deeply concerned about the base 
closure deliberations and the threat to the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

The Long Beach Naval Shipyard is known as the most efficient in the Navy. Its military and strategic 
value, its proximity to the Pacific Fleet, its direct access to the open sea and its vital contribution to 
our Country's national security all serve as strong evidence as to why the shipyard should remain 
intact. 

The Long Beach Naval Shipyard represents thousands of direct and indirect jobs and its total 
economic impact in Southern California is $750 million annually. These figures are in addition to jobs 
already lost as a result of closures to the Long Beach Naval Station, Naval Hospital, Tustin Marine 
Helicopter Base, and El Toro Marine Base as well as significant downsizing of the defense industry 
in Scluthern California. 

It appears remote that any savings would be realized by closing the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. My 
colleagues and I expect that all these factors will be taken into consideration before any final decision 
is made by the appropriate authorities. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Mendez i, 

Mayor 



. 
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 
ARLINGTON. VA 22209 

703-696-0504 

. - 

April 20, 1995 

The Honorable Michael Mendez 
Mayor, City of Norwalk 
12700 Norwalk Boulevard 
P.O. Box 1030 
Norwalk, California 9065 1-1 030 

Dear Mayor Mendez: 

Thank you for your letter on behalf of the Norwalk City Council expressing support for 
the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. I certainly understand your strong interest in the base closure 
and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

T look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do nor hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 

M a n  
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The Secretary of Energy 
Washington, DC 20585 

April 1 7 ,  1 9 9 5  

The Honorable A1 an J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Real ignment Commi ssi on 

1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

The Department of Energy and the Air Force have long enjoyed a 
mutually benef ici a1 re1 ationship at Ki rtl and Air Force Base. 
However, in February, the Department of Defense announced that 
Kirtl and was identified as a candidate military instal 1 ation for a 
major realignment. Prior to the Department of Defense decision to 
realign Kirtland, the Department of Energy was not contacted for 
input regarding the impact of such a decision on our activities 
and operations. 

The Department of Energy and Sandia National Laboratories, as 
major tenants on the Kirtl and Air Force Base, are dependent on the 
Air Force to provide safety, security, and infrastructure support 
on the Kirtl and Air Force Base. These services include security, 
fire protection, and emergency operations as well as maintenance 
and operations of roads, util i ties, traffic control, and grounds 
maintenance. The organizations that currently provide those 
services are proposed to be either relocated to other bases or to 
be dissolved. This will result in the Department of Energy and 
Sandia National Laboratories having to assume many of these 
responsibilities to continue our program. Since that 
announcement, we have been analyzing the cost and operational 
impacts of the potential realignment on the Department's 
operations at the base. 

If the proposed realignment is approved, it appears that the 
Department of Energy and the Sandi a National Laboratories would 
need to establish an operations, safety, and security zone, which 
comprises a 1 arge percentage of the 1 and currently encompassed by 
the base. With this responsibility would come a requirement for 
additional funding. We estimate that it would cost the Department 
of Energy an additional 65 mill ion dollars of one-time costs to 
acquire or carry through with the Air Force pl anned capabi 1 i ty 
enhancements needed to continue the current Department of Energy 
operation on Kirtland Air Force Base. In addition, about 30 
mil 1 ion do1 1 ars would be required on an annual basis to maintain 
and continue these operations. We estimate that the cost to the 
Department of Energy over the next 20 years, expressed in net 



present value terms, could be about 440 mill ion do1 1 ars. While we 
are continuing to review our estimates, we are confident these are 
generally correct. These estimates do not include the 
capabilities necessary to support the other remaining tenants on 
the base. We be1 ieve the other tenants, both large and small, 
would be impacted by the Kirtland realignment and would have cost 
impacts of their own. 

In addition to funding issues, we are a1 so concerned about the 
loss of synergy caused by breaking up nuclear weapons interface 
activities between the Air Force, the Defense Nuclear Agency, the 
Department of Energy, and the Sandi a National Laboratories. Many 
activities such as the Department of Energyf s Accident Response 
Group are deployed from Kirtland Air Force Base. This group, 
which is comprised of the Department of Energy, the Los Alamos 
National Laboratory, the Sandi a National Laboratories, and other 
Department of Energy organizations, is responsible for responding 
to any accident involving a nuclear weapon anywhere in the world. 
None of these problems are insurmountable. However, they are of 
concern to the Department of Energy and could be expected to 
result in the unnecessary commitment of resources, which would not 
be needed under the current base alignment. 

Sti 11 another concern centers around the Ki rtl and Underground 
Munitions Storage Complex. As presently envisioned, this facility 
would be located in the Department of Energy/Sandia National 
Laboratories cantonment. With a reduced Air Force presence on the 
base, it would be uncertain that the Air Force can maintain this 
facility for the long-term. 

The eastern portion of Kirtland Air Force Base is an area which is 
currently used by the Department of Energy, the Sandia National 
Laboratories, and the Air Force Phil 1 ips Laboratory for critical 
program purposes. Use of that land and facilities would not 
likely change with the reduced Air Force presence. This area has 
significant hazardous activities that would preclude increased 
public access to those areas. These hazards include unexploded 
ordnance, 1 i ve fire ranges, physics experiments, and areas 
requiring environmental remediation. 

As you proceed with your review of the potential real ignment of 
Kirtland Air Force Base and the public hearings, the Department of 
Energy is prepared to assist the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission to ensure that the overall impact of the 
proposed action is fully understood before final decisions are 
made. 

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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

April 21, 1995 

The Honorable Hazel R. O'Leary 
Secretary 
The Department of Energy 
Washington, DC 20585 

Dear Secretary O'Leary: 

Thank you for your recent letter providing the Commission with information on the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Kirtland Air Force Base. I appreciate the Department 
of Energy's interest in this recommendation and I welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the Defense Department's 
base closure and realignment recommendations. I can assure you that the information you have 
provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of Kirtland Air Force 
Base. 

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

Sincerely, 
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A D A M S  C O U N T Y ,  C O L O R A D O  

ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 450 SOUTH 4TH AVENUE BRIGHTON, COLORADO 80601-3189 
FAX: (303) 659-0577 (303) 654-61 00 

April 17, 1995 

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

Dear Senator Dixon: 

The Board of County Commissioners wishes to express i t s  concern regarding the 
Fitzsimons Army Medical Center in Adams County. As you know, the proposed 
Defense budget eliminates funding for medical care services a t  this installation. 

Fitzsimons Army Medical Center presently serves the needs of one million military 
personnel in Colorado and 13 surrounding states, as a regional headquarters of the 
military health care system. Fitzsimons Army Medical Center is the largest 
employer in Adams County, with a staff of nearly 4,000 people from the 
metropolitan area. More importantly, the Center provides a necessary service for 
the armed forces, a service proven to be cost-effective. You may be aware that it 
is estimated that an additional $32 million would be required to provide 
equivalent care in the private sector. FitzSimonS also works closely with the 
University of Colorado Health Sciences Center to provide graduate medical 
education. 

The services of Fitzsimons Army Medical Center are critical for the well-being of 
one million retired and enlisted personnel in this region. We support continuation 
of all existing operations of the Fitzsimons Army Medical Center, and urge you to 
reject the recommendation to close this base. 

Sincerely, 

~ & 5 ~  
ELAINE T. VALENTE, Chairman 
Board of county dommissioners 

BOARD OF COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS: 

ELAINE T. VALENTE 
DISTRICT 1 

GUILLERMO A. DEHERRERA 
DISTRICT 2 

PEOPLE, PRIDE A N D  PROGRESS 

MARTIN J. FLAUM 
DISTRICT 3 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1025 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

April 20, 1995 

Ms. Elaine Valente 
Chairman, Board of County Commissioners 
Adams County, Colorado 
450 South Fourth Avenue 
Brighton, Colorado 8060 1-3 189 

Dear Chairman Valente: 

Thank you for your letter expressing support for Fitzsimons Army Medical Center. I 
certainly understand your strong interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome 
your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secreraq of Defense's recommendation on Fitzsimons A n y  Medical Center. 

I look foxrari tc! w.3rking ~ i t h  you during this aificult and challengin_r process. Please 
do no: hesitate to contac: me whenever you ~eiieve i can be ofsemice. 

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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209  

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 1 8,1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Major General Jay D. Blume, Jr. 
Special Assistant for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington D.C. 20330-1 670 

Dear General Blume: 

The Commission has received a proposal from Congressman Ken Calvert of California, to 
relocate the El Toro and Tustin MCAS rotary wing resources to March AFB, CA, as a redirect to 
the 1993 DBCRC decision to move the helicopters to NAS Miramar. Since March AFB will be 
realigned as an Air Force Reserve base, this proposal raises the question of host responsibilities. 
In this regard, please provide your position/policy on the Air Force or Air Force Reserve hosting 
the proposed tenant Marine Corps rotary wing activity. Please include in your response 
documentation outlining any DoD position/policy on Reserve installations hosting active duty 
units and any legislation or federal statutes that may address or have a bearing on the issue of 
Reserve forces providing host support requirements to large active duty tenant organizations. 

Request your response by May 2, 1995 

Thank you for your support and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

L 

BEN BORDEN 
Director, Review and Analysis 

cc: SAFIGCN 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Ben Borden) 

FROM: AFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

SUBJECT: Response to Inquiry on March AFB 

This response is in reply to your inquiry of April 18, 1995 requesting the Air Force 
position on Congressman Calvert's proposed redirect of MCAS assets to March AFB. The Air 
Force does not oppose the relocation of El Toro and Tustin MCAS rotary wing resources to 
March AFB provided the Department of the Navy assumes all host fiscal and management 
responsibilities for the installation. It has been longstanding Air Force policy that Air Force 
Reserve and Air National Guard units not host active duty units. In conformance with this 
longstanding Air Force Policy, the air reserve components are not staffed or funded to host 
active duty operations. 

We are aware of no DoD policy on this issue. The Air Force has serious concerns as 
to the adequacy of space and in place facilities to support the Air Force Reserve, the Air 
National Guard and MCAS resources. With only eleven months until closure as an active duty 
installation, March AFB is well on the way to converting to a reserve installation with joint 
civil aviation use and eventual conversion to a civil airport with the Air Force Reserve and Air 
National Guard remaining as tenants. Provided that the Department of the Navy would accept 
host responsibilities, the question also arises as to whether MCAS rotary wing operations are 
compatible with planned civil airport operations. We trust you are seeking Department of the 
Navy comments on this proposal. 

We hope this information is useful. 

BLUME, Jr., Major General, USAF 
pecial Assistant to the Chief of Staff for 

I 
Realignment and Transition 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 18,1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Major General Jay D. Blume, Jr. 
Special Assistant for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters US AF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington D.C. 20330-1 670 

Dear General Blume: 

The Commission has received a proposal from Congressman Ken Calvert of California, to 
relocate the El Toro and Tustin MCAS rotary wing resources to March AFB, CA, as a redirect to 
the 1993 DBCRC decision to move the helicopters to NAS Miramar. Since March AFB will be 
realigned as an Air Force Reserve base, this proposal raises the question of host responsibilities. 
In this regard, please provide your positiodpolicy on the Air Force or Air Force Reserve hosting 
the proposed tenant Marine Corps rotary wing activity. Please include in your response 
documentation outlining any DoD positionlpolicy on Reserve installations hosting active duty 
units and any legislation or federal statutes that may address or have a bearing on the issue of 
Reserve forces providing host support requirements to large active duty tenant organizations. 

Request your response by May 2, 1995 

Thank you for your support and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

BEN BORDEN 
Director, Review and Analysis 

cc: SAFIGCN 
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DEPARTMENTS OF THE ARMY AND AIR FORCE 
OFFICE OF THE ADJUTANT GENERAL 

CALIFORNIA NATIONAL GUARD 
9800 GOETHE ROAD - P.O. BOX 269 10 1 
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95826 - 9 10 1 

April 13, 1995 

Directorate 
Facilities Engineering 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Alexandria, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

This letter is to advise you of the importance of Fort Hunter 
Liggett to the California National Guard. The post is a major 
training area for our units and organizations. It is the only 
installation in California where we have reasonable access to a 
range that enables our soldiers to meet Army standards for tank, 
aerial, and antitank missile (TOW) gunnery. There is an 
equivalent range at Fort Irwin (National Training Center) 
however, access is limited due to heavy use by the active 
components during task force rotations throughout the year. Fort 
Hunter Liggett is also used by the California Air National Guard 
for several different activities. The 129th Rescue Group, the 
146th Airlift Wing, and the 162nd Combat Communications Group 
conduct training at the post. The facility offers airspace and 
terrain close to these organizations, which enhances training and 
reduces training costs. 

Fort Hunter Liggett also has a large area available for 
maneuver. The terrain is ideal for the force structure of the 
California National Guard. The proximity of Fort Hunter Liggett 
to Camp Roberts enables the 40th Infantry Division (Mech) to 
train as it would fight. In order to support the combat units 
training at Fort Hunter Liggett, the logistics units provide 
resupply from Camp Roberts. The distance between the two posts 
approximates tactical reality. This type of training environment 
is available at few installations in the United States. 

The California National Guard has expanded its presence at 
Fort Hunter Liggett. We have operated the Multi-Purpose Range 
Complex (MPRC) for several years. Recently, we established a 
vehicle storage site on the installation. A company team of 
M-60A3 Tanks, M-113 Personnel Carriers, M-901 Improved TOW 
Carriers, and support equipment is located on post. This allows 
units to use Fort Hunter Liggett during Inactive Duty Training 



weekends without having to move vehicles from Camp Roberts, a 
distance of 30 miles. This has proven to be cost effective since 
we save time, fuel, vehicle wear, and cause less environmental 
damage by reducing the amount of travel on the road network. 

Long-range plans include the expansion of the vehicle fleet 
at Fort Hunter Liggett. It is our plan to construct a combat 
vehicle maintenance facility at the post. This type of facility 
is known as the Unit Training Equipment Site, or UTES. The 40th 
Division receives the M-1 Tank in 1996 and will field the Bradley 
Fighting Vehicle in 1997. Construction of a UTES is essential to 
support this equipment. The range complex (MPRC) may need to be 
expanded to accommodate the training required for the Bradley 
crews. In order to qualify the tank crews and Bradley crews, we 
will need to use the existing range for 157 days per year. 
Aviation gunnery and other weapons requirements add an additional 
90 days of range time needed for the 40th Division to qualify to 
Army standards. If the MPRC is expanded, the number of days 
required to qualify our soldiers would be reduced. More 
importantly, Camp Roberts is the only reserve component 
mobilization site in the Western United States. The ranges and 
maneuver complex at Fort Hunter Liggett are essential to the 
mobilization process. 

The California National Guard has no interest in operating 
Fort Hunter Liggett's cantonment area. If the decision is made 
to relocate elements of the Test and Experimental Command, we 
would be interested only in acquiring the track vehicle 
maintenance facilities located on the post. This would suit our 
long-range purposes and obviate the need to construct a 
maintenance building mentioned in the previous paragraph. Other 
considerations include the continued operation of a Range Control 
organization and allowing access to the MEDEVAC crew building 
during periods of heavy troop concentration. 

The California National Guard is vitally interested in the 
future of Fort Hunter Liggett. We want to be an active 
participant in the decisions that may be made concerning the 
installation. It is essential that Fort Hunter Liggett remain in 
the Army inventory. Since the California National Guard would be 
the primary user of Fort Hunter Liggett, it may be more efficient 
to license the maneuver, range, and buildings requested by us. 



With minor additional funding, the existing staff at Camp Roberts 
could manage the facilities and property. 

Sincerely, 
n 

Tandy K. Bozeman 
Ma j or General 
The Adjutant General 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. V A  22209 
703-696-0504 

April 20, 1995 

Major General Tandy K. Bozeman 
The Adjutant General 
Departments of the Army and Air Force 
California National Guard 
9800 Goethe Road 
P.O. Box 269101 
Sacramento, California 95826-9 1 01 

Dear Major General Bozeman: 

Thank you for your letter outlining the importance of Ft. Hunter Liggett to the California 
National Guard. I certainly understand your strong interest in the base closure and realignment 
process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Departmen: in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Ft. Hunter Liggett. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and chalienging process. Piease 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of senrice. 

Sincerely, 
n . 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

April 18, 1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
5. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

Colonel Michael G. Jones WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

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

Dear Colonel Jones: 

The Cross Service Team has completed its visit to Fort Monmouth, New Jersey, as part of 
reviewing the Secretary of Defense's decision to close Rome Laboratory and realign certain of its 
functions and related personnel positions there. I would appreciate your responses to the 
following questions raised during the base visit and data review by May 2, 1995. 

Electronic Techno1o.q Device Laboraton1 
Armv Research Laboratory 

The 1991 Base Closure and Realignment Commission directed the Electronic Technology 
Device Laboratory (ETDL) to move fiom Fort Monmouth to Adelphi, Maryland, to establish the 
Combat Materiel Technology Laboratory [(renamed the Army Research Laboratory (ARL) in 
19921. The Air Force is planning to relocate Rome Laboratory to space currently occupied by 
ETDL in the Myer Center. 

1. What are ETDL's functions, including all C41 fbnctions and the reliability finction, by 
directorate and the number of authorized personnel positions that are to be transferred from Fort 
Monmouth, as part of BRAC 1991? 

2. How much space (gross and net square feet per authorized personnel position) will ETDL 
vacate at Fort Monmouth and how much of it is in the Myer Center? 

3. How much total excess space (gross and net square feet) will there be in the Myer Center 
after ETDL leaves? 

4. When will ETDL have vacated its space in the Myer Center? 

5.  How much space (gross and net square feet) does the Army plan to provide Rome Lab at 
Fort Monmouth by location? 



6.  What Amy andlor DoD C41 research and development functions, including the reliability 
function, will remain at Fort Monrnouth after ETDL leaves and before Rome Laboratory moves 
in? 

7. What C41 joint cross service functions will reside at Fort Monmouth if the realignment of 
Rome Lab is implemented as recommended by the Secretary of Defense? 

8. How much space (gross and net square' feet) is being provided for ETDL for how many 
personnel at ARL in Adelphi in newly constructed facilities vice renovated facilities, and at what 
cost for each? When will these facilities be available for ETDL to move in? 

9. What is the current estimated cost to build and equip ARL's new Microelectronics 
Laboratory at Adelphi and how much space (gross and net square feet per person) will it 
provide? 

If you need any clarification of these questions, please contact Dick Helrner, the Cross 
Service Team Analyst. 

I appreciate your assistance and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

'~dward A. sfown I11 
Army Team Leader 



DEPAMMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

April 28, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, The Defense Base Closure 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The Army Basing Study has reviewed the letter from the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission, dated April 18, 1995 regarding Fort Monmouth, Rome Laboratory, 
Electronic Technology Device Laboratory and Army Research Laboratory. 

The attached Memorandum from Headquarters, U. S. Army Materiel Command (AMCSO) 
dated 27 Apr 95, subject: Questions from Commission Staff - ETDL, provides the answers to 
the questions your staff asked. Note that the Electronics Technology Device Laboratory (ETDL) 
became the Electronics and Power Sources Directorate (EPSD) effective 2 Nov 92. 

The information provided is accurate and complete to the best of our knowledge and belief If 
you need any clarification to these responses, please contact Cathy Polmateer at (703)693-007718. 

COL, GS 
Director, The Army Basing Study 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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AMCSO 27 April 95 

HEKORBNDUEI FOR HQDA, m: McS-TABs (C -  PO e-), The 
Pentagon, Room 28684, Washinzn, DC 20310-0200 

I 
S[JBSECT: Questions f r o m  Commission Staff - 

18 Bpr 95- 

1- Qeference letter to Colonel Michael G- Jon ' from Edward A. 
~rown 111, &+enre ~ars Closure and -i-en~Commissio dated 

I 
referenced 
Device 
Directorate (EPSD) vim the eStablishmen t of ARK. on 2 Nov 92, On 
2 Bpr 95, BRL completed an in- to  better align 

into the 
in mission, 

Question 1: -t are E!l!DL1s functions, a l l  C41 
functions and the r e l i a b i l i e  function, byidir orate and the 
number of authorized personnel positions that &e to be 
transferred from Fort Monmouth, as part 

Bnsver 1: All ARL technical d i z e c t ~ ~ r a t e s  basic 
research- Underlying the ARL technology areas 
and Communications Science, 
and Ground Vehicle Technology, and 
~nalysis) are the basic sciences 
leap-ahead technologies. The 
was created because of the need to focus more apte ly  on certain 
pervasive technology areas- The PSD w i l l  concentrate in such 
research areas as: solid state physics, nanotechnology, chemistry 
and bioscience and manufacturing science. 1 
The PSD research effort is not produCt/system 
oriented-its support to the C41 Product Commo~ Support Punction 
is dispersed t;hroughont its r m c h  interests in materials, 
chemistry, physics and device issues. 542, 

I 
I 



d C S 0  B R j C  OFC , 

~ C S O  
SUBJECT: Questions from Commission Staff - ,  ETDL 

I 
PSD structure at Fort Morunouth is: 1 I 
Ch&try/Bioscience Division ~lectronik  ibisi ion 

Battery Application Branch Eledxophpsiqs M o d e l i n g  Br 
Bioscience Sranch High Frequena E l e c t  Br 
~ l e c t r o c h k s t r y  Bran& Pulse Pover Conditioning Br 

RF/Acou+5cs Branch I 
Advanced Development Fdbrication D i v  phksic$ Division 
Advanced Micro Development Branch Hanoscience Branch 
Device Process Science Branch photonics Branch 
Manufacturing Science Bmnch Solid State Branch 
omc I%brication Branch I 4 

I 
The former Reliability and Manufactaring :~ i+ i s ion  of ETDL has been 
disbanded u n d e  the PSD, The Manufacturin@ Science Branch has a 
de-emphasized reliabllitp- group. . . 

I I 
Current glideslo~e planning callp for 183 positiolu to be 
transferred from Fort Monmopth to the Adelphi *oratory Center in 
FY97. As a resu l t  of the 2 Apr 95 BRL Wo-Qatian, 178 
Physical Science Directorate positions a+d 3 mSonnation Science 
.and Technology D-orate positions . arejiqvolved. , 

I 
mestion 2:  BOW mu- space (gross and bet &pare fee+ per 

authorized personnel position) will E P D L i W e  at Fort Monmouth 
and how much of it is in t3t.e mer Center? 

. . I 
Ansver 2:  Total PSD space at Fort H t ? q o ~ ' t h  is as follows: 

: I I 
BLlX NSF 

2700 (Wer center) 
2700 (Myer C a t e r )  
2707 
2708 
27 13 
2531 
2535 
TOTEiL 

Question 3: How much t o t a l  
feet) w i l l  there be in the Hyer 

I 
GSF a DESCRIPTION 

68,809 
I 

A- 
74,750 Ldb 
25,786 ~$min/Ldb~ 

4,680 , ~+hanical/~torage 
4,355 Mechanical/Storage 
2,080 Shop/Storage 
1,040 

181,500 , 

excess space ( k o s s  and net square 
center aft& ETDL leaves? 

I 
Ansuer 3: Once PSD leaves, M y e r  C e n t e r  ex&s space should 

total 157,851NSF or 205,206 GSF. I 



rWiCSO BRkC OFC , 

mcso 
SEBJZCT: Questiions from the C a n m i s s i o n  - ETDL 

Question 4: When will ETDL have vacated its space in the Myer 
Center? I 

I 
Answer 4:  No later than 3 d y  97. I 
Question 5:  Hav mch space (gross and net $quare feet) does 

the Army plan to provide Rome Lab at Fort Monmonth by location? 
I 

Answer 5:  Of the 108,292 NSF (140,779 ~~~)lplanned for Rome 
Lab occupanq, 92,568 NSF (120,338 GSF) is in the Myer Center- 

I 
Question 6: What Army and/or Do13 C 4 1  r e s e c h  and development 

functions, including the reliability functZon, 9 1 1  remain, at Fort 
Monmouth after ETDL leaves and before Rome.Laboratory moves in? 

I 

. . I 
~ ~ e s t i 0 1 . 1 7 :  wjhat cxx joint cmss -ice ff~lctions w i l l  

reside at F o r t  2Iomz~U.1 if the reaUqnmeht ;of Rome Lab is 

I 
Bnmer 6:  The CECOH RDEC will assume we power  sources 

. . I + s w e r  7:  Functions w i l l  not be co&lhaw or joint 
AtnCt3ons- The follavina functions will be col%ocated at Fort 

engineering and b a v  de'velopment engine.&ring 
miscellaneous work, st;lll to be negotiated; may 
s m a l l  degree (millimeter w a v e ,  microwave) . j 

lkonmbuth: Photo&, ~l&tromagnetic and Reliability Engineering, 
CamUter Svdxms,  Radio rdmmunications and ! Cc&.catians Network- 

functions, Some 
also be assumed in 

%&e & 
Hopmouth, executive 
agency 
(JCALS), Joint 
( J T E O )  , and many others. 

Question 8 : Hov much space (gross and 
being provided for ETDL for hov many 
in newly constructed facilities vice 
what cost for each? When vill these 
ETDL to m o v e  in? 

I 
Answer 8 :  The Physical Sciences Facility w i l l  house the 

Physical Sciences Directorate (PSD) from Fort  Monmouth, a portion 
of the sensors Directorate from Fort B d v o i r  add the Advanced 
Simulation and H i g h  Performance Computing (BSHPC) RBD C o m p u t e r  
C e n t e r  (HCA project). Facilitp s i z e  is approx/372,000 G S F  
(275,000 SSP). The R6J) C o m p u t e r  Center isfappqox 35,000 GSF- It 
is nearly impossible to break out PSD from Sensors, since much of 
the space is shared between D i r e c t o r a t e s ,  Approximately 400 
personnel from PSD, Sensors, and BSHPC, w i l l  adso occupy t h i s  
facility- I 

3 I 
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5 ,  EiMC - America1 s Arsenal for the 

Ancso I 
SUBJECT: Questions from Commission Staff - ETDL 

I 
There are 39 PSD personnel that will reside in the Adelphi 
Laboratory Center e x i s t i n g  facilities vhidh: vil? not be renovated 
w i t h  BRaC funds: program funds, yet to be d e t v e d ,  may be used. 
( ~ u r r e n t l y ,  30 PSD personnel reside at Adel'pM) - 

I 
Beneficial Occupancy Date (BOD) is scheduled for August 1998. BOD 
is the date when the Corps of Engilleers *s over the 
building to ARL, PSD vill temporarily be accompodated in space at 
A d e l p h i ,  KD, and local d v e r s x t i e s  W e e n  July 97 and the 
completion of the faci l i ty-  

Question 9: What is the current es-thqted to build and 
equip ARLms new Microelectronics Idboratory at Melphi and how 
nruch space (gross and net square feet per perso?) d l  it provide? 

I Ansver 9: Current construction cost is $66,6M ($60.0 BRAC; 
$6.= Ma). I 

I 
F a c i l i t y  s i z e  is approx 371,000 GSF (275,000 NSF) . The Physical 
Sciences Faciritp -11 accammdate approx 400 people. 5 e  s i z e  o f  
the laboratory is based on mission re ts! There is no 
laboratory stan- for squara foot a r w w o n .  

I 
the BRAC e q u i p m m t  budget (lab empment, fit-up, Auniture) for 
the total adelphi aRAC project is 534M- The specific breakout 
anmng the three directorate elements migrating into Adelphi 
(Battlefield Enviromnent, Sensors and PSD) , and 
(new or existing facitities) for equipment have 
determined, 

I 

the final siting 
not yet been 

3 -  Points of contact for this a d o n  are: , EQ-C, Jean G i l l e n ,  
703 274-9116; HQ &COX, B-K. Swenson, 908 532-3132/DSN 992-3132; 
ARL, Mark Davis, 301 394-3303, 

4 ,  The above infolrmation is accurate and complete to the best  of 
my ability, I 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AN.D REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-698=0506 

April 18, 1995 

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

Dear Colonel Jones: 

The Cross Service Team has completed its visit to Fort Monmouth, New Jersey, as part of 
reviewing the Secretary of Defense's daision to close Rome Laboratoy and realign certain of its 
firnctions and related personnel positions there. I would appreciate your responses to the 
following questions raised during the base visit and data review by May 2, 1995. 

mectronic Technolow Device Laboratory/ 
+yResesrch Laboratory 

The 1991 Base Closure and Realignment Commission directed the Electronic Technology 
Device Laboratory (ETDL) to move from Fort Monmouth to Adelphi, Maryland, to establish the 
Combat Matesiel Technology Laboratory [(renamed the Army Research Laboratory (ARL) in 
19921. The Air Force is planning to relocate Rome Laboratory to space currently occupied by 
ETDL in the Myer Center. 

1. What are EfDL's functions, including all C41 functions and the reliability fbnction, by 
directorate and the number of authorized personnel positions that are to be transferred &om Fort 
Monmouth, as part of BRAC 1 99 I? 

2. How much space (gross and net square f& per authorized personnel position) will ETDL 
vacate at Fort Monmouth and how much of it is in the Myer Center'? 

3. How much total excess space (gross and net square feet) will there be in the Myer Center 
after ETDL leaves? 

4. When will ETDL have vacated its space in the Myer Center? 

5. How much space (gross and net square feet) does the Army plan to provide Rome Lab at 
Fort Monmoutb by location? 
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What Army and/or DoD C41 rcscarcl~ and dcvclopmcnt func~ions. i~lcluding tl~c rcliabili~y 6. 
function. will remain at Fort Monn~ouh after ETDL leavcs and bcfore Rome Labomlory moves 
in? 

. . 

7. Wha C41 joint cross service fu~~ctians will reside at Fort Mo~unoulb if tlle rcalignmcnt of 
Romc Lab is implemented as nconlmended by tbe Secretary of Defense? 

8. How much space (gross and net square feet) is being providcd for EIDL for how many 
personnel at ARL in Adclphi in ncyly co~~structed facilities vice renovatd facilities, and at what 
cost for each? When will 111esc facilities be available for ETDL to move in?. . . _ .  

9. What is the current estimated cost to build and equip ARL's new Microclectro~lics 
.- . : . ' Labora~o~-Adelp l i i  dhd how much space (gross and net square feet per person) will it 

provide? . . . . 

I f  you need any clarification of these questions, . . please contact Dick HeImer,,the Cross 
: . , Service, Team Analyst. , . , 

. , , .  . . . 

I appreciate your assistance and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

-lirr;ly Team Leader 

** T O T F I L  P A G E . 0 0 3  ** 
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Board of Governors 

FELIX P. BABAUTA 
Executive Director 

ROSE PEREZ 
President 

NOACP Chapter 
Long Beach, CA 

GEORGE CHARFAUROS 
President 

NOACP Chapter 
Orange, CA 

JOAQUIN CRUZ 
President 

NOACP Chapter 
Riverside, CA 

MARIE CRUZ 
President 

NOACP Chapter 
San Diego, CA 

MONA PEREZ 
Secretaryrreasurer 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon~. 
Chairman 
Defense Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

On behalf of the people in Long Beach and the members 
of the National Organization for the Advancement of Chamorro 
People who worked for the Long Beach Naval Shipyard, I 
respectfully urge you and your Commissioners to consider 
removing the Long Beach Naval Shipyard from the Pentagon's 
base-closing hit list. 

The specific facts and circumstances surrounding the 
basis for my request are as follows: 

1.Closing the Long Beach Naval Shipyard to reduce the 
Navy's excess shipyard capacity is totally unreasonable, 
unjustifiable and unconscionable, The reason is because 
there are other shipyard, which are more expensive to 
operate and who are less able to conduct certain kind of 
work and lower in military value than Long Beach, is not 
on the hit list, 

2. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard's profitability 
was not considered and it should be considered in 
determining which shipyard should be closed. That is, 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard is the only shipyard that makes 
profit several years in a row. 

3. The performance of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard 
workers who save the taxpayers $103 million in the yard's 
last 100 ship repairs would speak for itself. 

4. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard downsized their 
own work force to make it more productive, people whose 
dedication did not waver even an admiral in San Diego 
who arbitrarily ruled that they could not work in ships 
home-ported more than 75 miles away. 

5. To undercut the Long Beach Naval Shipyard workers 
on behalf of San ~iego's less productive private shipyard 
work force is shameful. 



6. It make sense to give the work to the more seasoned Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard workers than to private San Diego yards where 
repair costs are higher, workers on average are less experienced, 
and projects are subject to the sort of work stoppage common to 
private industry. 

7, To abandon the Long Beach Naval Shipyard facilities and 
to dredge San Diego Bay at an horrendous cost of $70 million is 
absurd. 

8. Early in March 1995, the Navy admitted it is considering 
a dredging plan that would include the burial of massive quantities 
of toxic waste in San Diego Bay. Environmentalists could delay all 
this for years in courts, forcing the aircraft carriers to go else- 
where and meanwhile, driving still more jobs out of California. 

9. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard is the closest public 
shipyard to the fleet in San Diego. 

10. The Long ~each/~os Angeles area has suffered from earlier 
defense cuts, base closing, riots, natural disasters and persistent 
recession. 

11. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard has one of the largest 
minority-training program in the area. 

12. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard drydock is one of only two 
on the West Coast that can handle any ship in the Navy. 

13. The nation's only submarine sonar dome manufacturing 
facility is in the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

14. Of all the yards, only Long Beach Naval Shipyard regularly 
has returned money to the federal government, $70 million during 
the past six years. In fiscal 1994 alone, Long Beach Naval Ship- 
yard was projected to lose $20 million. Instead the yard ended up 
making $3.7 million. 

15. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard is only about 90 miles away 
from the ~avy's megaport in San Diego, home to about 70 percent of 
the U.S. Pacific Fleet. 

16. The private yards in San Diego cannot handle the larger 
vessels, and without Long Beach Naval Shipyard, that means those 
ships would have to go all the way to Bremerton for repairs and 
overhaul. 

17. The Navy plan to spend as much as $700 million on new 
shore facilities for the aircraft carriers in San Diego. Using the 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard facilities would obviate the need for 
building costly new facilities in San Diego, 



18. The economic importance of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard 
to the regional economy. That is, 3,100 direct jobs, 910 suppliers 
and vendors who sell to the Shipyard and an estimated annual economic 
impact of about $750 million per year. 

19. Approximatley one-half of the 3,000 Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard employees are between the ages of 30s and 40s. These would 
make it hard for them to find jobs in the private sector. Even if 
the Department of Defense does re-trained them. 

20. Representatives of private shipyards and San Diego-area 
politicians have been providing misleading information to the Navy 
and other federal officials to create a more favorable outcome for 
San Diego. 

21. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard workers have families who 
depended upon them for their necessities of life. If you closed 
the base, the majority of the workers will be unemployed and some 
them will end up on the welfare roll. This would adversely affect 
the lifestyle of their children. That is, they will be forced to 
go on the street and sell drugs in order for them to survive. 
Hiring more police officers, building more prisons, and creating 
high unemployment is not going to solve our Long Beach community's 
drug and gang problem. 

Therefore, as a community leader, I express grave concern 
and an interest is seeing that the Long Beach Naval Shipyard be 
removed from the Pentagon's base-closing hit list. 

Your favorable consideration to this urgent and pressing 
matter will be greatly appreciated. I hope to hear from you real 
soon. 

Respectfully yours, 

94 p u 4 J S - " -  
Felix P. Babauta 
Executive Director 
National Organization for the 
Advancement of Chamorro People 

cc:Mr. A1 Cornella, Member 
Ms. Rebecca Cox, Member 
Mr. Lee Kling, Member 
Ms. Wendi L. Steele, Member 
General J. B. Davis, Member 
Rear Admiral Benjamin Montoya, Member 
Major General Joe Robles 
U.S. President Bill Clinton 



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

ARLINGTON V A  22209 
703-696-0504 

April 20, 1995 

Mr. Felix Babauta 
Executive Director 
National Organization for the Advancement of the Chamorro People 
125 112 West Market Street 
Long Beach, California 90805 

Dear Mr. Babauta: 

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. I 
certainly understand your strong interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome 
your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

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

Sincerely, 
n 
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KIENBRXDGE Cl3AMBER OF COhaMFJRCE 
P 0 BOX 733 

KENBRIDGE, VA 23344  

April 10, 1995 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

I am very concerned about the recent announcement of the closing of Fort 
Pickett. As President of the Kenbridge Chamber of Commerce, I must strongly object 
to the closing of this facility. Our county of Lunenburg, which adjoins Fort 
Pickett, is now showing almost 10% unemployment rate for the last reporting period. 
We are a rural town surrounded by a rural county that has a number of persons 
employed by the United States Government at Fort Pickett. Please consider the 
serious employment consequences we will face if this base is closed. This 
installation also offers recreation and educational opportunities for all the 
surrounding communities. 

Fort Pickett has always scored high marks for its training facilities and 
ability to interact in positive ways with the surrounding communities. I think these 
services and jobs generated at Fort Pickett deserve a reconsideration of the closing 
directive . 

As President of the Kenbridge Chamber of Commerce, I recommend a vote to keep 
this facility oven for the benefit of the government and local community of which 
I serve. 

Sincerely, 

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
Kenbridge, Virginia 

Robert Ledbetter 
President 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209  
703-696-0504 
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April 20, 1995 

Mr. Robert Ledbetter 
President 
Kenbridge Chamber of Commerce 
P.O. Box 733 
Kenbridge, Virginia 23944 

Dear Mr. Ledbetter: 

Thank you for your recent letter expressing your support for Ft. Pickett. I certainly 
understand your strong interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

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

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

Sincerely, 



THE DEFE,\SE BxSE CLOSLRE: . U D  R E A L I G ~ ~ E S T  C O b ~ [ ~ l O r Y  

C O t m ~ Q f c - ~  I M I ~ C n o n  lm ] 
COMXXSSOPJXR COR\'ELU I I I 

I 1 
c o ~ o m  COX I i 
C O ~ O ~ ~  am 

cowbasIOMXLllPcC i I 
~ Q ~ ~ A  t. I - 

~ 0 h ; E R R l Y ~  I I 
COMMEsro~= - I I 

1 i i 



International 

April 10, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Attached are the International CitylCounty Management Association (ICMA) Base Reuse 
Consortium's recommendations for improving the base reuse process that the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission requested while Walter Graham, City Manager, Vallejo, 
California testified on March 16, 1995. These recommendations were prepared by the ICMA 
Base Reuse Consortium, an organization comprised of over 60 local government administrators 
formed to offer support to locai governments contending with military base closures. 

The International CityICounty Management Association is the professional and educational 
association for more than 8,500 appointed administrators and assistant administrators serving 
cities, counties, other local governments, and regional entities around the world. 

If you have any questions please contact me directly at 2021962-3663. 

Sincerely, 

Senior Project Manager 

attachment 

777 North Capitol Street, NE Suite 500 Washington, DC 20002-4201 202-289-4262 Fax 202-962-3500 



THE INTERNATIONAL CITY/COUNTY MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION 
BASE REUSE CONSORTIUM'S RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING 

THE BASE REUSE PROCESS 

The International CityJCounty Management Association, (ICMA) an organization representing 
over 8,500 public administrators is committed to the quick reuse of military bases once they are 
closed. To accomplish this goal, ICMA formed a base reuse consortium comprised of over 60 
local government officials who are dealing with base closures in their communities. 

The following are the Consortium's recommendations for improving the base reuse process: 

Future land-use alternatives should be considered when developing cleanup remedies 
at a closing base. 

Consideration of likely future uses will bring more of the economic and societal concerns 
surrounding the site into the remedy selection. The expected benefits of incorporating 
future land use into remedy selection process are (1) a more inclusive process for 
determining cleanup standards, (2) more cost-effective cleanups (i.e, protection of human 
health and the environment consistent with future land use), and (3) faster cleanups in 
many cases and thus a more rapid return of the property to local entitiesfor productive 
use. 

Technical assistance funding should be provided to the local community to assist it 
to understand the technical aspects of environmental cleanup independent of DoD. 

All base closure communities contending with environmental cleanup need technical 
support to understand the complex environmental issues affecting their community. 
Technical assistance to the local community will enable the community to make informed 
decisions about remedy selection and future use of the site. 

Assistance for communities from previous Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
rounds should be available to continue the redevelopment process. 

Communities from previous BRAC rounds who are ready to implement base reuse plans 
are not receiving enough financial and technical support from DoD and other federal 
agencies to successfully administer their reuse plans. The federal government needs to 
provide support to all communities who are at different stages in the base closure 
process, not just the 1995 BRAC communities. 



Cleanup priorities should change to "best first." 

The cleanest or most commercially viable properties should be given priority for site 
investigation and cleanup, after immediate threats to health and the environment have 
been addressed. This will allow parcels of land to be transferred quicker, facilitating 
wider redevelopment options. 

Provide for longer lease periods for interim use until permanent transfer. 

The investment required to finance start up costs cannot be justified for a short term five 
year lease for most businesses. This leads to a slower base closure process and is a lose- 
lose situation for the local community and DoD. 

Increase and protect funding for environmental cleanup. 

In some communities, previously earmarked funds for cleanup were diverted elsewhere, 
for example California earthquake relief. If adequate funding is not available to meet a 
reasonable cleanup schedule, all other closure efforts will have to be delayed. Until a 
properly completed and documented environmental cleanup is completed, federal and 
state regulators will not allow the title to base property to be passed to the local 
community. 

Continuation of economic assistance through the Office of Economic Adjustment 
(OEA) and the Economic Development Administration (EDA) should be provided to 
local communities. 

The assistance through OEA has been significant and helpful in local governments efforts 
to plan reuse activities at closing bases. Assistance by EDA also is critical to undertake 
economic investment in impacted communities. However, the budget for fiscal year 
1996 proposes a reduction in the EDA account for defense conversion. Funding levels 
for EDA must be maintained for communities to properly convert the closed military 
bases into an economically viable use. 



A range of up to 12 months should be allocated for developing a reuse plan. 

Current law requires that a reuse plan be completed within nine months. However, this 
time is insufficient if the definition of a reuse plan includes environmental impact studies 
and relating documentation. Although a community should attempt to complete a reuse 
plan as quickly as possible, many times the nine month period is not adequate for larger 
bases where multiple jurisdictions are involved or where environmental contaminants are 
difficult to identify. A range of up to 12 months should be considered to develop a reuse 
plan in those communities. 

The Department of Defense (DoD) should have the flexibility to reimburse 
communities for fire and police services between the time when a base is closed and 
the community has implemented the reuse plan. 

In the FY 1994 Defense Authorization Act, the Pryor Amendment allows DoD to pay 
for police and fire services starting from a point 180 days before the operations closure 
of the base. Because bases vary in the rate at which they close, the 180 day limitation 
is too arbitrary. Congress should allow DoD to pay local governments for these services 
at any point after selection for closure. In addition, a mechanism should be available for 
DoD to continue to pay for these services on a diminishing scale after the base is closed. 

Base Closure Implementation should be consistent across the services. 

Practices, procedures and implementation of policy vary significantly between military 
services. As the number of closings in progress increases, so does the nationwide cross- 
talk among redevelopment authorities and local political organizations which only 
amplifies the inconsistencies and adds to the confusion and frustration of all parties. 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 2 2 2 0 9  
703 -696 -0504  
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April 18, 1995 

Mr. Seth D. Kirshenberg 
Senior Project Manager 
International CityICounty Management Association 
777 North Capitol Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20002-4201 

Dear Mr. Kirshenberg: 

Thank you for your letter of April 10, 1995 in which you submitted recommendations 
to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission on behalf of the International 
CityICounty Management Association. The recommendations will be very helphl to the 
Commission as we continue our analysis of the base reuse process. 

Again, we are gratehl to ICMA for the assistance provided to the Commission. 

Sincerely. 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 ~CT?.~C?RC D /& !?  
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 6, 1995 

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

Lieutenant Colonel Roy E. Johnson 
Commander 
Seneca Army Depot Activity 
ATTN: SDSTO-SECO 
Romulus, New York 1454 1-500 1 

Dear Colonel Johnson: 

I would like to thank you and the people of Seneca Army Depot Activity for your efforts 
to make my visit informative and productive. The briefings and discussions were very helpfbl and 
provided important information to the Commission's review of Seneca. 

Please convey my appreciation to your st# for a job well done. I would like to 
particularly commend Mr. Stephen Absolom, who provided a most interesting tour, and Mr. Jerry 
Whitaker, for all his logistical help. 

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

Sincerely, 
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CONGRESS OF T H E  UNITED STATES 

HOUSE O F  REPRESENTATIVES 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 2 0 5 1 5  - - .  - < iij~wf 

April 13, 1995 

commissioner S. Lee Kling 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Kling: 

I want to thank you for visiting the Red River Defense 
Complex in Northeast Texas last week. I am very pleased you 
took the time to see our tremendous installation in action. 

As I explained in my briefing, I strongly believe the 
Defense Department has vastly understated the costs 
associated with its recommended closure actions. Whereas 
the Department claims an immediate return on investment, the 
failure to consider complete cost figures puts that claim in 
serious doubt. I estimate the actual return on investment 
for closure of Red River Army Depot to be 43 years. The 
actual return on investment for closure of Distribution 
Depot Red River is 57 years. These figures strongly suggest 
the Department deviated substantially from this critical 
selection criterion. 

I plan to explain this in further detail at the 
Commission's April 19 regional hearing in Dallas. I 
understand you are unable to attend this hearing, but I look 
forward to visiting with you again personally in the near 
future. Thank you again for 

ince ely, * 
& /  

Wa:?;ongr ess 
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April 13, 1995 

Commissioner A1 Cornella 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cornella: 

I want to thank you for visiting the Red River Defense 
Complex in Northeast Texas last week. I am very pleased you 
took the time to see our tremendous installation in action. 

As I explainedinmy briefing, I stronglybelieve the 
Defense Department has vastly understated the costs 
associated with its recommended closure actions. Whereas 
the Department claims an immediate return on investment, the 
failure to consider complete cost figures puts that claim in 
serious doubt. I estimate the actual return on investment 
for closure of Red River Army Depot to be 43 years. The 
actual return on investment for closure of Distribution 
Depot RedRiver is 57 years. These figures strongly suggest 
the Department deviated substantially from this critical 
selection criterion. 

I plan to explain this in further detail at the 
Commission's April 19 regional hearing in Dallas, and I look 
forward to seeing you again there. Thank you again for 
coming to Red River. 

&r Memb r of Congress 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
AIR FORCE RESERVE 

12 April 1995 

924th Fighter Wing 
3601 Bergstrom Drive 
Austin TX 78719-2557 

Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Ste 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox 

Thank you for fitting a visit to Bergstrom Air Reserve Station into your very busy 
schedule. I hope the briefings presented described the role and mission Bergstrom Air Reserve 
Station plays in the defense of this country. 

I know I speak for all the men and women at Bergstrom in thanking you for your 
interest in Bergstrom. If I can be of any assistance to you, please contact me at (512) 
369-3815. 

Sincerely 

@- RIG ARD J. EUSTACE, Colonel, USAFR 
Commander 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
AIR FORCE RESERVE 

12 April 1995 

924th Fighter Wing 
3601 Bergstrom Drive 
Austin TX 78719-2557 

Commissioner Benjamin Montoya 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Ste 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Montoya 

Thank you for your visit to Bergstrom Air Reserve Station. I was pleased to present to 
you the mission of Bergstrom in the defense of our country. Master Sergeant Kevin with the 
Regional Corrosion Control Facility was elated that you and the other commissioners wished 
to tour his facility. 

Again, thank you for your visit. If I can be of any assistance to you, please contact me 
at (512) 369-3815. 

Sincerely 

 RICH&^ J. EUSTACE, Colonel, USAFR 
Commander 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
AIR FORCE RESERVE 

12 April 1995 

924th Fighter Wing 
3601 Bergstrom Drive 
Austin TX 78719-2557 

Commissioner Josue Robles, Jr. 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Ste 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Robles 

Thank you for taking time from your very busy schedule to visit Bergstrom Air 
Reserve Station. It was a pleasure to present a short briefing on Bergstrom's role in the 
defense of this country. Having been stationed at Fort Hood, you are well aware of 
Bergstrom's support of Fort Hood. 

Again, thank you for your visit. If I can be of any assistance to you, please contact me 
at (512) 369-3815. 

Sincerely 

RICHA~D J. EUSTACE, Colonel, USAFR 
Commander 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
AIR FORCE RESERVE 

12 April 1995 

924th Fighter Wing 
3601 Bergstrom Drive 
Austin TX 78719-2557 

Commissioner Wendi Steele 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Ste 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Steele 

The men and women of Bergstrom Air Reserve Station thank you for taking time out of 
your busy schedule to visit us. We appreciate your interest in Bergstrom's role in the defense 
of this country and your attentiveness to the briefings presented. It was a pleasure to host you 
and your fellow commissioners. 

Again, thank you for your visit. If I can be of any assistance, please contact me at 
(512) 369-3815. 

Sincerely 

RIC#A~D J. EUSTACE, Colonel, USAFR 
Commander 
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Honorable Edward G. Rendell 
Mayor of Philadelphia 
Room 2 1 5 City Hall 
Broad and Market Streets 
Philadelphia, PA 19 107 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

C A M E R O N  STATION 

ALEXANDRIA.  VIRGINIA 22304-6100 
L--2 

0' ,. 

Dear Mayor Rendell, 

I am troubled that the impact of the recent DoD BRAC recommendation on the Defense 
Industrial Supply Center (DISC) workforce is still misunderstood by many people. I had hoped 
that my letter to Congressman Borski on March 3 1, 1995 would correct the misperception that 
1,800 DISC employees were in danger of losing their jobs by 1999. Paragraphs 3 and 4 of my 
letter to Mr. Borski (enclosed) provide my best ostimate of prospective employment for the DISC 
workforce over the next several years. 

Let me summarize the salient points of my letter to Congressman Borski. The military 
force drawdown between now and 1999 will take both DISC and the Defense Personnel Support 
Center (DPSC), as well as our other inventory control points across the country, down a 
4 percent per year slope. This action is unrelated to our BRAC proposal and will occur in any 
event. There forcestructure-driven reductions will maur that between now and 1999, the DISC 
and DPSC worl$orce will drop to approximately 1,500 ernployem each. We expect that the vast 
majority of these reductions will be accommodated by normal attrition or other retirement1 
separation incentives. 

If our BRAC proposal is approved, we will start immediately to move weapon systcml 
military specification items out of DISC as we move commercial items into DISC. The DISC 
employees who have been managing DISC weapon system items wU be offered jobs managing 
incoming commercial items. In a worst case scenario, the net loss ofjobs at DISC will be 385-- 
not 1,500. PJA ir sv- a c t i w d  ataodr w e  ~ r w t c d  reg&. I hope 
this additional amplification wil.1 help enable, you to answer and ease the concerns of aur 
outstanding Philadelphia workforce. If you have any additional questions, please call me directly 
at (703) 274-6 1 1 I .  

With my respect, 

1 Encl EDWARD M. STRAW 
Vice Admiral, SC, USN 
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C A M E R O N  S T A T I O N  
ALEXANDRIA.  V I R G I N I A  22304-6100 
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i~ Y Honorable Robert A. Borslri 

House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205 15 

Dear Congressman Borski: 

I share your concerns for the DLA workforce in Philadelphia. X p also deeply troubled by the 
inaccurate perceptions that characterize the DLA BRAC recommendation as resulting in a total 
loss ofjobs for the people of DISC. That will definitely not be the result, nor has it cver b u n  our 
intention My staff recently met with your staff to clarify our BRAC recommendations and the 
potential impact on the Philadelphia workforce, I hope the information contained in this letter 
ameliorates your concerns and helps to M a  clarify ow intemionii for the Philrrdelphia 
workforce. You havc my personal MSUT~IICC that thew loyal and drilled men md w o r n  will not 
be forgotten or set aside in our pluming, 

Our concept of Inventory Contro1 Point (ICP) opastiom ~cpuatcs the mmqtment of weapon 
system-type itmu and cornrncrcial items. S e v d  options were d y z c d ,  with one of the h&cst 
pay-off options beiqi~ th mtablirrhmant of a h& wsrpan rystbm I 8  in ( lhmha, OH and a 
w e  c o d  support ICP in Richmond, VA Thin option was aot cboran beawe of the 
inordinate risk -sted with wncantntibg mampnmt of over 70% of rhs rlmost 4 million 
items we're rtsponsiblc for in one location. lastcad we opted for a Iesr risky, lower pay-off 
alternative: the recommendation the Secretary of D c f i  forwarded to the BRAC Commission. 
That recommendation creates two weapon aystsms support ICPs, one in Richmond VA and the 
other in Columbus OK and a single troop and gancaal mppon ICP in Philrrddphiq PA 
Philadelphia was selected as our commercial center bccause, among other things, it has developed 
outstanding expertise in executing commercial practices and suppon arrangements over the last 
five years. The result is a worst case net loss of 385 military and civilian jobs in Philadelphia. 

0.u ICP busi>css is on n steep dache XIS rniIitary force structure is bci~g r a d i d y  artback due to 
budgetary constraints. Both DPSC and DISC will shrink in sizc at approximately 4% per year 
through 1999. T h i s  reduction is simply a reflection of the dwindlkig workload and as such is 
totally d a t e d  to BRAC. In 1999 we expect the Philadelphia workforus of both DISC and 
DPSC to be about 1500 each; with the reduction being attained, to the maximum extant possible, 
through workforce buyouts and n o d  retirement / attrition . 

Due to the enormity o f  the effort involved in implementing our recommendation we have always 
intended that the workload transfers be p W  over several years. We havc also determined that 
we can gain wrne advantages by initially transfening the general support items to DISC because 
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of operating and computer system similarities, Although these items will eventually mipate  to the 
'Troop and General Suppon ICP, the workload being trmsfened into Philadelphia is  expected to 
generate approximately 1100 job opportunities for the DISC workforce. In addition, the lCPs at 
Richmond and Columbus will be kceking to hire some of the inventory management and 
procurement professionals fiom DISC. The vacancies created by those Richmond and Columbus 
job offers, coupled with the vacancies created by anyone in DPSC who decides to retire or resign 
rather than move f?om South Philadelphia to North Philadelphia should provide job opportunities 
for many, if not all, of the remaining 300 to 400 DISC cmployces. It also stands to reason that 
the population of items managed by the Troop and General Support ICP, and thus the 
employment opporhmity, will most likely grow over rime as acquisition reform moves us firther 
and further away from military unique specifications. 

I am personally committed to taking care of our highly valued ICP workforce. My recent 
experience with other DLA ICP consolidations suggests that we wiU able to accommodate all 
those employees desiring to trardu. White the situation is not exactly the same as Philadelphia, 
the analogy is still valid. I intend to manage the personnel situation in Philadelphia in the same 
manner, conmad  with, and sensitive to, the impact of BRAC decisions on all DLA employees. 

1 arn a d a b l e  to anmar any additional qumtions you m y  have. - 
Vice Admiral, SC, U r n  
Director 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

April 18, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

Colonel Michael G. Jones WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

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

Dear Colonel Jones: 

The Army Team is currently evaluating community-supplied data relating to the proposed 
closures of Fort McClellan, Alabama and Savanna Army Depot Activity, Illinois. Your responses to the 
following items will be appreciated. 

1. The enclosed memo, received from the Fort McClellan community, discusses the Army's proposal 
regarding Fort McClellan. Please comment on the points in the memo, noting their accuracy. 

2. Please send to the Commission two copies of any environmental permits issued by the State of 
Missouri regarding operation of Fort Leonard Wood, and potential construction and operation of a 
Chemical Defense Training Facility there. 

3. In briefings at Savanna Army Depot Activity and at the Commission's Chicago regional hearing, 
representatives of Savanna referenced a study called the Wholesale Ammunition Stockpile Plan, 
written by the U.S. Army Defense Ammunition Center and School. Please forward to the 
Commission two copies of the full study. Please also comment on the accuracy of this study, and 
whether it is officially endorsed by the Army. Please place particular emphasis on the assertions that 
a) all ammunition storage depots will be at capacity within a year, and that b) the backlog of 
conventional weapons to be demilitarized will increase from 400,000 to 700,000 short tons over the 
next five years. 

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

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

Sincerely, 

' Edward A. ~ r 6 w n  I11 
Army Team Leader 



BRAC CONCERNS 

- The cost study was not coordinated with the Post for errors or oversights and 
it has not since been shared with the Post. McClellan personnel were able to see 
a copy obtained by the local community leaders and have only Seen able to make a 
cursory review. 

- Auditors from USAAA have not talked to or come to the Post to verify cost 
information although statements were made to the commission that the Cost model 
had been audited. The U S L A  audited McClellan's source data for BRAC 91 and 93. 

- An agreement to use 180,000 acres of National Forest land was not built into 
model for maneuver acreage (should have received credit for 1/2 acreage). This 
would have placed McClellan among the top in TRADOC for maneuver acreage. The 
Forest acreage is perfect for MP/~hem type training - convoy control/protection, 
control of roadways (vast road network), land navigation, mobile smoke, road 
marches, survival skills, rappeling, bivouacs, etc. Acreage was included in the 
model only for mobilization although active training can be expanded into the 
forest as needs arise. Had this acreage been included, McClellan's military 
value would have ~oved from being in the middle in TRADOC to the top third. 

- The cost of a new CDTF has not been clearly determined and the cost of 
dismantling the old one was not considered in the cost Model - labeled an 
environmental cost and excluded. Cost to build and dismantle the old may reach 
6120 Mil - greatly different from $30 Mi1 used in the costins r o  arrive at the 
payback period. 

- The $4C Mil purporzed savings is not accuraze from a common sense scandpoLrx - - give2 5% =o:lara X=Clell&z recerves. - -  -s - z r ~ s l y  aerrvec frm elrm~nating the 
hoss~tsl ;h&s a E19 ML; (FV 9 5 )  2 yezr zest'. R a d z c r _ ~ ~  =he nos?i=al  tc an 

. . - - ..- C ~ E Z  s t z c l ~ e s  have bee12 XECE zs  ouc?a=rezt c-Fnrc COG,: save S1C Xi1 annuEd-:- -- 
s:~33rz tnls savrncs esz:az=e ... s:c:lrr t? Ecr-sx  zzAez cz Fort Lss. 

- The addel sosc tc =he M N G  2s zpparently not fully capzurec in the cost model. 
The assumption of Pelham Range and the easterc par: of the post (wich ranges) 
will requlze the Gzez2 to main~a~n cnis area along with the additional 
facil-ties. The Guard's acreage will rise f ron  a few hundred zo over 30,000 
acres with a variety of ranges, roadways, utility distribution systems, etc. 

- The cosz of a residual force i n  support of dernll zt P J 2  kas zct been defined. 
A prototype organization has not been developed and cost determined. This cost 
is also an offset to savings if the cost model treats it properly. Currently, 
this cost is expected to approximate at least $5 Mil annually. 

- The DOD Polygraph Institute (DODPI) costs do not include all cost associated 
with the program and significantly understates their costs. Costs were also not 
coordinated with the DODPI and no audits were made of cosc data that actively 
involved DODPI. 

- The cost model appears to treat basic trai~ing (YT) leaving ?or2 Leonard Wood 
and the two schools going to Fort Leonard Wood as a "wash" cost. Fort Leonard 
Wood doesn't agree that this is possible. Compring these training programs is 
like comparing the cost of grammar school to the cost of provFdFng higher 
education. Fort Leonard Wood cannot gick-up the Chemical and Military Police 
:14001s with no cosz increase - yet the cost model shows no BASOPS increase. 



Fort Leonard Wood is strongly resisting loss of their BT. If BT is not moved, 
the cost analysis will further overstate possible savings of closing McClellan. 

- When associated costs are accurately used based on supported estimates and 
pertinent costs are not arbitrarily excluded or minimized, the pay back will 
likely exceed 10 yrs and annual saving will be a fraction of the $40 Mil claimed. 

- Once the decision is made to move, and construction costs are sustained, any 
environmental class action suites filed to block the CDTF at Fort Leonard Wood 
would jeopardize both the $loo+ Mil investment by the taxpayer at Fort Leonard 
Wood and potentially cause the loss of live agent training for the duration of 
the legal process in a period when the growth of chemical and biological weapons 
are becoming a major international concern. 

- Trainees would be housed in 1960 vintage unairconditioned barracks at Fort 
Leonard Wood compared to modern air-conditioned starship complexes at McClellan, 
unless added costs are allowed for renovation of Leonard Wood barracks. 

- Weather for outdoor training at McClellan provides a great length of available 
days which rarely sees temperatures or conditions adverse enough to interrupt out 
door training (climate similar to Benning and Bragg). 

- McClellan has modern structures with the latest technology built into it's 
ap2lied teaching facilities; not the obsolete, unneeded facility that BRAC is 
suppose to eliminate. 

- The community would be significantly impacted since the town is small and 
u--; -.,--ellar; is =he prin-; --; employer. Eilitary bases in Atlanta, Norfolk, San 
Francisco and similar me=rcpolican areas have mcch less Lngact on the cities plug 
- - - . .  - ,:A= aczszjo LB -:hl;;~~'le. i-lso, ,r-,.=ie vzlue xill 5e accrued here from the post - -- . .  . L-er son-cFde=F.-.g -,kc 7~2iree~ zosz 3 5  .,-' - --- systems, roads, bridges, and cther  
. - - - - v ~ s = = ~ r - ~ -  
-.Ad- --,-E 2=in3zze5 == cses =ha: czr. 5e mzce of rec idxal  s=ructures. 
---- --..,-a== ,- s=u2:ec f == zhc l a z r ,  c3n~~r.izy's Eco~omic kc:ss~menr Authority has 
showc more necazives =h&z positives since mosz acreage w i l l  not be cleaned up, 
k x t  rransferre= cc =he Nz=ional Guard. L i t t l e  value is espected from remainiag 
Scilcixgs 2nd structures since locai  ianc is plenxiful and new construction costs 
ZZE i r i s  =he ;owes= in the nation. 

- The BRAC decision process invoivlng 'he closing of McClellan has long lost its 
cbjectivity and has become a power struqgle by A-my perscnnel whs have been 
involved in the BRAC process s i x e  FY 99, p ~ i r i ~ i p t i i i y  a power office at the HQ, 
TRADOC level. Costs associated with McClellan's closure are not far different 
than others with lower military value, particularly since environmental costs are 
not part of the decision process. If they are, they should be included in the 
cost model. 

- Construction at Leonard Wood over recent years has far exceeded the mission of 
the post. Being the Engineer Center helps it get military construction projects 
t3zough engineer channels and to the to2 of the Army's list for Congressional 
consideration. A t  this point, Leonard Wocc must have additional missions to 
utilize its extensive new facilities (except soldiers barracks) to preclude a 
possible Congressional investigation of the expenditures (MILCON in anticipation 
of forcing new missions into Leonard Wood). Further, the BRAC nomination process 



is largely run by the Engineer Corp with engineers heading up the Army's Total 
Army Basing Study (TABS) Office. For example, the FY 93 BRAC Chief of the TABS 
office was made CG at Leonard Wood. 

- Whether McClellan is closed or left open, the process should be based on an 
objective evaluation that does not involve a conspired predetermination based on 
pass judgements, parochial interests, a cover-up of MILCON expenditures, a desire 
to avoid work by updating existing documents from BRAC 91 and 93, or a single 
BRAC Officer's refusal to accept previous decisions. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

Mr. Edward A. Brown I11 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

Enclosed are requested documents and answers in response to questions from your 
April 18, 1995 letter relating to the closure of McClellan, Alabama. Enclosure 1 responds 
to comments you received from the Fort McClellan community. At enclosure 2 are copies 
of the approved environmental permits received from the State of Missouri. The air 
permit for large area smoke has been out for public comment and the comment period 
ends on May 1 1, 1995. The public hearing will be held on Friday evening, May 12, 1995. 
The State of Missouri has determined that no hazardous waste permit is required, as noted 
in the permit cover letter. Answers to questions have been coordinated with Training and 
Doctrine Command (TRADOC). 

If we may be of hrther assistance, please contact Major Hollis, The Army Basing 
Study, TRADOC analyst at (703) 695-1375. 

Sincerely, 

- 
I COL, GS 

Director, TABS 

Printed on Recycled Paper 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209  

703-696-0504 
9504lf- 23 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

April 18, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8 .  DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Army Team is currently evaluating community-supplied data relating to the proposed 
closures of Fort McClellan, Alabama and Savanna Army Depot Activity, Illinois. Your responses to the 
following items will be appreciated. 

1. The enclosed memo, received from the Fort McCIelIan community, discusses the Army's proposal 
regarding Fort McClellan. Please comment on the points in the memo, noting their accuracy. 

2. P!ease send to the Commission two copies of any environmental permits issued by the State of 
Missouri regarding operation of Fort Leonard Wood, and potential construction and operation of a 
Chemical Defense Training Facility there. 

3. In briefings at Savanna Army Depot Activity and at the Commission's Chicago regional hearing, 
representatives of Savanna referenced a study called the Wholesale Ammunition Stockpile Plan, 
written by the U.S. Army Defense Ammunition Center and School. Please forward to the 
Commission two copies of the fiill study. Please also comment on the accuracy of this study, and 
whether it is officially endorsed by the Army. Please place particular emphasis on the assertions that 
a) all amhnition storage depots will be at capacity within a year, and that b) the backlog of 
conventional weapons to be demilitarized will increase from 400,000 to 700,000 short tons over the 
next five years. 

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

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

Sincerely, 
m 

' Edward A. ~ r 6 w n  I11 
Army Team Leader 



BRAC CONCERNS 

- The c o s t  s t u d y  w d s  no t  c o o r d i n a t e d  wi th  t h e  Post  f o r  e r r o r s  or o v e r s i g h t s  a n d  
l r  h a s  n o t  s i n c e  been shared ~ % . i t h  z h e  P o s t .  KcCiellan p e r s o ~ n e l  were a b i e  r o  see 

e copy o;?:a,::c.c? by t ne  ioca; conlnlurl i ty I r b d e r s  anc have on ly  been  abie t c ~  make a 
c u r s o r y  rev  l e v .  

- A u d i t o r s  f r o c  USAAA have n o t  t a l k e d  t o  o r  come t o  t h e  Pos t  t o  v e r i f y  c o s t  
i n f o r m a t i o n  a l t h o u g h  s t a t e m e n t s  w e r e  made t o  t h e  commission t h a t  t h e  c o s t  model 
had been a u d i t e d .  The USAAA a u d i t e d  McCle l l an ' s  s o u r c e  d a t a  f o r  BRAC 91 and 93. 

- An agreement t o  use  180,000 a c r e s  o f  Na t iona l  F o r e s t  l and  was n o t  b u i l t  i n t o  
model f o r  maneuver a c r e a g e  ( s h o u l d  have r e c e i v e d  c r e d i t  f o r  1 /2  a c r e a g e ) .  T h i s  
would have p l a c e d  McClellan among t h e  t o p  i n  TRADOC f o r  maneuver a c r e a g e .  The 
F o r e s t  acre i lge  i s  p e r f e c t  f o r  MP/Cben t y p e  t r a i n i n g  - convoy c o n t r o l / p r o t e c t i o n ,  
c o n t r o i  of roadways ( v a s c  road ne twork) ,  l a n d  n a v i g a t i o n ,  mobi le  smoke, road  
marches ,  s u r v i v a l  s k i l l s ,  r a p p e l i n g ,  b ivouacs ,  etc. Acreage was i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  
model o n l y  f o r  m o b i l i z a t i o n  a l t h o u g h  a c t i v e  t r a i n i n g  can be  expanded i n t o  t h e  
f o r e s t  a s  needs  arise. Had t h i s  a c r e a g e  been i n c l u d e d ,  M c C l e l l a n ' s  m i l i t a r y  
v a l u e  would have , ~ o v e d  from b e i n g  i n  t h e  middle  i n  TRADOC t o  t h e  t o p  t h i r d .  

- The cost o f  a new CDTF has n o t  been c l e a r l y  determined and t h e  cost of  
d i s m a n t l i n g  t h e  o l d  one was n o t  c o n s i d e r e d  i n  t h e  c o s t  Model - l a b e l e d  a n  
env i ronmenta l  c o s t  and exc luded .  Cos t  t o  b u i l d  and d i s m a n t l e  t h e  o l d  may r e a c h  
$120 M i l  - area ' ly d i f f e r e n t  from $30 M i 1  used i n  the c o s t i n 9  t o  a r r i v e  at t h e  
paybac~  pe2 i o t  . 

- The $ 4 C  M i l  puzporxeci s a v i n g s  is  n o t  a c c n r a z e  f r o n  z common s e n s e  s t a n d p o i c t  
give: the . 5 c l l e r a  >fzC1~11;:: r e c e i v e s .  LZ LS L ~ r ~ e l y  d e r i v e d  from ~ 1 F m i n a t i n q  t h e  
h o s p i t a l  (PASS ii EL9 KL1 (FV 9 5 )  E y e s r  c o c t j .  3educinc t h e  h o s p i t i i l  to 2n 

. . - -  . 
outpatient ::-lnlc c o ~ - ;  s a v s  S13 M i l  a n n u a i i l -  !nc c3sz  s t a d i e s  have been m t c f  z s  
S"" . . -  

,p30rz t h i s  s a v i n o c  e s z i r n ~ z e  !... c : r . ~ ~ a r  t? ~ c r l - r  z ~ i i e z  EZ F o r t  Lee. 

- The adaee  cosr ZG t h e  ARNG i s  a p p a r e n t l y  not f u l l y  c a p r u r e d  i n  t he  cos=  model 
The  assumption of Peiharn Range ecd t h e  eagterz  pzzt cf t h e  p o s t  ( w i t h  r a n g e s )  
wili require -Ae GnarL zs  ~ c i n ~ a i n  c h i s  a r e a  a l o n g  w i t h  t h e  a d d i t i o n 2 1  
f a c i l i t i e s .  The G u a r t ' s  acreage w i l l  r i s e  from a f e x  hundred t o  o v e r  3C,GG3 

. .  . 
a c r e s  w i t h  5 v a r i e r y  5 5  r z n z e s ,  rcadways, utili~y d i s t r r o n z i c n  s y s t e n s ,  e z c .  

- The c o s z  of a r e s i d u a l  f o r c e  i n  s u p p o r t  of a e n i l  zt 33-2 has nct been d e f i n e d .  
A p r o t o t y p e  o r g a n i z a z ~ o ? .  has  n o t  b e e n  developed and cosz  de te rmined .  T h i s  c o s t  
is a l s o  an  o f f s e t  t o  s a v i c g s  i f  t h e  c o s t  model t r e a t s  it p r o p e r l y .  C u r r e n t l y ,  
r h i s  c o s t  i s  e x p e c t e d  t o  aFprs::imate a t  l e a s =  $5 M i i  a n n u a l l y .  

- The DOD Polygraph I n s t i t u t e  (DODPI! c o s t s  do n o t  i n c l u d e  a l l  c o s t  associated 
wizh t h e  progrzm and s i g n i f i c a n t l y  u n d e r s t a t e s  t h e i r  c o s t s .  C o s t s  w e r e  a l s o  n o t  

- .  c o o r d i n a t e d  , ~ ~ i c h  t h e  33321 and no z x s ~ z s  were made o f  c o s z  daca  t h a t  a c t i v e l y  
ic-v-oivzd DCSPI . 

.. ~ i ,  -..e cost :nodel h2pzars ;o r r e a c  bas ic  :raln:ng . . ( S T )  l e a v i n ~  F o r t  Leonard Woo? 

-..- the ci<i\ sckoc ls  go in^ zs For-, Leor~ard  X ~ o t i  as a "wash" c o s t .  F o r t  Leonard 9 >,-sod r q d  d c s s c ' t  ay?:ee :ha: t k i s  i s  p o s s i b l e .  Ccm2aricg r h e s e  trzLni-- ... c programs i s  

i i k e  comparing t h e  c o s t  cf granunar s c h o o l  t= t h e  cosi of p r o v i d i n g  h i g h e r  
If?' ,- =.. . . ,catio?.  F o r t  L e o r a r c !  i.Jood cannot  p i c k - u ~  zhe  Cher?.ical and x i l i t d r y  ? o i i c e  
L !ools wizh no ~ 3 % :  i c e r e a s e  - y e t  t h e  c o s t  node l  shows no BASOPS Fncrease .  



Fort Leonard Wood is strongly resisting loss of their ST. If BT is not moved, 
the cost anzlysis will further oversTaLe possible savings of closing McClellan. 

- When associated costs are accurately used based on supported estimates znd 
pertinent costs a r e  not arbitrarily excluciec! 0:- miiiinized, :he pay back will 
liSely exceed 10 yrs and annual saving will be a fraction of the $40 Mil clarmed. 

- Once the decision is made to move, and construction costs are sustained, any 
environmental class action suites filed to block the CDTF at Fort Leonard Wood 
would jeopardize both the $loo+ Mil investment by the taxpayer at Fort Leonard 
Wood and potentially cause the loss of live agent training for the duration of 
the legal process in a period when the growth of chemical and biological weapons 
are becoming a major international concern. 

- Trainees would be housed in 1960 vintage unairconditioned barracks at Fort 
Leonard Wood compared to modern air-conditioned starsnip complexes at McClellan, 
unless added costs are allowed for renovation of Leonard Wood barracks. 
\ 

- Weather for outdoor training at McClellan provides a great length of available 
days which rarely sees temperatures or conditions adverse enough to interrupt out 
door training (climate similar to Benning and Bragg). 

- McClellan has modern structures with the latest technology built into it's 
spplied teaching facilities; not the obsolete, unneeded facility that BRAC is 
suppose to eliminate. 

- m. ~ n e  community would be significantly impacted since the town is small and 

X z Z l e l l r ; ;  Ls che rzincisel eaployer. M:liA- ,cry bases in Atlanta, Norfolk, Sari 
Francisco and simiiar metropoli~an areas have much less impact on the cities plus 
--.- . . 

ac:-r+E - s  * . - c l c ~ r ~ e .  h l s o ,  ;l-,zie vaiue will be accrued here from the post 
z f c e r  conciderinc =he ~2kees cosz of czLlity systems, roads, bridges, and other 
. - . . 
xzrzszruczure comprsi =- csen zhar c ~ z  ke made of res rcuz l  structures. 
~ - - ' C - C . -  -,,i; oc --.- . - 
--..--a- - s -,,--, :,-. z n ~  -3~il =axo;i'~:.;ry ' s Economic kC jxszmenz Authority has 
snow. more negaziven =ha: posizives since most acreage will not be cleaned up, 

=,ron~l Guarl. S l t t l e  value is expected from remainins D c t  rrznsferref tc =he R--' 
. . .  . ".., - d , , ~ c ~ ~ q s  2nd struczures since iocal ianc'is plentifci and new construction costc 
ZrE ~i:.sr~cj :he $axes: in cne nation. 

- The SF-z.C B e c i s i o n  process Lcvo lv inq  rne closing cf McCielian has long lost i t s  
cbjeczivizy and has become E 33wer struggle 51- Army perscnnel xho have beec 

. . . -  invoived iz cne B M C  process since F Y  -", O C  - - - - - - - -  r , - i r L A ~ a ~ ~ y  h pawer off ice at the XQ, 
TRADOC level. Costs associated uith McCleiian's closure are not far different 
than ochers with lower military value, particularly since environmental costs are 
not p.rr cf the decision process. If they are, "ey should be included in the 
cosz model. 

at Leonard Wood over recent years has far exceeded the mission of 
L , .~e  .- pos:. Bein5 the Engiiiesr Cenier helps It get rxilizary constzuction projects 

J "w-ough L.:- eqineer c h a r n e l  and 70 tfiz tc; of zi-~c m : - y ' s  - .  -1st for Ccngressiozal 
O considerazion. At rhis poinz, Leonard Xccz must have additiocal missions to 
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L sf forcixs new m~ssLons ir.-Lo Leonard Furiher, the ERAC nomination process 
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is largely run by the Engineer Corp with engineers heading up the Army's Total 
Army aasing Study (TABS) Office. For exampLe, the FY 93  BRAC Chief of the TABS 
office was made CG at Leonard Wood. 

- Whether MzClellan is closed or left open, the prscess should be based on an 
objective evaluation that does not involve a conspired predetermination based on 
pass judgements, parochial interests, a cover-up of MILCON expenditures, a desire 
to avoid work by updating existing documents from BRAC 91 and 93, or a single 
BRAC Officer's refusai to accept previous decisions. 



BRAC CONCERNS 

- The cost study was not coordinated with the Post for errors or oversights and it 
has not since been shared with the Post. McClellan personnel were able to see a 
copy obtained by the local community leaders and have only been able to make a 
cursory review. 

All information used in the cost study was coordinated with Training and Doctrine 
Command. Training and Doctrine Command coordinated all required information with 
installation personnel (trusted agents) during the actual study process. Upon release of the 
BRAC list by the Secretary of Defense, Fort McClellan's COBRA analysis was provided 
to its Major Command. 

- Auditors from USAAA have not talked to or come to the Post to verify cost 
information although statements were made to the Commission that the cost model 
had been audited. The USAAA audited McClellan's source data for BRAC 91 and 
93. 

USAAA auditors worked closely with the Army by auditing all data used in the COBRA 
cost analyses, including Fort McClellan's. 

- An agreement to use 180,000 acres of National Forest land was not built into 
model for maneuver acreage (should have received credit for 112 acreage). This 
would have placed McClellan among the top in TRADOC for maneuver acreage. 
The Forest acreage is perfect for MPlChem type training - convoy 
controYprotection, control of roadways (vast road network), land navigation, mobile 
smoke, road marches, survival skills, rappelling, bivouacs, etc. Acreage was 
included in the model only for mobilization although active training can be 
expanded into the forest as needs arise. Had this acreage been included, 
McClellan's military value would have moved from being in the middle in TRADOC 
to the top third. 

Initially, the 180,000 acres were included in the Decision PAD model used to compare and 
rank installations based upon raw data. After hrther analysis and detailed review of the 
Memorandum of Agreement, the National Forest land was removed from Fort 
McClellans's total. The National Forest land was removed because it did not meet the 
criteria as outlined in the attribute definition. The criteria specifies the land must not be 
considered "environmentally sensitive". The National Forest land requires an 
environmental assessment before use (which is not completed) and therefore is considered 
"environmentally sensitive". It is important to note that Fort McClellan's ranking both 
before and after removal, remained unchanged. Therefore, it is a moot issue. 



- The cost of a new CDTF has not been clearly determined and the cost of 
dismantling the old one was not considered in the cost Model - labeled an 
environmental cost and excluded. Cost to build and dismantle the old may reach 
$120 mil - greatly different from $30 Mil used in the costing to arrive a t  the pay 
back period. 

After considering the cost of the facility at Fort McClellan, the Army has estimated the 
cost of building the CDTF at Fort Leonard Wood at $30 million. The estimated cost of 
dismantling the CDTF at Fort McClellan is approximately $10.5 million based upon a 
previous Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management (ACSIM) analysis, inflated 
to FY 96 dollars. 

- The $40 Mil purported savings is not accurate from a common sense standpoint 
given the dollars McClellan receives. I t  is largely derived from eliminating the 
hospital (has a $19 Mil (FY 95) a year cost). Reducing the hospital to an outpatient 
clinic could save $10 Mil annually (no cost studies have been made to support this 
savings estimate) ... similar to action taken a t  Fort Lee. 

The $45 million in savings generated by the closure of Fort McClellan is largely due to 
operation and maintenance savings (RPMA, BOS, civilian salary savings) and military 
personnel savings (military salary, housing allowance savings). These savings come from 
elimination of Base Operating Support personnel and several other unitslactivities as well 
as the hospital. If Fort McClellan had not been recommended for closure, the hospital 
would have been recommended for reduction to clinic status. Common sense argues that 
closing an entire installation saves much more than downsizing a hospital on that 
installation. 

- The added cost to the ARNG is apparently not fully captured in the cost model. 
The assumption of Pelham Range and the eastern part of the post (with ranges) will 
require the Guard to maintain this area along with the additional facilities. The 
Guard's acreage will rise from a few hundred to over 30,000 acres with a variety of 
ranges, roadways, utility distribution systems, etc. 

The Army realizes that the ARNG will have an increase in facilities supported if Fort 
McClellan closes. In view of this, the Army has estimated that $2.7 million will be 
sufficient to support these facilities and has included this figure in the COBRA analysis. 



- The cost of a residual force in support of demil at  AAD has not been defined. A 
prototype organization has not been developed and cost determined. This cost is 
also an offset to savings if the cost model treats it properly. Currently, this cost is 
expected to approximate at  least $5 Mil annually. 

The Army is not aware of any valid additional costs related to support of chem demil at 
Anniston. The cost of providing the required chem demil support should not be attributed 
to Fort McClellan. It is simply the cost of providing the same kind of support at any of 
the other chem demil sites. Note that, 1 OOK square feet of facilities ($1 SOWyr) were left 
open to accommodate personnel support which may be required. Additionally, the Army 
intends to relocate the 142d Explosives Ordnance Detachment (EOD) from Fort 
McClellan to support the chemical demilitarization mission at Anniston Army Depot. 

- The DOD Polygraph Institute (DODPI) costs do not include all cost associated 
with the program and significantly understates their costs. Costs were also not 
coordinated with the DODPI and no audits were made of cost data that actively 
involved DODPI. 

The analysis does capture the major costs associated with the move of the DODPI to Fort 
Jackson. 

- The cost model appears to treat basic training (BT) leaving Fort Leonard Wood 
and the two schools going to Fort Leonard Wood as a "wash" cost. Fort Leonard 
Wood doesn't agree that this is possible. Comparing these training programs is like 
comparing the cost of grammar school to the cost of providing higher education. 
Fort Leonard Wood cannot pick-up the chemical and Military Police schools with 
no cost increase - yet the cost model shows no BASOPS increase. Fort Leonard 
Wood is strongly resisting loss of their BT. If BT is not moved, the cost analysis will 
further overstate possible savings of closing Fort McClellan. 

Training mission dollars are considered a "wash" with the assumption being that it will 
take the same amount of dollars to instruct the Chemical or Military Police School 
programs of instructions regardless of where they are taught. Funds to support the 
Military Police and Chemical Schools will transfer to Fort Leonard Wood in support of 
the schools' missions. In addition the COBRA model does predict an increased cost of 
base operations support costs at Fort Leonard Wood as well as other gaining installations. 
Realignment of basic training from Fort Leonard Wood is discretionary. It will only occur 
if required to make billeting space available for incoming McClellan personnel. 



- When associated costs are accurately used based on supported estimates and 
pertinent costs are not arbitrarily excluded or minimized, the pay back will likely 
exceed 10 yrs and the annual saving will be a fraction of the $40 Mil claimed. 

The Army believes that the current COBRA analysis is accurate and based upon valid, 
supportable construction estimates. No costs were either included or excluded to make 
this option any more or less attractive. The Army's conservative approach to cost 
estimating may ultimately yield lower costs and greater savings than what was estimated. 

- Once the decision is made to move, and construction costs are sustained, any 
environmental class action suites filed to block the CDTF a t  Fort Leonard Wood 
would jeopardize both the $loo+ Mil investment by the taxpayer at  Fort Leonard 
Wood and potentially cause the loss of live agent training for the duration of the 
legal process in a period when the growth of chemical and biological weapons are 
becoming a major international concern. 

The facility at Fort McClellan will remain open until the new facility is constructed and 
ready for operation. The CDTF will not become a stand-alone operation. Once facilities 
are constructed and ready for operation at Fort Leonard Wood operations will be phased 
from Fort McClellan to Fort Leonard Wood. The Army believes its extremely successfbl 
experience in building and operating the CDTF in Alabama gives little reason to speculate 
that there will be any difficulty at Fort Leonard Wood. Such a risk is no greater than the 
risk incurred when the Army proceeded to construct the facility at Fort McClellan. The 
difference today is that we have a solid, proven track record to allay such fears. 

- Trainees would be housed in 1960 vintage unairconditioned barracks a t  Fort 
Leonard Wood compared to modern air-conditioned starship complexes at  
McClellan, unless added costs are allowed for renovation of Leonard Wood 
barracks. 

Not True. Construction dollars are already included in the current COBRA analysis for 
renovation of trainee barracks facilities at Fort Leonard Wood. 

- Weather for outdoor training at  McClellan provides a great length of available 
days which rarely sees temperatures or conditions adverse enough to interrupt out 
door training (climate similar to Benning and Bragg). 

The Army is equipped and required to operate in all types of weather conditions. 
However, training interruptions are expected due to weather, whether training is 
conducted at Fort McClellan, Alabama, Fort Bragg, North Carolina, Fort Benning, 
Georgia or Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. 



- McClellan has modern structures with the latest technology built into it's applied 
teaching facilities; not the obsolete, unneeded facility that BRAC is suppose to 
eliminate. 

DoD is closing many modern installations, because it no longer needs them and can no 
longer afford them. The Army can improve its training and reap significant savings with 
the closure of Fort McClellan. 

- The community would be significantly impacted since the town is small and 
McClellan is the principal employer. Military bases in Atlanta, Norfolk, San 
Francisco and similar metropolitan areas have much less impact on the cities plus 
the acreage is valuable. Also, little value will be accrued here from the post after 
considering the upkeep cost of utility systems, roads, bridges, and other 
infrastructure compared to uses that can be made of residual structures. Contract 
studies for the local community's Economic Adjustment Authority has shown more 
negatives than positives since most acreage will not be cleaned up, but transferred to 
the National Guard. Little value is expected from remaining buildings and 
structures since local land is plentiful and new construction costs are among the 
lowest in the nation. 

The Army expects there to be significant redevelopment opportunities, just as there are at 
other closing sites. Studies have shown that communities that plan carefully can quickly 
turn around any short term impact for the long term benefit of the region. 

- The BRAC decision process involving the closing of McClellan has long lost its 
objectivity and has become a power struggle by Army personnel who have been 
involved in the BRAC process since FY 88, principally a power office a t  HQ, 
TRADOC level. Costs associated with McClellan's closure are not far  different than 
others with lower military value, particularly since environmental costs are not part 
of the decision process. If they are, they should be included in the cost model. 

This is a ridiculous, unsubstantiated assertion. The Army's study process has proven itself 
to be fair and objective. DoD's policy is not to include environmental costs, since they are 
a responsibility whether or not an installation closes. 



- Construction at  Leonard Wood over recent years has far exceeded the mission of 
the post. Being the Engineer Center helps it get military construction projects 
through engineer channels and the top of the Army's list for Congressional 
consideration. At this point, Leonard Wood must have additional missions to utilize 
its extensive new facilities (except soldiers barracks) to preclude a possible 
Congressional investigation of the expenditures (MILCON in anticipation of forcing 
new missions into Leonard Wood). Further, the BRAC nomination process is 
largely run by the Engineer Corp with engineers heading up the Army's Total Army 
Basing Study (TABS) Office. For example, FY 93 BRAC Chief of the TABS Office 
was made CG a t  Leonard Wood. 

This statement hardly dignifies a response. 

- Whether McCIellan is closed or left open, the process should be based on an 
objective evaluation that does not involve a conspired predetermination based on 
pass judgments, parochial interests, a cover-up of MILCON expenditures, a desire 
to avoid work by updating existing documents from BRAC 91 and 93, or a single 
BRAC Officer's refusal to accept previous decisions. 

The Army's study process has proven itself to be fair and objective. The closure of Fort 
McClellan has been widely supported by 3 Secretaries of Defense, 2 Chairmen of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and 3 Secretaries of the Army since 1991 as a result of professional military 
judgment and carefil analysis. 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 

P O Box 176 Jefferson City, MO 65102-0176 (31 4)751-4422 
FAX (31+)'i1-762' 

TRANSMITTED BY FAX AND HAND DELIVERED 

April 11, 1995 

Major General Joe Ballard 
Commanding General 
U.S. Army Engineering Center and 
Fort Leonard Wood 

Fort Leonard Wood, MO 65473-5000 

Dear General Ballard: 

Enclosed please find: 

1) A new NPDES permit for discharges from Fort Leonard Wood. 

2) A Permit to Construct an air contaminant source for a 
Chemical Decontamination Training Facility. 

3) A preliminary permit for public comment for an air 
contaminant source, specifically Obscurant Training at 
Fort Leonard Wood. 

Regarding Item 3 ,  public notice was made this day and a 30-day 
comment period begins. A hearing on this matter may be required, 
depending on the nature of comments received. As you are aware, 
w e  have upgraded this permit status in an effort to enhance 
modeling related to Obscurant Training. 

As previously discussed, no hazardous waste permit is required. 

Very truly yours, 

RESOURCES 

Director 

Enclosures 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
DIVISION OF Eh?'IRONMENTAL QUALITY 

P O Box 176 Jefferson City, M O  65102-0176 

April 11, 1995 

HAND DELIVERED: SHARON TURPIN, Environmental Engineer 

Mr. Scott Murrell 
Chief, Environmental Division 
U.S. Army Engineering Center and 
Fort Leonard Wood 
ATZT-DPW-EE 
Fort Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

RE: Air Permit Application - Project/Facility No. 3860-0004-026 
Dear Mr. Murrell: 

Enclosed with this letter is your permit to construct. Please note the 
special conditions, if any, on accompanying pages. Operation in 
accordance with these conditions and your permit application is 
necessary for continued compliance. The document entitled "Review of 
Application for Authority to Construct" is part of the permit as well 
and should be kept with the permit in your files. 

The reverse side of your permit certificate has important information 
concerning standard permit conditions, and your rights and obligations 
under the laws and regulations of the State of Missouri. 

If you have any questions or need additional information regarding this 
permit, you can contact me by phone at (314) 751-4817 or you may write 
to me at the Department of Natural Resources, Air Pollution Control 
Program, P.O. Box 176, Jefferson City, MO 65102. 

Sincerely, 

AIR POLLUTION CONTROL PROGRAM 

/I~/J'~@ Michael J. Stansfield, . E. 
Environmental ~n~ineek' 

MJS : tb 

Enclosures 

c: Jefferson City Regional Office 
Source File 

Permit No. : 0495-  013 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
DIVISION O F  ENl'IROKhlENTAL QUALITY 

P 0 Box 176 Jefferson City, M O  65102-0176 

April 11, 1995 

HAND DELIVERED: SHARON TURPIN, Environmental Engineer 

Mr. Scott Murrell 
Chief, Environmental Division 
U.S. Army Engineering Center and 
Fort Leonard Wood 
ATZT-DPW-EE 
Fort Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

RE: Air Permit Application - Project/Facility No. 3860-0004-026 

Dear Mr. Murrell: 

Review of your permit has been completed. Per our regulations, a 
processing fee of $50 per hour has been charged. As soon as we receive 
your check for the required amount, we will forward the permit to you. 
The processing time was 68 hours, making the total required bill for 
your permit $3,400.00. 

Please make your check out to the Department of Natural Resources 
(APCP/NRPF) and mail it to the Department of Natural Resources, Air 
Pollution Control Program, P.O. Box 176, Jefferson City, MO 65102. 
Payment is due within 90 days of receipt of this notice. Failure to pay 
within that timeframe will cause your permit to be denied, and you will 
still be responsible for the above charges plus the interest which will 
be imposed. Also, failure to pay the above charges will result in no 
future permits being processed until all past due fees are paid. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact 
me at (314) 751-4817. 

Sincerely, 

AIR POLLUTIO CON ROL P GRAM 

,h?Z~d/k& 
Mike J. Stansfield, @.E. 
Environmental Engineer 

MJS : tb 

c: APCP Accounts Receivable 
Source File 



STATE OF MISSOURI 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
MISSOURI AIR CONSERVATION COMMISSION 

PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT 

Under the authority of RSMo 643 and the Federal Clean Air Act the applicant is authorized to construct the 
facility described below, in accordance with the laws, rules, and conditions as set forth herein. 

permit  umber: 0495413 Facility I.D. Number: 3 8 6 0 - 0 0 0 4 - 0 .2 6 
Owner: 

U.S. Army Engineering Center and Fort Leonard Wood 
Owner's Address: 

ATZT-DPW-EE, Fort Leonard Wood, MO 65473 
Facility Name: 

U.S. Army Engineering Center and Fort Leonard Wood 
Facility Address: 

ATZT-DPW-EE, Fort Leonard Wood, MO 65473 
Legal Description: 

Pulaski County, S21, T35N, R8W 

Application for Authority to Construct was made for: 

* * * *  a Chemical Decontamination Training Facility and Thermal 
Treatment Unit. This review was conducted in accordance with 
Section (5), Missouri State Rule 10 CSR 10-6.060, "Construction 
Permits Required." * * * *  

Special Conditions are not applicable to this permit. 

a Special Conditions do apply to this permit and are listed as attachments starting on page 2. 



PAGE 2 
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PERMIT NUMBER 

I FACILITY I D NUMBER I 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

The permittee is authorized to construct and operate subject to the following special conditions: I 

Materials Which May Not Be Charged to the Incinerator 

a. No hazardous wastes may be charged to this incinerator. A 
waste is considered to be hazardous if, in order that it be 
charged to an incinerator, a permit from the Missouri 
Hazardous Waste Program would first be required in order 
that such a waste be charged to an incinerator. 

b. Certain gas mask filters may not be charged to the 
incinerator because these filters contain levels of chromium 
sufficient to characterize the filters as a hazardous waste. 
Specifically, C2 filter masks, stock number 4240-01-119-2315 
may - not be charged to the incinerator. 

Emission Limits: 

a. Particulate matter (as PM,,) - 30 milligrams per dry 
standard cubic meter (0.013 grains per dry standard cubic 
foot) . 

b. Carbon monoxide - 50 parts per million by volume. 

c. Dioxins/furans - 1.9 nanograms per dry standard cubic meter, 
toxic equivalency (1989 toxic equivalency factors). 

d. Hydrogen chloride - 42 parts per million by volume or 97% 
redktion (9-hour average) , whichever is more stringent. 

e. Mercury - 0.47 milligrams per dry standard cubic meter 
(0.22 grains per million dry standard cubic feet) or 85% 
reduction, whichever is more stringent. 

f. Nerve Agents - no detectable quantity of either GB (sarin) 
or VX. For purposes of determining a detectable level of 
either nerve agent, it shall be sufficient to use equipment 
which is at least as sensitive to GB (sarin) and VX as the 
gas chromatographs used in the automatic continuous air 
monitoring system (ACAMS) units located adjacent to the "hot 
areas" in the training building. 



FACILITY I D NUMBER 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

/ The permittee is authorized to construct and operate subject to the following special conditions: I 

Performance Testing Conditions 

a. Within 90 days of reaching full operation, but in no case 
later than 180 days after initial startup, an emission test 
shall be conducted in order to quantify air pollutant 
emissions. The stack test shall determine the emission 
rates of particulate matter (as PM,,), carbon monoxide, 
dioxins/furans, hydrogen chloride, mercury, and the nerve 
agents GB (sarin) and VX. A completed Proposed Test Plan 
Form (copy enclosed) will serve the purpose of notification 
and must be approved by the Air Pollution Control Program 
staff director prior to conducting emission testing. 

The date on which performance tests are conducted must be 
pre-arranged with the Air Pollution Control Program (APCP) a 
minimum of 30 days prior to the proposed test date so that 
this Program may arrange a pretest meeting, if necessary, 
and assure that the test date is acceptable for an observer 
to be present. A completed Proposed Test Plan form enclosed 
may serve the purpose of notification and must be approved 
by the APCP prior to conducting the required emission 
testing. 

c. Two copies of a written report of the performance test 
results shall be submitted to the Director of the Air 
Pollution Control Program within 30 days of completion of 
any required testing. The report must include legible 
copies of the raw data sheets, analytical instrument 
laboratory data, and complete sample calculations from the 
required EPA Test Methods for at least one sample run. 

d. The test report is to fully account for all operational and 
emission parameters addressed both in the permit conditions 
as well as in any other applicable state or federal rules or 
regulations. 

e. Performance testing shall be conducted under the condition 
of maximum process/production rate, or within ten per cent 
(10%) of this rated capacity. The process/production rate 
at which performance testing is conducted shall become the 
maximum process/production rate at which the incinerator is 
permitted to operate, under the authority granted by this 
permit. 



PERMIT NUMBER u 
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FACILITY I D NUMBER 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

The permittee is authorized to construct and operate subject to the following special conditions: 

f. Actual conditions under which performance testing is I 

conducted shall be recorded every fifteen (15) minutes I 

throughout each of the test runs. These conditions are to 
include all relevant process/production parameters as well 

I 

as all parameters relating to the status of emission I 

controls: this data is to be included in the emissions test I I 
report. No maintenance or upgrade of emission control 
efficiency shall be undertaken during emission testing. ~ 

g. Testing shall be conducted during periods of representative 
conditions at the maximum process/production rates, not to I 

include periods of startup, shutdown, or malfunction. 

h. Emission testing results, in "mass of pollutant/volume of 
air," shall be reported for the pollution source airstream, 
free from any extraneous source of dilution air. Potential 
dilution airstreams shall either be sealed off prior to 
testing or else be measured by appropriate EPA test Methods 
and subtracted from the total airflow at the sampling 
location. Failure to account for dilution air can lead to 
cancellation of testing and/or a violation notice for 
"circumvention. l1 

i. The owner or operator shall provide, or cause to be 
provided, performance testing facilities as follows: 

i. Safe sampling platform(s) . 
ii. Safe access to sampling platform(s). 
iii. Utilities for sampling and testing equipment. 
iv. Sampling ports adequate for test methods applicable to 

this facility. This includes: 
(1) Constructing the air pollution control system such 

that volumetric flow rates and pollutant emission 
rates can be accurately determined by applicable 
test methods and procedures; 

( 2 )  Providing a stack or duct free of cyclonic flow 
during performance tests, and; 

( 3 )  Removal of the port caps 24 hours prior to testing 
to verify both their removability as well as 
full-diameter clearance to the stack; caps may be 
retained hand tight. 



PERMIT NUMBER 

0495-013 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

The permittee is authorized to construct and operate subject to the following special conditions: 
i 
I 
I 

j. Performance tests shall be conducted, and data reduced, in 
accordance with specified EPA Test Methods unless an 
equivalent or alternative test method is otherwise approved 
by the Director. 

k. Unless otherwise specified, each performance test shall 
consist of three separate runs using the applicable test 
method. Each run shall be conducted for the time and under 
the conditions specified in the applicable standard. 

1. For the purpose of determining compliance with applicable 
standards, the arithmetic mean of results of the three runs 
shall apply. Only, under rare circumstances and upon 
approval by the Director, may compliance be determined by 
the arithmetic mean of two runs. 



REVIEW OF APPLICATION FOR AUTHORITY TO CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE 
SECTION (5) REVIEW 

Project/Facility No: 3 860-0004-026 
Permit No: 

U.S. Army Training Center and Fort Leonard Wood 
ATZT-DPW-EE 
Fort Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

Complete: March 1, 1995 
Reviewed: March 28,1995 

Pulaski County, S2 1, T35N, R8W 

REVIEW SUMMARY 

This is a de minimis addition to an existing major source, and is reviewed in accordance 
with Section (9, Missouri State Rule 10 CSR 10-6.060, Construction Permits Required 

No adverse ambient air quality impact is expected to occur as a result of the operation of 
the proposed training facility. 

Hazardous air pollutants will be emitted fiom the incinerator, though in minute amounts. 
No nerve agents will be emitted fiom this training facility, as the training exercises 
themselves, in association with the incinerator, insure that these agents are neutralized. 

There are no New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) or National Emissions 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutant (NESHAP)  standards which will apply to this 
training facility. 

Approval of this permit application is recommended. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The U.S. Army Engineering Center and Fort Leonard Wood has applied for authority to install a 
Chemical Decontamination Training Facility (CDTF) at its facility in Pulaski County. The CDTF 
will include a hot training area, an incinerator for disposing of training wastes, a standby package 
boiler, and a 600 kW standby electrical generator. The facility will be used to train army 
personnel on the identification, handling and decontamination of vehicles and other equipment 
tainted with nerve agents. As part of the training, instructors will contaminate various pieces of 
equipment with drops of nerve agents, which will be applied with a syringe. The soldiers will then 
identifjl and decontaminate the equipment using decontamination agents and water. The debris 
fiom the training, which can include nerve agents, wastewater, uniforms and cleaning materials, 



will be burned in the incinerator. The nerve agents involved are binary agents, requiring the 
mixing of two separate compounds to produce the nerve agents. The binary agents themselves 
are kept in separate, guarded, locked areas. 

The nerve agents which will be used in the training are GB (sarin) and VX. Sarin is a colorless 
liquid with a vapor pressure of 2.9 mrn Hg @ 25"C, a vapor density of 4.86, and a volatility of 
22,000 mgIm3 @ 25'C. VX is an odorless amber colored liquid similar in appearance to motor 
oil. It has a vapor pressure of 0.0007 mm Hg @ 25 "C, a vapor density of 9.2, and a volatility of 
10.5 mg/m3 @ 25OC. Both of these agents volatilize readily, and being heavier than air, stay low 
to the ground. Both agents are highly toxic. Both agents degrade readily and rapidly in the 
presence of caustic agents. 

The building in which the training is conducted is constructed as a "building within a building." 
The training building is functionally divided into a hot area and a cold area. The hot area is where 
the nerve agents are used, while the cold area is kept uncontaminated. The hot training area is 
divided into eight hnctionally separate areas, with each area kept under negative pressure and 
vented through filter trains made up of prefilters, activated carbon absorption systems and high 
efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters. All hot areas are assumed to have air contaminated with 
nerve agents and chemical decontaminants. The hot area ventilating system is designed to 
maintain a negative pressure in the hot areas with respect to the cold areas of the building. The 
pressure in the hot areas varies with expected contamination levels, being least negative in areas 
adjacent to the cold areas, and becoming increasingly negative from front to rear of the hot area 
to force any air infiltration to flow from cold areas to hot areas. The air in each zone is exhausted 
through two sets of HEPA and activated carbon filters for redundancy in each filter train. Each 
of the filter trains is independent, and has a cross-sectional area sized for its design air flow. 
Seven automatic continuous air monitoring system (ACAMS) units will be located adjacent to hot 
areas in the training building. Each ACAMS unit consists of an air pump (1 literlminute) and two 
gas chromatographs, one monitoring for sarin and the other monitoring for VX. Nerve agent 
concentrations are continuously recorded on a strip chart. If either nerve agent is detected at 
levels equal to or greater then occupationally safe levels established by the Surgeon General, then 
alarms are triggered on the monitor itself, and in the building control room. The alarm levels are 
0.01 ng~l (nanogram~liter) for VX and 0.1 ngfl for sarin. All ACAMS units are backed up by the 
M43M43A2 Chemical Agent Detector connected to a M8 Chemical Agent Alarm. This system 
has a sensitivity of 400 ngA for VX and 200 ng/l for sarin. The detectors are based on 
electrochemical (M43 detectors) or ion mobility (M43A2 detectors) technology. In addition to 
the ACAMS, a Depot Air Monitoring System @AMS) will be used to monitor for nerve agent air 
concentrations. The DAMS consist of an air pump (1 literlminute) and a porous polymer filled 
tube. Air monitoring will be conducted by pumping air (40 liters total) through the DAMS tube 
followed by CDTF laboratory analysis of the sorbent. The DAMS monitors are twice as sensitive 
as the ACAMS units. This system insures that there is no chance that nerve agents will escape the 
building. 

The incinerator is a Midland Ross Pyrobatch model forced draft, batch type, dual chamber unit. It 
has a rated design capacity of 125 pounds per hour of solid waste; the maximum design heat 



release rate is 4,610 BTUAb. The emissions from the incinerator are ducted through a rich hme 
reactor, a venturi scrubber, and a packed tower scrubber. A package boiler with a rated heat 
input capacity of 3 1.25 MMBTUkr, fired with No. 2 fbel oil, is associated with the incinerator. 
The steam fiom this package boiler is used for space heat and process heat. The standby package 
boiler is fired with No. 2 distillate hel, and has a rated heat input capacity of 6.25 MMBTUh. 
The 600kW standby generator uses a reciprocating engine, and is also fired with No. 2 he1 oil. 

Fort Leonard Wood has stated in the application that the incinerator will (1) have an operable 
door lockout mechanism, (2) will be equipped with a continuous chart recorder which will 
monitor and record the temperature in the secondary chamber (to an accuracy of k2%), (3) will 
keep complete paper records of operators on duty, emission tests performed, incinerator 
maintenance, combustion chamber temperatures and the quantity, type, and suppliers of any off- 
site waste which is incinerated, (4) will provide training to all incinerator operators, said training 
to include basic combustion theory, operating procedures, monitoring of combustion control 
parameters of the incinerator, and all emergency procedures to be followed if the incinerator 
should malhnction or exceed operating parameters, and (5) will stack test the incinerator within 
90 days of reaching full operation in order to determine combustion efficiency and particulate 
emission rate. In view of the nature of materials incinerated at this facility, additional testing will 
be required to demonstrate that the incinerator will operate safely. 

EMISSIONSICONTROLS EVALUATION 

Emissions are calculated using emissions factors from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
document AP-42, Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, and from information supplied 
by the applicant. Emissions calculations are detailed in an appendix to this report. Potential 
emissions from the operation of this facility are listed in the following table. Potential emissions 
are calculated based on the operation of the facility for 8,760 hours per year, with all controls in 
place and operational. Potential emissions from this facility are below the deminimis emissions 
levels for all pollutants. 

CDTF Decontamination Facility 

Annual Emission 
(tonslyr) 

1.12 

7.00 

33.71 

14.36 

1.48 

0.020000 

0.142000 

0.000002 

Pollutant 

PM10 
Sulfbr Dioxide 

Nitrogen Oxides 

Carbon Monoxide 

Volatile Organic Compounds 

Lead 

Hydrochloric Acid 

Total PCB 

Hourly Emissions 
(lbslhr) 

0.28 

1.59 

7.72 

3.24 

0.34 

0.004600 

0.032000 

0.000001 



PERMIT RULE APPLICABILITY 

- 

CDTF Decontamination Facility 

This permit review was conducted in accordance with Section (9, Missouri State Rule 10 CSR 
10-6.060, Construction Permits Required. 

Annual Emission 
(tonsfyr) 

0.003500 

0.000070 

0.000002 

0.001500 

0.0002 12 

0.000 160 

0.029290 

0.000162 - 

Pollutant 

Antimony 
Arsenic 
Beryllium 

Cadmium 
Chromium 

Manganese 

Mercury 
Nickel 

Hourly Emissions 
(lbs/hr) 

0.000800 

0.0000 1 5 

0.00000 1 

0.000300 

0.000048 

0.00003 5 

0.006690 

0.000037 

Hydrogen Fluoride 

Chlorine 
TCDD 
HxCDD 

HpCDD 
OCDD 
Total CDD 

TCDF 

PcCDF 
HxCDF 

HpCDF 

OCDF 
Total CDF 

0.001443 

0.001017 

0.00000006 

0.000000000 1 

0.0000000003 

0.00000000 14 

0.00000133 

0.00000045 

0.0000000002 

0.00000000 1 1 

0.00000000 13 

0.0000000046 

0.00000447 

0.006322 

0.004500 

0.00000027 

0.0000000005 

0.00000000 14 

0.0000000 1 00 

0.00000583 

0.00000197 

0.00000000 10 

0.0000000050 

0.0000000 100 

0.0000000200 

0.00001957 



APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS 

I. Installation Level: U.S. Army Engineering Center, Fort Leonard Wood 
A. General 

1. Applicable Requirements: Submission of Emission Data, Emission Fees and 
Process Information 
a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-6.1 10 
b. Payment of Fees: $25.70 per ton of pollutant as of 1994 
c. Recordkeeping Requirement: Emissions Inventory Questionnaire (EIQ) 
d. Reporting Requirement: April 1 for previous year's emissions (EIQ) 

2. Applicable Requirements: Operating Permits 
a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-6.065 
b. Emission Limitation: none 
c. Recordkeeping Requirement: none 
d. Monitoring Requirement: none 
e. Reporting Requirement: none 

B . Visible Emissions 
1. Applicable Requirements: Restriction of Emission of Visible Air Contaminants 

a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.080 
b. Emission Limitation: Emissions may not exceed an opacity of 20% 
c. Recordkeeping Requirement: none 
d. Monitoring Requirement: Visual Inspection, EPA Method 9 
e. Reporting Requirement: none 

Odors 
1. Applicable Requirements: Restriction of Emission of Odors 

a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.090 
b. Emission Limitation: Odorous matter may not be emitted in 

concentrations and frequencies or for durations where odor can be 
perceived when one volume of odorous air is diluted with seven volumes 
of odor-free air 

c. Recordkeeping Requirement: none 
d. Monitoring Requirement: Measurements made with a scentometer as 

manufactured by the Barneby-Cheney Company, or similar technique that 
will give equivalent results 

e. Reporting Requirement: none 

11. Emission Point Level: CDTF Decontamination Incinerator 
A. Particulate Matter 

1. Applicable Requirements: Restriction of Emissions of Particulate Matter from 
Industrial Processes 
a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.050 



b. Emission Limitation: 5.78 pounds per hour. The incinerator emissions are 
expected to be approximately 0.73 pounds per hour, which will be in 
compliance with this rule. 

c. Recordkeeping Requirement : none 
d. Monitoring Requirement: none 
e. Reporting Requirement: none 

B. Sulhr Dioxide 
1. Applicable Requirements: Restriction of Emission of Sulfbr Compounds 

a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.100 
b. Emission Limitation: Gases emitted from the incinerator shall not contain 

sulfbr compounds in concentrations in excess of 500 parts per million by 
volume (ppmv). The incinerator exhaust gas is expected to have a sulfbr 
concentration of 14.8 ppmv, which will be in compliance with this rule. 

c. Recordkeeping Requirement: none 
d. Monitoring Requirement: none 
e. Reporting Requirement: none 

111. Emission Point Level: Standby Package Boiler 
A. Particulate Matter 

1. Applicable Requirements: Maximum Allowable Emissions of Particulate Matter 
From Fuel Burning Equipment Used for Indirect Heating 
a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.060 
b. Emission Limitation: 3.75 pounds per hour. The boiler emissions are 

expected to be approximately 0.3 pounds per hour, which will be in 
compliance with this rule. 

c. Recordkeeping Requirement: none 
d. Monitoring Requirement: none 
e. Reporting Requirement: none 

B. Sulfbr Dioxide 
1. Applicable Requirements: Restriction of Emissions of Sulfbr Compounds From 

Indirect Heating Sources 
a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.150 
b. Emission Limitation: 8 lbs/MMBTU, equivalent to 250 pounds per hour of 

sulfbr dioxide. The boiler emissions are expected to be 0.3 pounds per 
hour, which will be in compliance with this rule. 

c. Recordkeeping Requirement : none 
d. Monitoring Requirement: none 
e. Reporting Requirement: none 

IV. Emission Point Level: 600 kW Standby Generator 
A. Sulfbr Dioxide 

1. Applicable Requirements: Restriction of Emission of Sulfbr Compounds 



a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.100 
b. Emission Limitation: Gases emitted f?om the generator shall not contain 

sulfbr compounds in concentrations in excess of 500 parts per million by 
volume (ppmv). The generator exhaust gas is expected to have a sulfhr 
concentration of 18 ppmv, which will be in compliance with this rule. 

c. Recordkeeping Requirement: none 
d. Monitoring Requirement: none 
e. Reporting Requirement: none 

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Because of the nature of the mission of this facility, ambient air quality modeling was performed. 
The model chosen is a highly conservative model, meaning that it tends to overestimate actual 
ambient impacts. Ambient impacts are given as 1-hour averages. Modeling results are detailed in 
the following table. 

CDTF Decontamination Facility 

Pollutant 

PM10 
Sulfbr Dioxide 

Nitrogen Oxides 

Carbon Monoxide 

Volatile Organic Compounds 

Lead 

CDTF Decontamination Facility 

pollutant 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

Beryllium 

Cadmium 

Chromium 

Manganese 

Mercury 

Nickel 

Hydrogen Fluoride 

Ambient Impact 
(pg/m3) 

0.58 

8.82 

17.36 

18.13 

1.88 

0.0100 

Ambient Standard 
( d m 3 )  

Ambient Impact 
(pg/m3) 

24-hr 

l-hr 

24-hr 

l-hr 

1-hr 

1-hr 

150.00 

1300.00 

100.00 

40000.00 

235.00 

1 .5 0 

0.0046 

0.0001 

0.000004 

0.0020 

0.0003 

0.0002 

0.0027 

0.0002 

0.0033 

Acceptable Ambient 
Level (Clg/m3) 

24-hr 

3-hr 

annual 

1-hr 

1 -hr 

quarterly 

1 -hr 

1 -hr 

1 -hr 

1 -hr 

I -hr 

1 -hr 

8-hr 

8-hr 

24-hr 

6.67 

0.03 

30.00 

50.00 

1.36 

0.89 

0.01 

1.33 

0.68 

8-hr 

8-hr 

8-hr 

8-hr 

24-hr 

8-hr 

8-hr 

8-hr 

24-hr 



The modeled values in the table above are taken at the point of highest impact, just under 300 
meters downwind of the facility. All ambient impacts are below the applicable impact standards; 
where the table states "no standard," this simply means that acceptable ambient levels have not 
been determined by this program - it does not mean that these compounds are non-hazardous. 

CDTF Decontamination Facility 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

pollutant 

Chlorine 

TCDD 

HxCDD 

HpCDD 

OCDD 

Total CDD 

TCDF 

PcCDF 

HxCDF 

HpCDF 

OCDF 

Total CDF 

On the basis of this review conducted in accordance with Section (9, Missouri State Rule 
10 CSR 10-6.060, Construction Permits Required, approval of this permit, with conditions, is 
recommended. 

Environmental Engineer 

Daniel D. Carney 
Environmental Engineer 

Acceptable Ambient 
Level (pg/m3) 

3.95 I 24-hr 

no standard 

no standard 

no standard 

no standard 

no standard 

no standard 

no standard 

no standard 

no standard 

no standard 

no standard 

Ambient Impact 
(pg/m3) 

31 ) t ad ,  L))- 
Date 

0.0024 

0.00000040 

0.0000000 1 

0.0000000 1 

0.0000000 1 
0.00003700 

0.00000260 

0.0000000 1 
0.0000000 1 

0.0000000 1 

0.00000003 

0.00002600 

31 M i !  w 
Date 

1 -hr 

1 -hr 
1 -hr 

1 -hr 

1 - hr 

1 -hr 

1 -hr 

1 -hr 

1 -hr 

1 -hr 

1 -hr 

1 -hr 



ATTACHMENTS 

EMISSIONS CALCULATIONS 

600kW Standby Generator 
This generator is designed to keep the hot area ventilation system and the incinerator system in 
operation in the event of a power failure. Emission factors for calculating the emissions fiom this 
standby generator are fiom Section 3.4 of AP-42, Large Stationary Diesel and All Stationary 
Dual Fuel Engznes. This section covers those engines larger than 600hp. The Source 
Classification Code (SCC) used is 2020040 1 for large bore internal combustion diesel engines. 
Emissions are estimated to be: 

Standby Package Boiler 
Emissions factors for calculating the emissions fiom this standby package boiler are fiom Section 
1.3 of AP-42, Fuel Oil Combustion. The maximum design heat input rate for this boiler is 6.25 
MMBTUh. Emissions are estimated to be: 

600kW Standby Generator 

Pollutant 

PMIO 
Sulfbr Dioxide 

Nitrogen Oxides 

Carbon Monoxide 

Volatile Organic Compounds 

Decontamination Incinerator 
The incinerator is a Pyrobatch System two chamber design, and will bum Type 0 (solid) and Type 
5 (liquid) wastes. It is a batch type incinerator, using a forced, induced draft. The primary 
chamber volume is 378 cubic feet, and is fitted with a 2.594 MMBTUIhr burner. The secondary 
chamber volume is 1010 cubic feet, and is fitted with a 25.778 MMBTUh burner. The army 

Standby Package Boiler 

Emission Factor 
(Ib/MMBTU) 

0.0496 

0.51 

3.1 

0.81 

0.1 

Pollutant , 

PM,o 
Sulfbr Dioxide 

Nitrogen Oxides 

Carbon Monoxide 

Volatile Organic Compounds 

Hourly Emissions 
(lbsh) 

0.1 

1 

6 

1.6 

0.2 

Emission Factor 
(lbll O3 gallon) 

2 

7.1 

20 

5 

0.34 

Annual Emission 
( tond~r)  

0.4 

4.3 

26.2 

6.9 

0.9 

Hourly Emissions 
(Ibsh) 

0.1 

0.3 

0.9 

0.2 

0.02 

Annual Emission 
(tonsl~r) 

0.4 

1.4 

3.9 

1 

0.1 



estimates that approximately 250,000 pounds per year of Type 0 waste, and 6,225,000 pounds of 
Type 5 waste will be incinerated annually. A typical daily load to the incinerator, fiom army 
records at the Fort McClellan site, will include: 

A fbrther description of each of the above categories is given below: 
Garbage Composition Details 
Wet Sludge 95% water, 2% solids, 3% drumpaper + PVC bag 
Chemistry Lab Trash 20% glass, 10% metal, 20% rags, 50% paper + PVC bags 
Training Bay Trash 10% glass, 10% metal, 40% rags, 40% paper + PVC bags 
Medical Lab Trash 40% plastic, 30% paper, 30% rags + PVC bags 
Laundry Trash 50% cloth, 50% paper + PVC bags 
Office & Classroom Trash 100% paper + PVC bags 
Grounds Trash 30% paper, 30% plastic, 20% glass, 20% metal + PVC 

bags 
Carbon Filters in PVC bags 28% water, 35% metal, 39% carbon + PVC bags 
PVC bags 100% PVC 
Hoods, Boots & Gloves 100% rubberized material + PVC bags 
Hoods, Boots & Gloves from 180% rubberized material + PVC bags 

Overgarments 
Overgarments 100% rubberized material + PVC bags 

Volume 
(fi3) 

3.5 

5 

20 

5 

5 

20 

5 

18 

5 

1 

1 

30 

1 

122.5 

Typical Daily Incinerator Loading 

Description 

Wet sludge in plastic lined fiber drums 

Chemistry Lab Trash 

Training Bay Trash 

Medical Lab Trash 

Laundry Trash 

Office & Classroom Trash 

# of 
bags 

1 

1 

4 

1 

1 

4 

Weight 
(lbs) 

180 

25 

100 

15 

15 

60 
--- 

2 5 

448.4 

20 

6 

8 

80 

18 

1000.4 

Grounds Trash 

Carbon Filters in PVC bags 

Extra PVC bags 

Hoods, Boots & Gloves 

Overgarments (Hoods, Boots & Gloves) 

Overgarments 

Gas Mask Filters 

Totals 

1 

2 

5 

1 

1 

6 

1 

29 



Gas Mask Filters inerts 30%, 30% carbon, 20% metal, 20% plastic + PVC 
bags 

The gas mask filters canisters which may be charged to the incinerator do not include the old C2 
filter canister, stock number 4240-0 1 - 1 19-23 15, which is no longer in production; the Army 
estimates that its existing stocks of this item will be exhausted by October 1995. This gas mask 
filter canister has been replaced by the C2A1 filter canister, stock number 4240-0 1 -3 6 1 - 1 3 1 9. 
While the C2A1 filter canister is currently in the supply system, it will not be issued until the 
residual supply of C2 canisters is exhausted from the supply system. 

Solid wastes are introduced into the primary chamber at a maximum rate of 125 pounds per hour. 
Liquid wastes are introduced into the secondary chamber, identified on process flow diagram as a 
rich fbme reactor, at a maximum rate of 3,130 pounds per hour. The emissions from the 
incinerator are ducted through a venturi scrubber and packed tower scrubber connected in series. 
Control efficiencies claimed in the application are 94.95% for TSP and lead, 90.96% for PM,,, 
and 84.5% for sulhr dioxide, nitrogen oxides and carbon monoxide. The incinerator is expected 
to operate 8 hours per day, 250 days year. The incinerator has associated with it an external 
combustion boiler with a rated heat input of 34.6 MMBTU/hr, and fired with distillate oil at the 
rate of 247 gallons per hour. Acid gas concentrations of hydrogen chloride (HC1) and sulhr 
dioxide (SO,) in the exhaust gas stream are directly related to the chlorine and sulfbr content of 
the waste. Most of the chlorine will be converted to HCl. The packed tower is categorized as a 
medium-energy scrubber, and relies on impingement to facilitate removal of either particulate 
matter or acid gases. The venturi scrubber is categorized as a high-energy system, and is used 
primarily for control of particulate matter. The design outlet concentration for particulate matter 
is 0.09 grainslascf. Parameters monitors by instrumentation affixed to the incinerator will include 
carbon monoxide, primary and secondary chamber temperatures, pH and flow of scrubbing brine, 
liquid waste feed rate, combustion gas velocity, and exhaust gas CO concentration in ppm. 

The emissions factors chosen are fiom Sections 1.3 and 2.6 of AP-42, Fuel Oil Combustion and 
Medical Waste Incineration. Section 2.6 was chosen as being most representative of the types of 
wastes to be disposed of in the incinerator. While it is recognized that there will be little or no 
pathological wastes disposed of through the incinerator, the wastes which will be processed will 
be high in chlorine content, and will contain quantities of wastewater and cleaning materials 
including masks, gloves, suits, and boots, which are also present in medical wastes. For purposes 
of estimating emissions from the incinerator, only the weight of solid wastes are considered, since 
the wastewater is almost exclusively water contaminated with bleach and the nerve agents. While 
the nerve agents are toxic, they also decompose very rapidly at the temperatures encountered in 
the incinerator. 



CDTF Thermal Treatment Waste Heat Boiler 

CDTF Incinerator 

Annual Emission 
(tonslyr) 

0.2 

1.2 

3.4 

5.4 

0.4 

Hourly Emissions 
(lb s/hr) 

0.05 

0.27 

0.77 

1.2 

0.1 

Pollutant 

I'M10 
Sulfbr Dioxide 

Nitrogen Oxides 

Carbon Monoxide 

Volatile Organic Compounds 

Annual Emission 
(tonslyr) 

0.12 

0.09 

0.21 

1.06 

0.08 

0.019984 

0.142145 

Emission Factor 
(lbll O3 gallon) 

2 

7.1 

20 

5 

0.34 

Hourly Emissions 
(lb slhr) 

0.03 

0.02 

0.05 

0.24 

0.02 

0.004563 

0.032453 

Pollutant 

PM10 
Sulfbr Dioxide 

Nitrogen Oxides 

Carbon Monoxide 

Volatile Organic 
Compounds 

Lead 

Hydrochloric Acid 

Emission Factor 
(lblton) 

4.67 

2.17 

4.95 

3.86 

0.299 

0.073 

3.35 

Total PCB 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

Beryllium 

Cadmium 

Chromium 

Manganese 

Mercury 

Nickel 

Hydrogen Fluoride 

Chlorine 

TCDD 

0.0000465 

0.0128 

0.000242 

0.00000625 

0.00548 

0.000775 

0.000567 

0.107 

0.00059 

0.149 

0.105 

0.00000 1 

0.000000 

0.000800 

0.00001 5 

0.000000 

0.000343 

0.000048 

0.00003 5 

0.006688 

0.00003 7 

0.001443 

0.001017 

0.00000006 

0.000002 

0.003504 

0.000066 

0.000002 

0.001500 

0.000212 

0.000155 

0.029291 

0.000162 

0.006322 

0.004455 

0.00000027 



CDTF Incinerator 

Pollutant 

HxCDD 

HpCDD 

OCDD 
Total CDD 

TCDF 

PcCDF 

HxCDF 

HpCDF 

OCDF 

Total CDF 

Hourly Emissions 
(lb slhr) 

0.000000000 1 

0.0000000003 

0.00000000 14 

0.00000133 

0.00000045 

0.0000000002 

0.00000000 1 1 

0.00000000 13 

0.0000000046 

0.00000447 

Emission Factor 
(lblton) 

0.000000002 

0.000000005 

0.000000022 

0.00002 13 

0.0000072 1 

0.000000003 

0.00000001 7 

0.00000002 

0.000000074 

0.000071 5 

Annual Emission 
(t onslyr) 

0.0000000005 

0.00000000 14 

0.0000000060 

0.00000583 

0.00000 197 

0.0000000008 

0.0000000047 

0.0000000055 

0.0000000203 

0.00001957 



. 
PROPOSED TEST PLAN 

Submitted to: MO Dept. of Natural Resources, 
Air Pollution Control Program 
P.O. Box 176, Jefferson City, MO 65102 

Date Submitted: 

Attention: 

Proposed Test Date: 

I.) FACILITY INFORMATION: 

Name: 

Address: 

7 

2.) AIR POLLUTION SOURCE TO BE TESTED: - - -  

Type of Source: 

Zip: City 

3.) TESTING FfRM INFORMATION: 

Name of Firm: 

Address: 

State: 

Consent Agreement Reasoii for Test: 

City State: 

Name & title of Contact Person: 

Administrative Order 

Other (specify) 

Permit No. of Source to Be Tested: 

Address of Source: 

Directions to Source (or map attached): 

Initial Start-up Date: 

Condition of Permit 

Zip: 

Phone No. of Contact Person: Fax No.: 

Name & title of Contact Person: 

b 

Phone No. of Contact Person: Fax No.: 

Number of employees of firm: 

No. of employees actually engaged in air pollution source testing: 

Organizational chart with names & title of personnel: (please attach) 



3.) TESTING FIRM INFORMATION: (cont.) 

Location & description of laboratory facilities: 

Subcontractor(s) utilized by firm for source testing activities: 

Number of air pollution sources previously tested by firm: 

Sources tested by firm in Missouri in past 3 years (source, test, date): 

4.) PERFORMANCE TEST INFORMATION: 

Pollutant 

1. 

2.  

3 

4. 

5.  

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

No. of 
Test 
Runs 

No. of 
Sampling 

Points 

Test Method 
to be 

. Used 

Total Time 
Per 

Test Run 



PRELIMINARY METHOD 1 DATA 

Sketch of Stack or Duct with Port Locations & 
Distances Shown: 

- 
Duct to be Sampled: 

Duct Dimensions: 

From inside far wall to outside of 
Port 

Nipple length 

Depth (or diameter) of duct 

Width (rectangular duct) 
A 

Equivalent Diameter: 

D, = 2 x Depth x Width = 2 ( ) ( 1 - - 
Depth + Width ( + I  

Distance from Ports to Nearest Flow Disturbance 

Diameters 

Diameters 

4 I I 10 t z  t. s ta za n 14 

1 7 4 4  3 2  Z I  ZI 1 1  1 8  4 I 3  I I  I 1  

Z 210 141  1 0 1  1 2  I 7  6 7  4 3  4 4  3 9  3 1  3 2  

1 710 0 4  14a  118  I 3  8 1  7 1  0 SO 5 1  

I u a  m a  a23  na 177  c a r  1 5  t o  I 8 7  7 s  

I U (  e 2 n o  ZOI I 1  ~ r r  ~ I I  10% 

I ( 0 8  UI Y ass a o  18, 17 1 4 s  i a z  

I W I  n r  u a  w r  o a  n~ ma ~ m o  !at 

8  X I  8¶4  710 0 4  3 7 s  291 250 Z l I  ($4  
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10 Dl4 1 2  10 I t 7  (ID S 311  272 
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11 17s W I  U I  184 IS m r  398 

LOCATION OF TRAVERSE POINTS IN RECTANGUUR STACKS 

2 3 4 1 I ? D I I 0 1 1 I Z  

1 n o  167 1 2 1  l o o  I ma r c  s o  r r  4 2  

750 w o  a75  a00 no n 4  1 8 s  117 153 lam n.5 
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to n a  r 4  nz 

I1 u s  I 7 5  

t z  n 1 

I N2 Stack Area = 

Calculated by: 

LOCATION OF TRAVERSE POINTS IN CIRCUIAR STACKS 

Upstream 

shown to be absent prior to the initiat~on of sa 

Downstream 



5.) GENERAL I 
A. Sampling Equipment Information: 

The manufacturer and model of the sampling equipment to be used by the tester for the 
performance tests, along with a description of any equipment which may differ from that 
required by the specified method(s). 

B. Test Procedures: 

A description of any test procedures to be used in the conduct of the performance tests 
which may differ from the specified method(s). 

NOTE: Deviations from EPA test methods observed during test procedures will 
not necessarily be corrected by agency observer and could result in 
agency rejection of test results. 

C. Analytical Procedures: 

A description of any analytical procedures which differ from the specified method(s). 

D. Data Sheets: 

A sample of all field data sheets which do not provide the data shown on the example 
sheets in 40 CFR 60 for the specified method(s). 

E. Air Pollution Control Equipment: 

Types and manufacturers of all control equipment: 

- -- - -- --- 

Design or guarantee efficiency: 

Design gas volume at full load (acfm): 

Design pressure drop: 

Maintenance schedule and method of recordkeeping: 



1 6.) SPECIFIC: for Incinerators 
--- - 

Provide a full description of the source operation, including as a minimum the following: 
- - -  ~ (A. Manufacturer and type of incinerator: 

B. Type of feed (batch, intermittent, continuous) and frequency: 

L 

C. Design feed rate (Ibslhr, Ibslbatch): 

D. Expected normal feed rate: 

E. Type of scales 

1 

F. 24 hour operational flow scheme (ash removal, preheat, bum cycle, postheat, etc.): 

G. Type of fuel: 

I. Type of secondary chamber temperature continuous chart recorder: 

J. Type(s) of waste and relative percentages: 

K. Hospital: YES NO Licensed No. of Beds: 

Average bed occupancy: 



7.) CONTINUOUS MONiTORiNG SYSTEM 

A description of continuous monitoring system(s) including the following: 

A. Manufacturer of each monitor: 

B. Model number and serial number of each monitor: 

C. Description of interface system (for extractive monitors): 

D. Description of data acquisition and handling system: 

E. Number of copies of operator's manual supplied with each monitor: 

F. Name of testing firm that will perform the reference method tests for sulfur dioxide and/or 
nitrogen oxides during the continuous monitoring system performance evaluations: 

G. Name of organization that will perform the continuous monitoring sjlstem performance 
evaluations (Source operator, monitoring system manufacturer or representative, or I 
testing firm): 

H. Anticipated starting date of the conditioning period for the monitoring systems: 

I .  Drawing of the monitoring system location(s) showing stack or duct dimensions, air 
pollution control equipment, fans, and location(s) of disturbances which affect monitor 
location(s) determination (May be shown on drawing required on Preliminary Test Method 
Page or attach to this document). 

f 



COVER 
Plant name and location 
Source sampled 
Testing company or agency, name, and address 

CERTIFICATION 
Certification by team leader 
Certification by reviewer (e.g.: Professional Engineer) 

INTRODUCTION 
Test purpose 
Test location, type of process 
Test dates 
Pollutants tested 
Observers' names (industry and agency) 
Any other important background information 

SUMMARY OF RESULTS 
Emission results 
Process data, as related to determination of compliance 
Allowable emissions 
Description of collected samples 
Visible emissions summary 
Discussion of errors, both real and apparent 

SOURCE OPERATION 
Description of process and control device 
Process and control equipment flow diagram 
Process data and results, with example calculations 
Representatives of raw materials and products 
Any specially required operation demonstrated 

SAMPLING and ANALYSIS PROCEDURES 
Sampling port location and dimensioned cross section 
Sampling port description, including labeling system 
Sampling train description 
Brief description of sampling procedures, with discussion of deviations from standard methods 
Brief description of analytical procedures, with discussion of deviations from standard methods 

APPENDIX 
Complete results with example calculations 
Raw field data (original, not computer printouts) 
Laboratory report, with chain of custody 
Test log 
Calibration procedures and results 
Project participants and titles 
Related correspondence 
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DEPARTMENT O F  NATURAL RESOURCES 
DIVISIOY OF E h V I K O h  VENTAL QYALITY 

P 0 Box 176 Jefferson City. M O  65101-0176 

April 11, 1995 

HAND DELIVERED: SHARON TURPIN, Environmental Engineer 

Major General Joe N. Ballard 
U. S. Army 
U. S. Army Engineer Center and Fort Leonard Wood 
ATTN: ATZT-DPW-EE 
Ft. Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

RE: Air Permit Application - Project/Facility No. 3860-0004-015 
Static and Mobile Fog Oil Smoke Training Facility 

Dear Major General Ballard: 

Enclosed with this letter is the department's preliminary determination 
concerning the above referenced permit application. Please review this 
document thoroughly, as it represents the departments intent with 
respect to this matter. 

If you have any questions or need additional information regarding this 
permit, please contact me by phone at (314) 751-4817 or write to me at 
the Department of Natural Resources, Air Pollution Control Program, P.O. 
Box 176, Jefferson City, MO 65102. 

Sincerely, 

Construction Permits Unit 

GAC : tb 

Enclosures 

c : Scott Murrell, Environmental Division, Ft. Leonard Wood 
Central Regional Office 
Source File 

Permit No.: 



U. S. Army Engineer Center and Fort Leonard Wood 

Department of Defense 

U. S. Army Engineer Center and Fort Leonard Wood 

ATTN: ATZT-DPW-EE; Ft. Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

Pulaski County, All or parts of T33, 34, 35N, 
R10, 11, 12W 

* * * *  Permission to construct a static and mobile fog oil smoke 
training facility. This review was conducted in accordance with 
Section ( 8 ) ,  Missouri State Rule 10 CSR 10-6.060, "Construction 
Permits Required." * * * *  

Proposed Draft  A i r  Permit 
F t .  Leonard Wood Smoke Training 

Apri l  11, 1995 



Emissions Limitations 

1. Annual ThroughgLLt. Fort Leonard Wood (the "Permitteef1 ) 
shall process no more than 65,000 gallons of SGF-2 fog oil 
during any 12-month period. This total shall include the 
fog oil used in the mobile (valley) operations and the 
static (introductory) operations. 

2. D a i l v  Throuah~ut .  The Permittee shall process no more than 
3700 pounds of SGF-2 fog oil during any 24-hour period. 
This total shall include the fog oil used in the mobile 
(valley) operations and the static (introductory) 
operations. 

3. Emissions Limitat ion.  The Permittee shall not emit PM,, at 
a rate in excess of 2600 pounds per hour. This rate 
corresponds to processing fog oil at 3700 pounds per hour 
with a particulate conversion factor of 70%. 

4. Pecordkee-. The Permittee shall record the amount of fog 
oil processed by the smoke generators during the previous 
month and the previous twelve months. During any month in 
which smoke training occurs, the Permittee shall record 
daily and hourly consumption of fog oil. The Permittee 
shall maintain said records and provide them to APCP 
personnel on request. 

5. Rewortinu o f  V i o l a t i o n s .  The Permittee shall report to the 
Enforcement Section, Air Pollution Control Program (APCP), 
no later than ten days after the end of each month during 
which the preceding 12-month cumulative total of fog oil 
processed exceeds 65,000 gallons of fog oil (Condition 
Number 1). 

6 .  F e ~ o r t i n a  o f  V i o l a t i o n s .  The Permittee shall report to the 
Enforcement Section, APCP, no later than ten days after an 

Proposed Draft  A i r  Permit 
F t .  Leonard Wood Smoke Training 

Apr i l  11,  1995 



exceedance of the 3700 pound daily limit of fog oil 
(Condition 2). 

Jmbient Air Monitoring 

7. Q u a l i t v  Assurance Project  Plan. The Permittee shall file 
two copies of a Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) within 
90 days of issuance of this permit for approval by the Staff 
Director, APCP. The QAPP shall describe the method and 
manner for collecting air quality monitoring data for PM,, 
and ozone required by this permit. 

8 .  Pre-Startup Moni t o r i m .  The Permittee shall collect at 
least one year of continuous air quality monitoring data for 
PM,, and ozone at locations to be determined by the APCP 
beginning as soon as possible after this permit is issued. 
Collection of monitoring data shall begin no later than 
eighteen months immediately prior to the beginning of smoke 
training. Ozone monitoring is only required from April 1 
through October 31. 

9 .  R e ~ o r t i n g .  The Permittee shall submit to the APCP no less 
frequently than quarterly the air quality monitoring data 
collected pursuant to Condition 8. 

- 10. Post S t a r t u ~  Monitor-. The Permittee shall collect at 
least two years of continuous air quality monitoring data 
for PM,, and ozone at locations to be determined by the APCP 
beginning after smoke training begins. Ozone monitoring is 
only required from April 1 through October 31. 

11. R e ~ o r t i n q .  The Permittee shall submit to the APCP no less 
frequently than quarterly the air quality monitoring data 
collected pursuant to Condition 10. 

Proposed Draft  A i r  Permit 
F t  . Leonard Wood Smoke Training 
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Meteoroloaical Monitoring 

12. Observers. At all times during the operation of the smoke 
generators, a network of observers shall be stationed at 
locations from which they can observe whether smoke crosses 
the Fort Leonard Wood property boundary. The observers 
shall maintain continuous electronic or visual 
communications with the smoke generator operators. 

13. Meteoroloaical Monitoring. For the entire period beginning 
no less than one hour prior to generating smoke and ending 
no less than one hour after ceasing generating smoke, the 
Permittee shall measure and record no less frequently than 
hourly (including the beginning and ending conditions) on- 
site meteorological data including ambient air temperature, 
atmospheric pressure, relative humidity, atmospheric 
stability, mixing height, and wind speed and direction. 

14. Llmltatio . . 
ns on O ~ e x a t l m .  Smoke training shall only be 

conducted at the locations and under the meteorological 
conditions as outlined in Attachment A. 

15. Forecastina Acceptable Conditions. Smoke training may take 
place only if the Permittee forecasts no earlier than two 
hours prior to commencement of smoke training that the 
meteorological conditions of Attachment A will exist during 
smoke . 

16. Prohibitions. Generation of smoke shall cease if: 

a) Meteorological conditions are not within the conditions 
approved for smoke training as described in Attachment 
A, or 

Visible smoke drifts beyond the Fort Leonard Wood 

Proposed D r a f t  A i r  Permit 
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property boundary, 

C) Under other conditions as may be determined by the 
Director. 

Soil and Veaetation Sampling 

17. Soil and Veaetation Samplinu Plan (SVSP) . Within 180 days 
of the issuance of this permit, the Permittee shall submit 
two copies of a SVSP to the APCP for review and approval. 
The SVSP shall describe the method and manner of collecting 
and analyzing soil and vegetation samples and of monitoring 
the impact of smoke training activities on soils and 
vegetation. 

18. Pre-Startup Sam~ling. For no less than one year prior to 
the commencement of smoke training, the Permittee shall 
collect and analyze soil and vegetation samples no less 
frequently than quarterly at each location described in 
Attachment A. The Permittee shall comply with the sampling 
and monitoring conditions of Missouri State Operating Permit 
No. MO-0117251 granted by the Missouri Department of Natural 
Resources, Missouri Clean Water Commission. 

19. &porting. The Permittee shall report the results of the 
sampling and analysis required by Condition 18 to the APCP 
within 60 days of the date the samples are collected. 

20. Post-Startu~ Sam~ling. Upon commencement of smoke training, 
the Permittee shall collect and analyze soil and vegetation 
samples no less frequently than monthly at each location 
described in Attachment A. After two years of sampling, the 
Permittee may petition the Director, APCP, for modification 
of the sampling schedule and frequency. 

Proposed D r a f t  A i r  P e r m i t  
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21. ~ e ~ o r t i n g .  The Permittee shall report to the APCP no less 
frequently than quarterly the soil and vegetation sampling 
data collected pursuant to Condition 20. 

Other Special Condlt lom . . 

22.  Record R e t e n t h .  All records required by this permit shall 
be maintained and available for inspection by MDNR personnel 
for no less than five years from the date the record is 
created. 

23.  Public Information. The Permittee shall cooperate with the 
APCP in presenting the air quality monitoring data of 
Condition 8 to the public at an informational meeting to be 
convened by-the APCP. If the data does not substantially 
conform with the assumptions and conclusions of air quality . 

modelling or if the smoke training is shown to cause or 
contribute to a violation of National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS), the Director may require the Permittee to 
take corrective action or may revoke the permit. 

24.  Correc t ive  Action. If in the opinion of the Director, APCP, 
the presence of PM,, in the ambient air exists in quantities 
and durations that directly or proximately cause or 
contribute to injury to human, plant, or animal life or 
health, or to property, or that unreasonably interferes with 
the enjoyment of life or the use of property, the Director, 
APCP, may require the Permittee to submit a corrective 
action plan adequate to timely and significantly mitigate 
the emission of PM,,. The Permittee shall implement any 
such plan immediately upon its approval by the Director, 
APCP. Failure to either submit or implement such a plan 
shall be a violation of the permit. 

Proposed Draf t  A i r  Permit 
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Attachment A 
Wind Directions during Smoke Training* 

site I A I B I c 

Musgrave 1 130 - 220 1150 
- 220 1 - 215 

Stability Stability 

- -  

Ballard 340 - 35 I 

Stability 

-- 

Mush I 195 - 275 
Paddle 

340 - 35 

Bailey 

D 
Stability 

170- 
215 (1) 

350 - 35 340 - 35 

195 - 275 

-- 

(1) 45 minute limit for wind directions 190 - 210 degrees 
(2) 45 minute limit for wind directions 220 - 240 degrees 

A 3 minute exclusion is requested 
A-D stabilities are not restricted based on ;ind speed. 
however. E stability is limited to wind speeds of 4 m/s 
and areater. 

E* 
Stability 

150 - 225 

340 - 35 

195 - 
240 (2) 

None 

195 - 270 

All 
direction 
except 

120 des. 

195 - 270 

230 -240 340 - L O  
175 - 325 

340 - 40 
175 - 325 



PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION 
April 11, 1995 

REVIEW OF APPLICATION FOR AUTHORITY TO CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE 
SECTION (8) REVIEW 

Project/Facility No: 3860-0004-015 
Permit No: 

U. S. Army Engineer Center 
Fort Leonard Wood Complete: March 31, 1995 
ATTN: ATZT-DPW-EE Reviewed: April 10, 1995 
Fort Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

Parent Company: 
U. S. Army Engineer Center 
Fort Leonard Wood 
ATTN: ATZT-DPW-EE 
Fort Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

Pulaski County, All or parts of T33, 34, 35N, 
R10, 11, 12W 

REVIEW S-Y 

a This review-is conducted in accordance with Section (8) of 
Missouri State Rule 10 CSR 10-6.060, "Permits Required" 

a Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations 
apply to this facility 

a Emissions of particulate matter less than ten microns (PM,,) 
at the facility will be greater than 15 tons per year; 
therefore, this is a major modification at a major facility. 

a No Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPS) are emitted in this 
process 

a No federal New Source Performance Standards (NSPSs) or 
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAPs) apply to this operation 

a Special conditions are imposed by this permit 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Fort Leonard Wood (the "Applicant") is an existing major source 
and has applied for permission to operate an obscurant (smoke) 
training school. The smoke training school will use M3A3 smoke 
generators (or equivalent) to train soldiers in the operation of 



Preliminary Determination 
Ft . Leonard Wood Smoke Training 

April 11, 1995 
Page 2 

the smoke generators and in the tactical use of obscurants during 
simulated battlefield operations. 

To generate the smoke, SGF-2 fog oil (a hydrotreated heavy 
naphthenic petroleum distillate mineral oil) is vaporized, 
recondensed, and dispersed into the air. The fog oil is emitted 
as liquid droplets with diameters of 0.5 to 1.0 micron. This 
diameter size is close to the wavelength of visible light, making 
this oil the choice for smoke training. 

The M3A3 smoke generators are driven by gasoline-powered pulse 
jet engines. Each generator consumes 4 gallons of unleaded 
gasoline per hour and processes 40 gallons of fog oil per hour. 

There will typically be about 12 generators operating each time 
the training is conducted. However, there will be no limitations 
on the number of generators; rather, limits are imposed on the 
amount of fog oil which may be processed. The smoke training 
will occur at several sites at Fort Leonard Wood. Smoke training 
can not be used at some sites during certain meteorological 
conditions because such conditions could cause an exceedance of . 
the PM,, ambient air quality standards (10 CSR 10-6.010, "Ambient 
Air Quality Standards") or the ambient air increment (10 CSR 10- 
6.060 (11) (A), "Table 1 - Ambient Air Increment Table") . 
The air quality impact due to the smoke training is evaluated by 
considering the fog oil as a VOC (volatile organic compound) and 
as PM,,. There is no ambient air quality standard for VOCs. In 
lieu of preapplication air quality analysis, pre- and post- 
operation ambient air monitoring for ozone will be required. 

The air ambient quality impact of the emission of PM,, is 
evaluated using the ambient air quality model ISC2 (Industrial 
Source Complex), draft version dated December 6, 1994. This 
version of ISC2 is recommended by the EPA for use in this study 
to estimate the effect on the ambient air quality of the 
operation of equipment which emits air contaminants. This permit 
has conditions that prohibit smoke training operations at those 
locations when meteorological conditions exist that could cause 
an exceedance of the PM,, National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) or the PM,, increment. The constraints have been 
developed based on wind direction, atmospheric stability, and 
distance from the site to the property line. Attachment A 
describes the acceptable sites under various meteorological 
conditions. Fort Leonard Wood agrees to maintain a minimum of 3 
kilometers visibility at property boundary as related to the 
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smoke training school. 

The total amount of fog oil processed by the smoke generators is 
limited to 65,000 gallons during any 12-month period. Since this 
construction triggers the federal PSD regulations, a BACT (Best 
Available Control Technology) analysis must be performed. Adding 
a PM,, control device to the smoke generators would defeat the 
purpose of the mission. Other smoke generation systems were 
evaluated, and the proposed method is the most feasible. 

EVALUATION 

Most of the fog oil will disperse as PM,,, but some will 
evaporate as VOC. According to information provided by the 
applicant, 30% of the fog oil will evaporate before reaching the 
property boundary. 

Additional emissions are expected from the combustion of gasoline 
in the pulse-jet-engines. Emission rates for the combustion of 
gasoline from the smoke generators are calculated using emission 
factors from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency document 
AP-42, "Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors: Volume 
11: Mobile Sources," and from Material Safety Data Sheets 
supplied by Ft. Leonard Wood. 

Table 1 below lists the annual emissions expected when Fort 
Leonard Wood vaporizes 65,000 gallons of fog oil, including the 
combustion of unleaded gasoline in the pulse-jet engine. 

Table 1: Pollutants Emissions in Tons w r  Year 

PERMIT RULE APPLICABILITY 

Fog Oil 

Combustion 

Totals 

This PSD review is conducted under Section (8) of Missouri State 
Rule 10 CSR 10-6.060, "Permits Required." Compliance with this 
section of the rule means that the proposed source will not 
interfere with the attainment or maintenance of ambient air 

VOC 

250 

0.7 

2 5 1 

PM, 0 

175  

0.0 

175 

so2 

0.0  

0 .0  

0 .0  

NO, 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

CO 

0.0  

11.3 

11.3 
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quality standards, will not cause or contribute to ambient air 
concentrations in excess of any applicable maximum allowable 
increase as listed in 10 CSR 10-6.060 Subsection (11) (A) Table 1, 
will not violate any applicable emission control regulations or 
the Air Conservation Law, and will not cause an adverse impact on 
visibility in any Class 1 area. 

APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS 

I. Installation Level: Fort Leonard Wood 
A. General 

1. Applicable Requirements: Submission of Emission 
Data, Emission Fees and Process Information 
a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-6.110 
b. Emission Limitation: $25.70 per ton of pollutant 
c. Recordkeeping Requirement: Emissions Inventory 

Questionnaire (EIQ) 
d. Reporting Requirement: April 1 for previous 

year's emissions (EIQ) 
2. Applicable Requirements: Operating Permits 

a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-6.065 
b. Emission Limitation: None 
c. Recordkeeping Requirement: None 
d. Monitoring Requirement: None 
e. Reporting Requirement: Submission of Future 

Operating Permit Application 

I. Emission Point Level: Smoke Training Sites 
A. PM,, Emissions 

1. Applicable Requirements: Construction Permits 
Required 
a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-6.060 
b. Emission Limitations: 65,000 gallons of SGF-2 

fog oil per 12-month period; 3700 pounds of SGF-2 
fog oil per day; 2600 pounds/hour of PM,, 

c. Recordkeeping Requirement: Annual and daily 
throughput; emissions rate 

d. Monitoring Requirements: Pre-startup and post- 
startup ambient air quality monitoring data; 
meteorological data; soil and vegetation 
sampling; 

e. Reporting Requirement: Violations of emission 
limitations; monitoring data 

B. VOC Emissions 
1. Applicable Requirements: Construction Permits 
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Required 
a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-6.060 
b. Emission Limitation: 65,000 gallons of SGF-2 fog 

oil per 12-month period 
c. Recordkeeping Requirement: Annual and daily 

throughput 
d. Monitoring Requirements: Pre-startup and post- 

startup ambient air quality monitoring data 
e. Reporting Requirement: Violations of emissions 

limitations 

BAC T ANALY S I S 

A "top-down" BACT analysis is required to be submitted with this 
application. BACT is defined as an emission limitation based on 
the maximum degree of reduction for each pollutant which would be 
emitted from any proposed installation or major modification 
which the Director, on a case-by-case basis, taking into account 
energy, environmental and economic impacts, and other costs, 
determines is achievable for such an installation or major 
modification. BACT may be achieved through application of 
production processes, or available methods, systems, and 
techniques, including fuel cleaning or treatment or innovative 
fuel combustion techniques for control of the pollutant. 

For this process, applying any control device defeats the purpose 
of the generating smoke for smoke training. Therefore, the only 
BACT option is to examine the other methods available to produce 
smoke. According to the U. S. Army Medical Research and 
Development Laboratory's publication, "Smokes and Obscurants: A 
Guidebook of Environmental Assessment, Volume 1. Method of 
Assessment and Appended Data," there are several methods to 
produce smoke. 

Phosphorous Smokes and Hexachloroethane Smokes are both delivered 
in a pyrotechnic setting. In other words, they involve the use 
of cannons, mortars, smoke grenades, tank guns, rockets, and 
bombs. 

Diesel Fuels and Fog Oils are delivered by Smoke Pots, Vehicle 
Engine Exhaust Smoke Systems, M3A3 Generators, and Jet-Turbine 
Helicopters. 

Infrared Smokes are delivered by grenades. They contain powdered 
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brass, which is an alloy of copper and zinc. 

The purpose of smoke training is to train soldiers on the use of 
the M3A3 fog oil smoke generator and to allow them to observe 
the behavior of fog oil smoke under field conditions. The other 
methods of generating smoke produce HAPS (Hazardous Air 
Pollutants) or are delivered in a more dangerous manner than the 
M3A3 generator. 

Because the use of the M3A3 smoke generators and SGF-2 fog oil 
does not result in the emission of hazardous air pollutants, nor 
the use of pyrotechnics, it is considered both the best and 
safest option. Therefore, this option is chosen as BACT. 

MODELING AND MONITORING 

Fort Leonard Wood, in compliance with Missouri State Rule 10 CSR 
10-6.060(8) (C), has conducted ambient air quality modeling. The 
review of the modeling is included as a memo from the Technical 
Support Section of APCP (Appendix A). The modelling showed 
significant impact areas for PM,,. The modeled maximum 
concentrations exceeded the de minimis level for PM,,. 
Therefore, Fort Leonard Wood will be required to conduct post- 
construction monitoring For PM,,. 

Existing monitoring data was used to demonstrate compliance with 
the NAAQS. However, to check this data, Fort Leonard Wood is 
required to conduct one year of preconstruction monitoring prior 
to the beginning of smoke training. 

The monitoring will be continued for two years after smoke 
training begins. Because of concerns about the air quality in 
the area, Fort Leonard Wood will present the air monitoring data 
at a public hearing to be convened by the Air Pollution Control 
Program. 

CLASS I AREA IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The federal PSD regulations as adopted in 10 CSR 10-6.060 require 
an ambient air quality impact analysis to be done on all Class I 
areas within 100 kilometers in order to assure that no adverse 
ambient air quality impact will occur within the Class I area. 
There are no Class I areas within 100 kilometers of the proposed 
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plant. Therefore, no Class I impact analysis is required. 

ANALYSIS OF IMPACT ON 
VISIBILITY, LOCAL SOILS, ANIMALS AND VEGETATION 

The Applicant analyzed the projected impairment to visibility, 
soils, animals and vegetation. 

The EPA's "Workbook for Plume Visual Impact Screening and 
Analysis," was used to determine the visual quality of the area 
and assess the visual impact of the proposed facility. The model 
indicates that the visibility in the area would not be adversely 
affected. Appendix B contains the result of the visibility 
analysis. 

The procedures listed in the EPA document, "A Screening Procedure 
for the Impacts of Air Pollution Sources on Plants, Soils, and 
Animals," were examined. Since there is no simple procedure for 
estimating the impact of ozone from a single source, and since 
PM,, is not one of the regulated pollutants for which screening 
is done in the EPA screening guidance, no further analysis of the 
impact of smoke training on visibility, local soils, animals and 
vegetation is required. This permit requires constant soil and 
vegetation sampling. The Water Pollution Control Program has 
also required water sampling to be conducted and the results 
submitted. quarterly. 

GROWTH IMPACTS 

The Applicant analyzed the air quality impact projected for the 
area as a result of general commercial, residential, industrial 
growth, as well as growth associated with this installation. The 
installation is expected to increase by 7900 persons. This 
includes civilian/permanent party military increase of 1600  and a 
trainee increase of 6300. All of the permanent party and 
military trainees will be served by the facility on-post. 
Increased fuel use for space heating and air conditioning could 
result in some increased emissions. However, the expected 
increase in personnel would merely bring Fort Leonard Wood back 
to the same level of personnel as served in 1990.  Therefore, no 
additional growth-related air pollution impacts are anticipated. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

On the basis of this review conducted in accordance with Section 
( 8 ) ,  Missouri State Rule 10 CSR 10-6.060, "Construction Permits 
Required," the undersigned recommend this permit be granted with 
conditions. 

,, A/& s;t 
Sharon Turpin 
Environmental Engineer 

- 
on, P.E. 

Acting Chief, 
'Construction Permits Unit 

ATTACHMENTS 



Appendix A 

STATE OF MISSOL'RI 

DEF~RTM~ENT + - A  -. ...%. OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
5 - . - .*-, 

, ,--- - . ..' - 
- I 
-:+=h. $ *  *.:: hlEXlORANDUAl 

." - 
6' \ /  . 

- 

DATE : 

TO: 

FROM : 

April 10, 1994 

Glenn Carlson, Acting Unit Chief 
Permit Section 

Calvin Ku, Section Chief 
Technical Support Section ~ L K -  

Chris Smith, Meteorologist ~5 
Technical Support Section 

SUBJECT: Fort Leonard Wood Smoke Training PSD Modeling 

I. Introduction 

Fort Leonard ~ood'is proposing to conduct smoke training at 
several locations within their property. Due to the emission 
rates of the smoke generators to be used in the training, this 
project is subject t~ PSD (Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration) permit review including modeling requirements. 

A modeling report entitled 'Predicted Air Quality Impacts for 
Fort Leonard Wood Smoke Training School' was submitted by Burns & 
McDonnell on April 9,1995(att~ched). This report includes two 
Separate analyses, the PSD increment analysis and the NAAQS 
(National Ambient Air Quality Standard) analysis. These analyses 
indicate that the smoke training can be conducted no more than 
one hour a day during specific meteorological conditions in order 
to meet the necessary standards. The following report summarizes 
the modeling review and the resulting recommendations for permit 
requirements. 

11. Modeling Procedures 

The modeling procedures used in this study follow PSD and air 
quality modeling guidelines. The selected model for this 
application is the draft version of the new ISC2 (Industrial 
Source Complex) model dated Dec. 6, 1994. This version of the 



Because the smoke training will not be conducted more than 135 
days per year, the annual increment does not require an 
evaluation. Even if a 30 ug/mA3 maximum 24-hour concentration 
occurs at the same receptor all 135 days, the annual 
concentration will only be 11 ug/mA3, well below the annual 
increment. 

IV. NAAQS Results 

PSD guidelines require that a N W Q S  demonstration be conducted 
for the area that will be significantly impacted by the new 
source. For this study, a 50 kilometer radius is used. The 
model predicts several violations of the NAAQS due to sources 
beyond the Fort Leonard Wood property boundary. These locations 
are listed in Table I11 of the attached modeling report. Due to 
these potential exceedances of the NMQS, the smoke training will 
not be allowed to occur under meteorological conditions which 
will result in a significant contribution. Several of the sites 
will not impact any of these potential exceedances already. 
However, under certain neteorological conditions stipulated in 
the PSD increment review as being acceptable, there is a 
significant contribution. Therefore, the fort is further 
restricted in their operation of the smoke generators. The 

- resulting meteorological conditions which are acceptable for the 
PSD increment and the NAAQS are given in Table I1 of the modeling 
report. 

V. Recornendations 

Basis on the modeling analysis, we recommend the following 
conditions that should be required with the issuance of the 
smoke training permit: 

1) The smoke generators shall be operated no more than one hour 
per day and no more than 135 days per year. 

2) -The total emissions of PMlO from the smoke generators shall 
be limited at a rate of 2600 pounds per hour. This emission 
rate is based on the use of 3700 pounds per hour of fog oil 
and assumes a 70% conversion rate to particulate matter. 

3 )  The smoke training emissions are found to be acceptable for 
the PSD increment and the NPAQS for the wind directions, 
stabilities, and durations listed in Table I1 of the smoke 
training modeling report provided by Fort Leonard Wood. 

4 )  In addition to the wind direction and stability requirements, 
the model indicates that a wind speed of at least 1 m/s is 
necessary for stabilities A-D and at least 4 m/s for 
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APPENDIX B 

'*** Level - I Screenfng *** 
1 r:pu: Em; ss i ons for 

-------- 

v*** D e f a u l t  Psrt i c le  Cherecterist i t s  kssu~ed 

Transport Sccnario S ~ e c i f  i c ~ t  icns: 

Eleckground Ozone: .C4 p p  
E;rckground Visual Range: 25,00 km 
!:curce-Observer Distsnce: 120,00 kn 
blin, Source-Class 1 Distance! 120.60 krn 
bltx, Scurce-Class 1 Distance; :40.@0 km 
F1\une-Source-Observer Angte: ?I ,i5 de$re?s 
: : t ~ b l  li ty: 6 
\/in?'  tiea ad: 1,00 rds 

R E S U L T S  

- .  

A c t e r i ~ k s  ( A )  indicate plune i v e c t s  t he t  exceed screening criteria 

Kaximn Visual In?ac:s IKS13E C t e s s  I Aree 
Screening Crl t e r i a  ACE HOT Exce~ded 

3 e l t s  E Contrast 

i z c k ~ ~ r n d  Theta Azi Distance Alpha Crit Plume C r i t  P i u m  
----..--- ___,_,_-_ ----- ,-- ' ---- ---- ----- ---- ----- ---- ----- ----- --- -------- ----- ---- ----- ---- ----- 

I KY 10, 64, 120,O 84, 2.00 1.655 .05 ,015 
SKY 0 .  84. 120.0 84 .  2,OO ,149 . O j  -.005 
T E R R A I N  '10. 84. 120.0 66.  2.00 ,050 ,O5 ,000 
T E R R A I N ~ ~ O ,  84, 120.0 81. 2.00 .017 ,55  ,000 

Mexinlm Visual Inpacts OUTSIDE Cless I Area 
Screenfng Criteria ARE NCT Exceeded 

D e l t a  E Contrast 

6eck:rd Thcta A z i  Distance ALp!ta Crit PLu,w C r i t  Plurr,e 



Attacbment A 
Wind Directions during Smoke Training* 

I Site I 

Musgrave 1 1 3 0  - 220 1 1 5 0  - 220 / 1 6 0  - 215 1 1 7 0 -  I 1 5 0  - 225 
2 1 5  ( 1 )  

1 Stability I Stability I Stability I Stability 
1 I 1 

Ballard 

Stability 

Mush 1195 - 275 1 1 9 5  - 275 
Paddle 

except 
1 2 0  deg. 

3 4 0  - 35 

1 9 5  - 270 1 9 5  - 270 

Bailey 3 4 0  - 40 
1 7 5  - 325 

( 1 )  45  minute limit for wind directions 190  - 2 1 0  degrees 
( 2 )  45 minute limit for wind directions 220 - 2 4 0  degrees 
+ A 3  minute exclusion is requested 
* A-D stabilities are not restricted based on wind speed, 

however, E stability is limited to wind speeds of 4  m/s 
and areater. 

340 - 40 
175  - 325 I I 230  - 2 4 0  

340  - 35 3 4 0  - 35 3 5 0  - 3 5  3 4 0  - 35  



USA, Ft. Leonard Wood 
MO-0117251, Pulaski Co. 

STATE OF MISSOURI hiel ( ~ r n ~ l i . ~ n  G<nr rn<>r  1>,1\1cl A \ h < ~ m  f ) ~ r r < t < n  

DEPARTMENT O F  NATURAL RESOURCES 
DIVISION OF EhTlRONMENTAL Q U A L I T  

P.O. Box 176 Jefferson City. MO 6 5102-0176 

#m I 1  rsss 

U.S. Army (USA) 
Bldg. 2200 A 
Ft. Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

Dear Permittee: 

Pursuant to the Federal Water Pollution Control act, under the authority 
granted to the state of Missouri and in compliance with the Missouri Clean 
Water Law, we have issued and are enclosing your State Operating Permit to 
Discharge from USA, Ft. Leonard Wood. 

Please read your permit and attached Standard Conditions. They contain important 
information on monitoring requirements, effluent limitations, sampling frequencies 
and reporting requirements. 

Monitoring reports required by the apecial conditions must be submitted on a 
periodic basis. Copies of the necessary report forms are enclosed and should 
be mailed to the regional office listed below. Please contact that office for 
additional forms. 

This permit is both your Federal Discharge Permit and your new State Operating 
Permit and replaces all previous state operating permite for this facility. In 
all future correspondence regarding this facility, please refer to your State 
Operating Permit number and facility name as shown on page one of the permit. 

If you have any questions concerning this permit, please do not hesitate to 
call this office or our Jefferson City Regional Office at 1908 Bubba Lane, 
P.O. Box 176, Jefferson City, MO 65102, (314) 751-2729. 

Sincerely, 

WATER POLLUTION CONTROL PROGRAM 

Daniel R. Schuette 
Chief of Permit Section 

DRS : rb 

Enclosure 

c: EPA - Billing Branch 



STATE OF MISSOURI 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
MISSOURI CLEAN WATER COMMISSION 

MISSOURI STATE OPERATING PERMIT 

In compliance with the Missouri Clean Water Law, (Chapter 644 RS. Mo. as amended, hereinafter, the Law), and 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Public Law 92-500,92nd Congress) as amended, 

Permit No. M0-0117251 

Owner: U .  S .  A m y  (USA) 

Owner's Address: ~ l d g .  2200 A. Ft . Leonard Wood, HO 65473 

Operating Authority: N/A 

Operating Authority's Address: N /A 

Facility Name: USA. Ft. Leonard Wood 

FaciliQ'Address: Bldu. 2200 A, Ft. Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

kgdDescript ion:  All or parts of: T33. 34, 35N. R10, 11, 12W. Pulaski County 

Receiving Stream Basin: Roubidoux Creek (Gasconade Basin ) ( 10290203-35-02 ) ( C )  
Big Piney (Big Piney Basin) (10290202-01-00) (P) 

is authorized to discharge from the facility described herein. in accordance with the effluent limitations and monitoring 
requirements as set forth herein: 

FACILITY DESCRIPTION 

Outfall #001 - #008 - - SIC #9711 

Continued on Next Page 

This permit authorizes only wastewater discharges under the Missouri Clean Water Law and the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System; it does not apply to other regulated areas. This permit may be appealed in accordance 
with Section 644.05 1.6 of the Law. 

February 1 7 ,  1995-April 4 ,  1995 
mective Date ( r ev i sed )  

F ~ h r u a r v  16. 2000 
Expiration Date 

MO 780-0041 (10-93) 
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Permit No. M0-0117251 

Facility Descriptions (continued) 

Outfall it001 - Smith Branch 
Components: 
Explosives detonation area FLW-4, 5. 6: SW, Sec. 31, T35N, RllW 
Forney army airfield FLW-12: NW, Sec. 27, T35N, RllW 
Forney army airfield FLW-13: SE, Sec. 28, T35N. RllW 
Normandy training area FLW-15: Sec. 29 & 32, T35N, RllW 
Smoke training 
Outfall is SW t .  Sec. 29, T35N, RllW 
Smith Branch (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02) 

Outfall #002 
Components: 
Area OO7A 800-880 motorpool: NW, Sec. 22, T35N, RllW 
Area 007B 900-900 motorpool: SW, Sec. 22, T35N. RllW 
Area 007E 600-671 motorpool: SE, Sec. 15, T35N, RllW 
Area 007F 700-771 motorpool: NW, Sec. 22, T35N, RllW 
Smoke training 
Outfall is Center Sec. 8, T35N. RllW 
Pond Hollow, Ballard Hollow (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02) 

Outfall #003 
Components: 
Transfer station FLW-16: SE. Sec. 15, T35N, RllW 
Outfall is SE f ,  Sec. 11, T35N, RllW 
Dry Creek (Big Piney River Basin) (10290202-01-00) 

Outfall #004 - Unnamed Branch of Big Piney River 
Components: 
Defense reutilization and marketing office FLW-1: NW, Sec. 13, T35N< RllW 
Bulk fuel storage FLW-2: NW, Sec. 13, T35N, RllW 
Bulk fuel storage FLW-3: NW, Sec. 13, T35N, RllW 
Outfall is SW 4, Sec. 18, T35N, RllW 
Unnamed branch #1 (Big Piney River Basin) (1029202-01-00) 

Outfall $005 - Unnamed branch of big Piney River 
Components: 
102 ARCOM maintenance area FLW-7D: SE, Sec. 23, T35N. RllW 
Smoke training 
Outfall is NW 4, Sec. 25. T35N. RllW 
Unnamed branch #2 (big Piney River basin) (10290202-02-00) 

( continued on next paae ) 
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C. Facility Description (continued) 

Outfall #006 
Components: 
Asphalt training facility FLW-14: NE, Sec. 36, T35N, RllW 
Smoke training 
Outfall is at end of oil water separator discharge pipe, NW a ,  Sec 
Big Piney River (Big Piney River Basin) (10290202-01-00) 

, 31, T35N, RlOW 

Outfall #007 
Components: 
Rock quarry FLW-17: N 4 ,  Sec. 31, T35N. RlOW 
Outfall is at sediment pond outfall NW $ ,  Sec. 31, T35N. RlOW 
Big Piney River (Big Piney River basin) (10290203-01-00) 

Outfall #008 
Components: 
Sanitary landfill FLW-8, 9, 10: NW, Sec. 5, T34N, RllW 
Outfall is SE $, Sec. 32, T35N, RllW 
Smith Branch (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02) 

Outfall #009 - Nusgrove and Turnbull Hollows 
Outfall is SE b ,  Sec. 19, T34N, RllW 
Musgrove Hollow (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02) 

Outfall #010 - Mush Paddle Hollow 
Outfall is SW 4 ,  Sec. 23, T34N, RllW 
Mush Paddle Hollow (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02) 

Outfall #011 - Sapper Hollow 
Outfall is NW :, Sec. 23, T34N. RllW 
Sapper Hollow (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02) 

Outfall #012 - Bailey - HcCann Hollow 
Outfall is SW 4, Sec. 1, T34Nr RllW, near McCann Cemetery 
Hurd Hollow (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02) 

Outfalls #009, #010, #Oil, #012 
Activitiee related to obscurant training, also called "smoke training". This involves the 
use of finely dispersed oil to created foglike conditions. 



A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS PAGE NUMBER 4 of 13 
PERMIT NUMBER m-0117251 

The permittee is authorized to discharge from outfall(s) with serial number(s) as specified in the application for this permit. The 
final effluent limitations shall become effective upon issuance and remain in effect 
until expiration of the permit. Such discharges shall be controlled, limited, and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 

OUTFALL NUMBER 
AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 

Outfall #001 Smith 

UNITS 

Plow 

Settleable Solids 

Oil & Grease 

Total Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons 

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

MEASUREMENT SAMPLE 
FREQUENCY TYPE 

FINAL EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

pH - Units 
Nitrate 

Anmronia and N 

DAILY 
MAXIMUM 

Lead, Total 
Recoverable 

Iron, Total 
Recoverable 

WEEKLY 
AVERAGE 

Zinc, Total 
Recoverable 

MONTHLY 
AVERAGE 

ranch 

MGD once/year 24 hr. 
estimate 

once/ year urab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year srab 

once/year arab 

once/ year grab 

once/year arab 

once/year grab 

Copper, Total 
Recoverable 

MONITORING REPORTS 

Color**** 

MONITORING REPORTS 

MONITORING REPORTS SHALL BE SUBMITTED as outlined above ; THE FIRST REPORT IS DUE as o u t l l n a  amve 
THERE SHALL BE NO DISCHARGE OF FLOATING SOLIDS OR VISIBLE FOAM IN OTHER THAN TRACE AMOUNTS. 

B. STANDARD CONDITIONS 
IN ADDITION TO SPECIFIED CONDITIONS STATED HEREIN, THIS PERMIT IS SUBJECT TO THE ATTACHED Par t  I 
STANDARD CONDITIONS DATED October 1. 19 80, AND HEREBY INCORPORATED AS THOUGH 
FULLY SET FORTH HEREIN. 

MO 780-0010 (8-91) 

mg /L 

SHALL BE 

SHALL BE 

0.029 

SJBWITTED 

* 

SJBMITPED 

ANNJALLY, THE 

QUARTERLY, THE 

0 . 0 2 9  

FIRST REPORT 

* 

FIRST REPORT 

once/year grab 

IS DUE October 28,  1995 

once/quarter*** visual 

IS DUE Ju ly  28 ,  1995 



A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

Outfall #002 Pond H llow, Bal ard Hollow t t  

PAGE NUMBER 5 of 13 
NUMBER m-0117251 

L 

Outfall (004 Unname branch o Big Piney / + f I I I 

OUTFALL NUMBER 
AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 

Outfall #005 Unname branch o Big Piney 

Flow I * 

/settleable Solids I m~/~/+ir 2.5 1 

UNITS 

Oil & Grease 

once/year 24 hr. 
estimate 

MEASUREMENT SAMPLE 
FREQUENCY TYPE 

u 

Total Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons 

DAILY 
MAXIMUM 

mg/L 

pH - Units 
MONITORING REPORTS 

Color**** 

WEEKLY 
AVERAGE 

Outf~111#003 1 [ * . 
* 1 

MONTHLY 
AVERAGE 

SU 

SHALL BE 

Color**** once/quarter*** visual 1 

** 

S'JISMITTED 

* 

MONITORING REPORTS HALL BE MITTED QU RTERLY, THE FIRST REPOR IS D U E J , , ~ ~  78. 1995 

ANNUALLY. THE 

* * 

FIRST REPORT 

* 

once/year arab 

IS DUE nr+nh~,- 7 1995 

once/quarter*** visual 



+ 

A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

OUTFALL NUMBER 
AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 

Outfall #006 Asphall; 

Sampling Requiremenl;~ 

Flow 

pH - Units 
Oil & Grease 

Total Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons 

Settleable Solids 

MONITORING REPORTS 

Color**** 

MONITORING REPORTS 

Discharges during 
contain pollutants 
washdown waters. 

Flow 

pH - Units 
Total Suspended 

Solids 

MONITORING REPORTS 

Color**** 

MONITORING REPORTS 

MO 780-0524 (3-86) 

PAGE NUMBER 6 of 13 
NUMBER m-0117251 

UNITS 

plant at 

- Dischzxge 
MGD 

SU 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mL/L/hr 

SHALL BE 

SHALL BE 

d.ry weather 
'om the 

MGD 

SU 

mg/L 

SHALL BE 

SHALL BE 

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

MEASUREMENT SAMPLE 
FREQUENCY TYPE 

once/year 24 hr. 
estimate 

once/ year grab 

once/year arab 

once/year arab 

once/year srab 

IS DUE October 7 8 -  1995  

once/quarter*** visual 

IS DUE jvlY 78, 1995 

where the discharqe may 
of residual concrete and 

once/year 24 hr. 
estimate 

once/ year arab 
I 

once/year arab , 

IS DUE OctQber a 1 9 9 5  

once/quarter*** vlsual 

IS DUE July 28. 1995  

FINAL 
DAILY 

MAXIMUM 

oil water 

of stor3 

* 

* * 

15 

20 

1.5 

SJBMITTED 

* 

S'3BMITTED 

(no storm 
putting, placing. 

k 

* c 

70 

SUBMITTED 

* 

SUBMITTED 

EFFLUENT 

WEEKLY 
AVERAGE 

separator 

water only. 

ANNLIALLY. THE 

QUARTERLY. THE 

water runoff 
disposal. 

ANNUALLY. THE 

QUP,RTERLY, THE 

LIMITATIONS 

MONTHLY 
AVERAGE 

dis~zharge pipe 

JC 

9t 7r 

10 

15 

1.0 

FIRST REPORT 

* 

FIRST REPORT 

is occurring) 
or dwnpirg 

3r 

** 

FIRST REPORT 

* 

FIRST REPOR:' 



. 
A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

OUTFALL NUMBER 
AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 

O u t f a l l  #007 R o c k  
D r y  w e a t h e r  f l o w s  

F l o w  

T o t a l  Suspended 
Solids 

pH - U n i t s  

MONITORING REPORTS 

C o l o r  

MONITORING REPORTS 

S t o r m  W a t e r  F l o w s  

F l o w  

Settleable Sol ids  

p H  - U n i t s  

MONITORING REPORTS 

Color**** 

MONITORING REPORTS 

MO 780-0524 (3-86) 

PAGE NUMBER 7 of 13 
PERMIT NUMBER W-0117251 

UNITS 

Q t a r r y  

MGD 

mq/L  

S U  

SHALL B E  

SHALL BE 

MGD 

m L / L / h r  

S U  

SHALL BE 

SHALL BE 

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

MEASUREMENT SAMPLE 
FREQUENCY TYPE 

once/year 24 h r .  
e s t i m a t e  

once/ year arab 

1 
once/year grab 1 

I 
IS DUE October 28. 1995 

o n c e / q u a r t e r * * *  v i s u a l  

IS  DUE J u l y  28 ,  1995 

i 

once/year 24 h r .  
e s t i m a t e  

once/year urab 

once/year grab 

IS DUE October 28 ,  1995 

once/quarter*** v i s u a l  

IS  DUE .July 28, 1995 

YIIVAL 

DAILY 
MAXIMUM 

rr 

3 0 

* * 

S'JBMITTED 

* 

SJBMITTED 

x 

1 .O  

** 

SJBMITTED 

J( 

SUBMITTED 

EFFLUENT 

WEEKLY 
AVERAGE 

ANNJALLY. THE 

QUARTERLY. THE 

ANNUALLY, THE 

QUP.RTERLY, THE 

LIMITATIONS 

MONTHLY 
AVERAGE 

x 

15 

* * 

F I R S T  REPORT 

* 

F I R S T  REPORT 

x 

0.5 

* * 

F I R S T  REPORT 

* 

F I R S T  REPOR'!' 



. 
A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

OUTFALL NUMBER 
AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 

Outfall #008 Sanitary 

Flow 

Rainfall 

BETX 

Biochemical Oxygen 
Demand, 

Chemical Oxygen 
Demand 

Total Suspended 
Solids 

Settleable Solids 

Total Dissolved 
Solids 

Conductivity (SpeciElc 
Conductance) 

Chloride Plus 
Sulfates 

Iron, Total 
Recoverable 

pH - Units 
Color**** 

MONITORING REPORTS 

MO 780-0524 (3-86) 

PAGENUMBER 8 of 13 
NUMBER m-0117251 

UNITS 

landfil:. 

MGD 

inches 

mg/L 

ma/L 

ma/L 

mq/L 

mL/L/hr 

mg/L 

umhos/c:n 

mg/L 

mg/L 

SU 

SHALL BE 

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

MEASUREMENT SAMPLE 
FREQUENCY TYPE 

once/quarterk** instantareot 
estimate 

daily measurement grab 

once/quarter*** grab 

once/quarter*** grab 

once/quarter*** grab 

once/quarter*** 

once/suarter*** grab grab I 
I 

I 

I 
once/quarter*** grab / 

once/quarter*** grab 

once/quarterY** grab 

once/quarter*** grab 

once/quarter*** 

once/quarterk** visua 

IS DUE J u l y  28, 1995 grab' 

DAILY 
MAXIMUM 

(FLW-8, 9. 

* 

* 

0.75 

6 0 

120 

8 0 

1.5 

JC 

* 

1000 

* 

** 

* 

SWMITTED 

EFFLUENT 

WEEKLY 
AVERAGE 

& 10) 

QU1,RTERLY THE 

LIMITATIONS 

MONTHLY 
AVERAGE 

* 

* 

0.75 

45 

9 0 

6 0 

1.0 

A 

* 

1000 

* 

~r * 

* 

FIRST REPOR:! 



A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued) PAGE NUMBER 9 of 13 
NUMBER M)-0117251 

I 

OUTFALL NUMBER 
AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 

Outfall #008 Sanita::~ 

Calcium 

Fluoride 

Total Hardness 

Barium, Total 
Recoverable 

Boron, Total 
Recoverable 

Cadmium, Total 
Recoverable 

Chromium, Total 
Recoverable 

Cobalt, Total 
Recoverable 

Copper, Total 
Recoverable 

Sodium, Total 
Recoverable 

Ammonia as N 

Nitrate and 
Nitrite as N 

Phosphorus, Total 
Recoverable 

Mercury, Total 
Recoverable 

Arsenic, Total 
Recoverable 

Lead, Total 
Recoverable 

Selenium, Total 
Recoverable 

MO 780-0524 (3-86) 

UNITS 

landfil:. 

m9/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

ma/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mq/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

nta /L 

mg/L 

MEASUREMENT SAMPLE 
FREQUENCY TYPE 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year arab 

once/year urab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/ year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year arab 

once/year grab 

DAILY 
MAXIMUM 

(continued) 

* 

* 

* 

x 

* 

x 

* 

* 

* 

1 

5 . 0  

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

u 
WEEKLY 

AVERAGE 

(continued on next 

MONTHLY 
AVERAGE 

* 

x 

* 

* 

* 

x 

* 

A 

* 

x 

5 . 0  

* 

* 

* 

~r 

91 

* 

page) 
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A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

9 
AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 

Outf all #008 Sanitazy 

Silver, Total 
Recoverable 

Manganese, Total 
Recoverable 

Magnesium, Total 
Recoverable 

Zinc, Total 
Recoverable 

Antimony,. Total 
Recoverable 

Beryllium, Total 
Recoverable 

Nickel, Total 
Recoverable 

Sulfate 

Thallium, Total 
Recoverable 

Total Organic Carbol 

Vanadium, Total 
Recoverable 

Oil and Grease 

Total Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons 

MONITORING REPORTS 

MO 780-0524 (3-86) 

PAGE NUMBER 10 of 13 
NUMBER M3-0117251 

UNITS 

landfil:. 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

m?/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

SHALL BE 

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

MEASUREMENT SAMPLE 
FREQUENCY TYPE 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year urab 

once/year arab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/ year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

IS DUE October 28, 1995 

DAILY 
MAXIMUM 

(continued) 

* 

* 

x 

* 

~r 

t 

A 

* 

* 

* 

* 

15 

20 

SJBMITTED 

EFFLUENT 

WEEKLY 
AVERAGE 

ANNUALLY, THE 

LIMITATIONS 

MONTHLY 
AVERAGE 

JI 

* 

I 

* 

* 

* 

* 

. ~ r  

x 

* 

* 

10 

15 

FIRST REPORT 
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PAGE NUMBER 11 of 13 A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued) 
NUMBER m-0117251 

Outfall #009 - Musg ove and rnbull Holl t 7 I 

OUTFALL NUMBER 
AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 

/Outfall #Oll - Sapp r Hollow frea f I I I 

UNITS 

Outfall #010 - Mush 

Outfall #012 - Bail 
Flow 

Paddle Ho low Area t 

/Oil and Grease I mq/L I I I lo 1 

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

MEASUREMENT SAMPLE 
FREQUENCY TYPE 

k'JJu& EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

Total Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons 

1 p~ - Units I SU 1 ** I I ** 1 

DAILY 
MAXIMUM 

ma/L 

once/guarter*** 24 hr. 
estimate 

once/quarterh** arab 

WEEKLY 
AVERAGE 

once/quarter*** grab ! i 

MONTHLY 
AVERAGE 

once/quarter** visua 

MONITORING REPORTS 

* Monitoring 

** pH is measured 
of 6.0-9.0 pH 

*** Once quarter 

**** Permittee shall 
This requirement 

MO 780-0524 (3-86) 

SHALL BE 

requirement 

in pH 
units. 

in the months 

observe 
exists 

SJBMITTED 

~nly . 
units and is 

of March, 

outfall for 
whether it 

QUARTERLY. THE 

not to be 

June. 

presence of 
has rained 

FIRST REPORT IS DUE .July 28, 1995 

averaged. The 

Sevtember, and 

oil sheen 
or not. 

pH is limited to the range 

Eecember. 

or other unnatural colors. 



Page 12 of 13 
Permit No. MO-0117251 

C. SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

1. Report as no-discharge when a discharge does not occur during the report period. 

2. Outfall #008 only. All design and operating specifications and all Waste Management 
Program approval conditions pertaining to water quality are hereby made a part of this 
permit and shall apply throughout the life of this permit without regard to other 
conditions, permits, occurrences, etc. 

3. This permit may be modified, or alternatively revoked and reissued. to comply with 
any applicable effluent standard or limitation issued or approved under Sections 
301(b)(2) (C), and (D), 304(b)(2) and 307(a)(2) of the Clean Water Act. if the 
effluent standard or limitation so issued or approved: 

a. Contains different conditions or is otherwise more stringent than any 
effluent limitation in the permit: or 

b. Controls any pollutant not limited in the permit. 

The permit as modified or reissued under this parasraph shall also contain any other 
requirements of the Act then applicable. 

4. This permit may be reopened and modified or alternatively revoked and reissued, to 
incorporate net1 or modified effluent lin~itations or other conditions. if the result 
of a waste load allocation study, toxicity test, or other information indicates 
changes are necessary to assure colnplianca with 14issouri1s Water Quality Standards. 

5 .  This permit does not allow the discharge of storm water that has contacted the open 
face of the landfill. This permit does not allow the discharge of untreated 
leachate. All leachate shall be handled in accordance with the Solid Waste Disposal 
Area Operating Permit. Report of Approval of Plans and Specifications (with 
conditions). 

6. Changes in Discharges of Toxic Substances: 

The permittee sha l l  notify the Director as  soon as it knows or has reason to believe: 

a. That any activity has occurred or will occur which would result in the 
discharge of any toxic pollutant which is not limited in the permit. if that 
discharge will exceed the highest of the following "notification levels:" 

(1) One hundred micrograms per liter (100 ug/l); 

(2) Two hundred micrograms per liter (200 ug/l) for acrolein and 
acrylonitrile; five hundred microqranls per liter (500 ug/ll for 2.4 
dinitrophenol and for 2-methyl-4, 6-dinitrophenol; and one milligram per 
liter (1 mg/l) for antimony; 

(3) Five (5) times the maximum concentration value reported for the 
pollutant in the permit application: 

(4) The level established in Part A of the permit by the Director. 

b. That they have begun or expect to begin to use or manufacture as an 
intermediate or final product or by-product any toxic pollutant which was not 
reported in the permit application. 



Paue 13 of 13 
Permit No. M0-0117251 

C. SPECIAL CONDITIONS (continued) 

7. All discharges shall comply with the Missouri Water Quality Standards, 10 CSR 
20-7.031, Section (3)(C), which states (Waters shall be free from substance ili 
sufficient amounts to cause unsightly color or turbidity...", and Section ( 4 ) ( G ) .  
which states "Water contaminants shall not cause or contribute to turbidity or color 
that will cause substantial visible contact with the natural appearance of the 
stream...". 

8. Outfall st008 only. All activities performed to control erosion on the landfill site 
(seeding, mulching, terracing, etc.) shall be described and submitted along with the 
second quarter and fourth quarter Discharge Monitoring Reports. If no erosion 
controls are undertaken, indicate so on the reports. 

9. U.S. Army, Ft. Leonard Wood will protect the asphalt plant from the 100 year flood 
event by appropriate methods. 

10. Outfall sampling and observation points must be clearly marked in the f l e i d .  

11. This condition is in addition to regular monitoring. When smoke traininu actually 
begins, permittee shall sample monthly each outfall located in the vicinity of where 
the training has occurred. Sample shall be taken within 24 hours after 1.0 inch of 
rainfall has fallen. If a 1.0 rainfall does not occur in a given month, report " no 
1.0 inch rainfall event." This sampling shall continue until permittee is notified 
by Department of Natural Resources Water Pollution Control Program that this 
monitoring can be discontinued. Sampling analyses shall be the same as for outfalls 
=009,'#010, #011, and tr012, with the addition of Lead and Zinc. Results shouid be 
submitted with regular quarterly monitoring reports. 

A rain gauge located at a place of the permittees choosing, shall be used to 
determine whether 1.0 inch of rain ha.5 fallen. 



.... 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

NPDES MONITORING REPORT FOR NON-MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER DISCHARGES 
-- - - -  

INSTRUCTIONS: 
1. Mail to the appropriate DNR regional office as noted in your permit. 
2. Report must be signed by owner and by analyst. Report should be typed or neatly printed. 
3. Part A of the permit specifies the parameters to be monitored, frequency of monitoring and frequency of reporting results. If quarterly reports are required, they are dud 

on April 28, July 28, October 28, and January 28, each report covering the preceding bmonth period not including the reporting month. See the permit for reporting dates 
if other than quarterly. 

4. Report results of all analyses, even if performed more frequently than required by Part A of the permit. 
5. File a report even if discharge is intermittent and no discharge occurred during the monitoring period. Complete the identification section, write "ND" in the appropriate columns 

for the dates the facility was checked, and sign the report. NOTE: If a discharge occurs any time during the monitoring period, it must be reported. 
6. Under "Sample Type" indicate whether sample analyzed was: (a) grab sample; (b) 24-hour composite sample; or (c) modified composite sample. NOTE: See permit for type 

of sample required for each parameter. 
7. Under "Sample Type" for Flow indicate whether figures shown are based on (a) instantaneous measurements or (b) actual 24-hour measured flow. Figure recorded is to represent 

the total 24-hour flow for the date shown or a reasonable estimate. 
8. Indicate whether samples were collected by owner or by personnel of the lab performing the analyses. 

NOTE: This reporting form is a universal reporting form for non-municipal sewage treatment plants, industries, and other point-source discharges. 
Industries and individuals who have their own report forms designed for their specific needs are encouraged to substitute their forms. A suitable substitute must meet the following 
specifications. 
(a) Form must be 8%" x 11 ". 
(b) Report must show all of the information indicated on this standard form. 

FACILITY NAME PERMIT NUMBER 1 COUNTY 1 OWNER I TYPE OF FACILITY 1 

I -- 
REPORT APPROVED BY OWNER DATE 

1 I I 
MO 780-1307 (10-91) WQP 109 Rev. 10191 



STANDARD CONDITIONS FOR NPDES PERMITS 
ISSUED BY 

THE MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
MISSOURI CLEAN WATER COMMISSION 

Revised 

PART I - GENERAL CONDITIONS 
SECTION A - MONITORING AND REPORTING 
1. Representative Sampling 

A. Samples and measurements taken as required herein 
Shall be representative of the nature and volume. 
respectively, of the monitored discharge. All samples 
shall be taken at the outfall(s). and unless specified. 
before the effluent joins or is diluted by any other body 
of water or substance. 

8. Monltorlng results shall be recorded and reported on 
forms provlded by the Department, postmarked no later 
than the 28th day of the month following the completed 
reportlng per~od. Signed copies of these, and all other 
reports requ~red hereln. shall be subm~tted to the 
respecttve Department Regtonal Office, the Reg~onal 
Office address is Indicated in the cover letter 
transmitt~ng the permit. 

2 Schedule of Compll8nt. 
No later than fourteen (14) calendar days following each 
date ident~fied in the "Schedule of Compliance", the 
perm~ttee shall submit to the respective Department 
Reg~onal Office as required therein, elther a report of 
progress or. in the case of speclfic actlons be~ng requlred 
by Identified dates, a wr~tten notice of compliance or 
noncompliance. In the latter case, the notlce shall Include 
the cause of noncompliance, any remedial actions taken. 
and the probability of meeting the next scheduled 
requlrements, or if there are no more scheduled 
requ~rements, wnen such noncompliance will becorrected. 
The Reg~onal Office address IS Indicated in the cover letter 
transmitting the permit. 

3. Detlnltlons 
Defin~tions as set forth in the Missouri Clean Water Law and 
Missour1 Clean Water Commlss~on Definition Regulat~on 10 
CSR 20-2.010 shall apply to terms used herein. 

4. Test Procodurn 
Test procedures for the analysis of pollutants shall be in 
accordance w~ th  the Missouri Clean Water Commlss~on 
Effluent Regulation 10 CSR 20-7.015. 

5. Recording of Results 
A. For each measurement or sample taken pursuant to the 

requirements of th~s  perm~t. the permlttee shall record 
the follow~ng information: 

(i) The date, exact place. and tlme of sampling or 
measurements; 

(ii) The individual(s) who performed the sampling or 
measurements: 

(iii) The date@) analyses were performed: 
(iv) The indiv~dual(s) who performed the analyses: 
(v) The analytical techniques or methods used: and 

(vi) The results of such ahalyses. 
8. The Federal Clean Water Act provides ?hat any person 

who fals~fies, tampers with, or knowingly renders 
~naccurate any monitoring device or method requlred to 
be maintamed under this permit shall. upon conviction. 
be punlshed by a fine of not more than $10.000 per 
vcolation. or by imprisonment for not more than 6 
months per violation, or by both. 

C. Calculat~ons for all limitations which require averaging 
of measurements shall utilize an arithmetic mean unless 
othemtse specified by the Director in the permit. 

6. Addltlond Monitoring by Pennittee 
I f  the permrttee mon~tors any pollutant at the locatlon(s) 
des~gnated heretn more frequently than required by this 
permlt uslng approved analytical methods as specified 
above. the results of such monitoring shall be included in 
the calculation and reporting of the values required in the 
Mon~toring Report Form. Such increased frequency shall 
also be indicated. 

7. R.cords Retention 
The permlttee shall retain records of all monltoring 
information, including all calibration and maintenance 
records and all or~ginal strip chart recordings tor 
continuous monitoring instrumentation, copies of all 
reports required by this permit, and records of all data used 
to complete the application for this permit, for a period of at 
least 3 years from the date of the sample. measurement, 
report or application. This period may be extended by 
request of the Department at any time. 

SECTION B - MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS 
1. Change in Discharge 

A. All discharges authorized herein shall be'consistent 
with the terms and conditions of thls permit. The 
discharge of any pollutant not author~zed by thls permit 
or of any pollutant ~dentlfied in this permlt more 
frequently than or at a level in excess of that au thor~z~d 
shall constitute a violation of the permit. " 

B. Any facility expansions, production increases. or 
process modifications which w ~ l l  result In new, d~fferent. 
or increased discharges of pollutants shall be reported 
by submission of a new NPDESapplication at leasts~xty 
(60) days before such changes. or. 11 they wlll not vlolate 
the effluent limitations specified in this permlt, by notice 
to the Department at least thlrty (30) days before such 
changes. 

2 Noncompliance Notlficatlon 
A If, for any reason. !he perm~ttee does not comply w~ th  or 

will be unable to comply wlth any dally maxlmum 
effluent l~m~tatlon speclfieci In thls permlt. the perm~tee 
shall prov~de the Department w~ th  the follcwing 
~nformat~on. In wrltlng wlthln flve (5) days of becomlng 
aware of such condltlon. 

(I) A oescr~ptlon of the discharge and cause of 
noncompl~ance. and 

(11) The perlod of noncompllance, lncludlng exact 
dates and tlmes or, r f  not corrected, the antlc~pated 
t~me the noncompl~ance 1s expected to continue, 
and steps belng taken to reduce, ellmlnate and 
prevent recurrence of the noncomplying discharge 

B Twenty-four hour reporting. The permlttee shall report 
any noncompl~ance wh~ch may endanger health or the 
environment. Any ~ntormatlon shall be provlded orally 
w~thlr! 24 hours from the time the perrnlttee becomes 
aware of the clrcumstances A wntten submlss~on shall 
also be provlded w~thtn 5 days of the!Ime the permlttee 
becomes aware cf the circumstances The Depanment 
may walve the wrltten report on a case-by-case bds~s ~t 
the oral report has been recelved wrthln 24 hours. 

3. F.cll1tf.r Opefatton 
Permittees shall operate and maintaln facilities to comply 
with the Missouri Clean Water Law and applicable perm~t 
conditions. Operators or supervisors of operations at 
publicly owned or publicly regulated wastewater treatment 
facilities shall be certified in accordance w~ th  10 CSR 20- 
9.020(2) and any other applicable state law or regulatcon. 
operators of other wastewater treatment facilities. water 
contaminant source or point sources. shall, upon request 
by the department, demonstrate that wastewater treatment 
equ~pment and facilities are effectively operated and 
malntalned by competent personnel. 

4. Adverse Impact 
The perm~ttee shall take all necessary steps to minimtze any 
adverse impact to waters of the state resulting from non- 
compliance with any effluent limitations spec~fied in th~s  
permit or set forth in the Missouri Clean Water Law and 
Regulations (herernafter the Law and Regulations), 
Including such accelerated or additional monltoring as 
necessary to determine the nature and impact of the non- 
complying discharge. 



5. Bypas8ing 
A. Any bypass or shut down of a wastewater treatment 

facility and tributary sewer system or any part of such a 
facility and sewer system that results in a violation of 
permtt limits or conditions is prohibited except: 

(i) Where unavoidable to prevent loss of life. personal 
injury. or severe property damages: and 

(ii) Where unavoidable excessive storm dramage or 
runoff would catastrophically damage any facilities 
or processes necessary for compliance w~ th  the 
effluent limitat~ons and conditions of this permlt: 

(~ i i )  Where maintenance is necessary to ensureefficient 
operatton and alternative measures have been 
taken to maintam effluent quality during the period 
of maintenance. 

8. The permittee shall notify the department in writing of 
all bypasses or shut down that result in a violatioh of 
permit limits or conditions. This section does not excuse 
any person from any liability. unless such relief is 
otherwise provided by the Statute. 

6. Removed Substances 
Solids. sludges. filter backwash, or other pollutants 
removed in the course of treatment or control of 
wastewaten shall be disposed of ~n a manner such as to 
prevent any pollutants from enterlng waters of the state 
unless permitted by the Law, and a permanent record of the 
date and tlme, volume and methods of removal and dlsposal 
of such substances shall be matntalned by the perm~ttee. 

7. Power Failures 
In order to maintain compliance with theeffluent limitations 
and other provisions of this permit. the permittee shall 
either: 
A. in accordance with the "Schedule of Compliance". 

prov~de an alternative power source sufficient to 
operate the wastewater control facrlities: or. 

0.  11 such alternative power source is not in existence. and 
no date for its implementation appears In the 
Compl~ance Schedule, halt or otherwise control 
production and all discharges upon the reduct~on. loss. 
or fallure of the primary source of power to the 
wastewater control facilities. 

8. Right of Enby 
For the purpose of inspecting, monitoring. or sampling the 
point source. water contaminant source, or wastewater 
treatment facility for compliance with the Clean Water Law 
and these ngulations. authorized representatives of the 
department shall be allowed by the permittee. upon 
presentation of credentials and at reasonable tlmes: 
A. to e n m  upon permittee's premlses in whlch a polnt 

source. water contaminant source. or wastewater 
treatment facility is located or in whrch any records are 
required to be kept under terms and condittons o! the 
permit 

8. to have access to, or copy, any records required to be 
kept under terms and conditions of the permlt; 

C. to inspect any monitoring equ~pment or method 
requlrd in the permit; 

D. to insped any collection, treatment. or discharge facil~ty 
covered under tne permit: and 

E. to rampie any wastewater at any point in the collect~on 
system a treatment process. 

9. Permitr Tmfomb le  
A. Subjea to section (3) of 10 CSR 20-6.010 an operating 

permit may be transfered upon submiss~on to the 
departmmt of an application to transfer signed by a new 
owner. Until such time as the permit is officially 
transfered, the original permittee remains responsible 
for cocnplying with the !erms and conditions of the 
existing permit. 

8. The department, within thirty (30) days of receipt of the 
applicatm shall notify the new permittee of its intent to 
revoke and reissue or transfer the permit. 

10. Availability of Reports 
Except for oata determined to beconfidential under Section 
308 of the Act, and the Law and Missouri Clean Water 
Comm~ss~m Regulat~on for Publlc Particlpatlon. Hearlngs 
and Notlce to Governmental Aaenc~es 10 CSR 20-6.020. all 
reports p&wed  in accordanc&ith the terms of this permit 
shall be available for public inspection at the offices of the 
Department. As required by statute. effluent data shall not 
be considered confidential. Knowingly making any false 

statement on any such report shallbe sufect to the 
imposition of crimlnal penalties as provided for in Sect~on 
204.076 of the Law. 

Permit Modification 
A. Subject to compliance with statutory requlrements of 

the Law and Regulations and applicable Court Order. 
thls perm11 may be modlf~ed, suspended, or'revoked ~n 
whole or in part dur~ng its term for cause ~ncluding. but 
not lim~ted to, the follow~ng: 

(i) v~olation of any terms or cond~t~ons of th!s perrnlt or 
the Law; 

(ii! havlng obtained this perin~t by mlsrepresentatlon 
or failure to disclose fully all relevant facts: 

(iii) a change in any clrcumstances or.cond~t~ons that 
requlres elther a temporary or permanent reduction 
or elimination of the authorized discharge, or 

(iv) any reason set forth in the Law and Regulations. 
8. The filing of a request by the permittee for a permit 

modification. revocation and reissuance. or termma- 
tion. or a notification of planned changes or anticrpated 
noncompliance. does not stay any permlt condit~on. 

Pennit Modification-Leu Stringent Requirements 
If any permit provisions are based on legal requlrements 
which are lessened or removed. and should no other bas~s 
exist for such perm11 provisions. the perm11 shall be 
rnod~fied after notlce and opportunity for a hear~ng. 

Civil and Criminal ~i'ability 
Except as author~zed by statute and provided in perm11 
conditions on "Bypassing" (Standard Cond~tion B-5) and 
"Power Failures" (Standard Condition 8-7) nothinq in thls 
perm~t shall be construed to relleve the permtttee from CIVII 
or cr~mlnal penalt~es for noncompliance. 

Oil and Hazardous Substance Liability 
Noth~ng ~n thls perrnlt shall be construed to preclude the 
~nstltutlon of any legal actcon or rel~eve the permlttee from 
any respons~btl~t~es, l ~ a b ~ ~ ~ t ~ e s  or penalties to whlch the 
perm~ttee IS or may be subject under Sectlon 31 1 of the Act. 
and the Law and Regulat~ons 31, and h a z a ~ ~ ~ u ;  materials 
discharges must be reported in compl~ance wlth the 
requlrements of the Federal Clean Water Act. 

State Laws 
Nothlng ~n this perrnlt mall be construed !o preclude the 
lnst~tut~on of any legal actlon or rel~eve the permlttee from 
any respons~b~lltles. I~ab~ l~ t~es .  or penalt~es established 
pursuant to any appllcable state statute or regulatlons 

Property Rlghts 
The Issuance of thls permlt does not convey any property 
rights In e~ther real or personal property, or any exclusive 
prlvlleges, nor does 11 authorize any Injury to private 
property or any lnvaslon of personal r~ghts, nor any 
~nfrlngement of or v~olat~on of federal, state or local laws or 
regulatlons 

Duty to reapply 
If the perm~ttee wlshes to contlnue an actlv~ty regulated by 
thls perm11 aYer the explrat~on date of thls permlt, the 
perrn~ttee must apply for a new permlt 180 days prlor to 
explratlorl of th~s pefml! 

Toxic Pollutants 
I f  a tox~c eff:uent standard. proh~b~t~on, or schedule Of 
compl~ance 1s establlsned under sectlon 307ia) of the 
Federal Clean Water Act far a toxlc pollutant ~n the 
discharge of permittee's factllty and such standard IS more 
stringent than the I~m~ta:~ons tn the permlt. then the more 
strlngcnt standard, proh~blt~on. or schedule shall be 
incorporated lnto the perm11 as One of 11s cond~t~ons. upon 
notlce to he perm~ttee. 

Signrtoy requirement 
All reports. or ~nformatlon submrtted to the Olrector shall be 
s~gned (See 40 CFR-122 6) 

Rights Not Affected 
Notnlng In thls perm11 shall affect the perrnlttee s r~ght to 
appeal or seek a varlance from appllcable laws or 
regulations as allowed by law 

Severability 
The provlslons of thls permlt are severable, and 11 any 
provlslon of thls permit, or the appllcatlon of any provtsron 
of thls perm11 to any clrcumstance. IS held ~nval~d, the 
appllcatlon of such provlslon to other clrcumstances, and 
the rematnder of th~s  perm~t. shall not be affected thereby 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION rn 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 , , ,,;j.; p,:f 3- 23 91% wwhr 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
wpm? r92?~3?u'td1.~9nYf2?-& 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 18, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

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

Dear Colonel Jones: 

To assist the Commission in analysis of depot maintenance operations, request you 
provide numbers of direct and indirect depot maintenance personnel levels for each depot by 
fiscal year from 1987-1997. 

Request you provide this information no later than 2 1 Apr 1995. Thank you for your 
assistance. I appreciate your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

' Edward A. Brown 111 
Army Team Leader 
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b ' THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSl.TfZE AND REfiIGNME;VT COblBIISSION 

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEII.1 (ECTS) # ~ X O L / / P  -2s- 

ORGAYIWTION: ORGANIZATION: 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
* I 

Prepare Reply for -s Spa twe  Repam Repiy for Cnnmiffimrr's sipatme -- 
Prepare Reply for Staff Director's S i i  %I-+-- 

ACTION: Offer Couunents andlor Suggedm FYI 

RouthgDpte: 4 10 s//P Date-: Woq/P / Mail Date: 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 _ . . . - r+d,iy~>2r 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 .? ., , ~'b;. - .L&&s 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 18, 1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. S. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

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

Dear Colonel Jones: 

The Army has indicated that Fort Holabird will be closed as part of the 1995 Base Closure 
and Realignment process. Could you please advise the Commission if the closure costs are 
included in the attached COBRA data for the relocation of the Defense Investigative Service. If 
not, please provide the COBRA data for the closure action. 

If you need any clarification of these questions, please contact Mike Kennedy, the Army Team 
Analyst. 

I appreciate your assistance and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

/ Edward A.  own III 
Army Team Leader 

Enclosure 
EBImk 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As O f  10:14 12/20/1994, Report Created ll:52 03/21/1995 

Department : Do0 
Option Package : F t .  Holabi rd 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA9S\1NTER\DIS\MDECOIJOIJCBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\INTER\DIS\STAFAC9S.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
Final  Year : 1998 
R O I  Year : 2003 (5 Years) 

NPV i n  2015(SK): -4,232 
1-Time Cost(SK1: 11,126 

Net Costs (SKI  Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

M i  lCon 854 9,767 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 2 1 
Moving 0 0 
Miss io 0 0 
Other 0 -9,161 

TOTAL 856 608 477 - 486 - 486 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 11 0 0 
TOT 0 0 11 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Of f  C 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 301 0 0 
TOT 0 0 301 0 0 

Sunnary: - - - - - - - -  

To ta l  - - - - -  
10,621 
-1,746 

422 
161 
0 

-8,9?7 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

-506 
19 
0 
0 
0 

Tota l  - - - - -  

This scenario i s  tha t  o f  const ruct ing a new b u i l d i n g  a t  F t .  neade and c los ing 
For t  Holabi rd when D I S  vacates 



COBRA REALIGNMENT UYYURY (COBRA 6 - 0 8 )  - Page 2/2 
Data As O f  10:16 12/20/199C, Report C r e a t d  11:52 03/21/1995 

Department : Do0 
Option Package : Ft. Holabird 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\INTER\DIS\C(DECON.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\DIS\STAFAC95.SFF 

Costs (SKI Constant Dol lars 
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 854 9,767 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 2 1 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 856 9,769 920 419 419 419 

Savings (SK) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 

M i  lCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
niss io  0 0 
Other 0 9,161 

TOTAL 0 9,161 443 906 906 906 

Total - - - - -  

Total - - - - -  

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 
0 

419 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  10:14 12/20/1994, Report Created ll:52 03/21/1995 

Department : DoD 
Option Package : Ft .  Holabird 
Scmar io  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\DIS\MDECOY.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\DIS\STAFAC95.SFF 

Year - - - -  
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
200 1 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
ZOO9 
2010 
201 1 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 

Cost (S 1 - - - - - - -  
855,761 
608,189 
477,197 
-486,422 
-486,422 
-486,422 - 486,422 
-486,422 
-486,422 
-486,422 
-486,422 
-486,422 
-486,422 
-486,422 
- 486,422 
-486,422 
-486,422 
-486,422 
-486,422 
-486,422 

Adjusted CostCS) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
844,232 
583,937 
445,905 
-442,361 
-430,521 
-418,999 
-407,785 
-396,871 
-386,249 
-375,911 
-365,850 
-356,059 
-346,529 
-337,255 
-328,228 
-319,444 
-310,894 
-302,573 
-294,475 
-286,594 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 10:14 12/20/1994, Report Created 11:52 03/21/1955 

Department : 000 
Option Package : F t .  Holobird 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\DIS\MOECON.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\DIS\STAFAC95.SFF 

( A l l  values in  Dol lars)  

Category ---.---- 
Construct ion 

M i l i t a r y  Construct ion 
Family Housing Construct ion 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
El iminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothbai l  / Shutdoun 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 183,947 
Enviromenta l  M i t i ga t i on  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 183,947 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 11,125,637 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

H i  1 i t a r y  Construct i o n  Cost Avoidances 
Fami l y  Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
E n v i r o m n t a l  M i t i ga t i on  Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Time Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Tim Costs 11,125,637 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08). - Page 2/3 
Data As O f  10:14 12/20/1994, Report Created 11:SZ 03/21/1995 

Department : Dd) 
Option Package : F t .  Holabi rd 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA9S\INTER\OIS\MDECON.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA9S\INTER\DlS\STAFAC9S.SFF 

Base: F t .  Holabird, MO 
( A L L  values in Do l la rs )  

Category 
- - - - - - . *  

Construct ion 
M i l i t a r y  Construct ion 
Family Housing Construct ion 
In format ion Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Tota l  - Construct ion 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C iv iL ian  Ear l y  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
El iminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Tota l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothbal l  / Shutdown 

To ta l  - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i  l i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

Tota l  - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
E n v i r o m n t a l  M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Tota l  - Other 

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

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 203,933 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construct ion Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Envirormental 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 203,933 



+ ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 3 / 3  
Data As O f  10:14 12 /20 /1W4 ,  Report Created 11:52 03/21/1995 

Department : OoD 
Option Package : Ft. Holabird 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\INTER\DIS\NDECONWCBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\DIS\STAFAC95.SFF 

Base: Ft. Meade, MD 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

Category - - - - - - - -  
Construct ion 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  R I F  
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
ELirninated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

cost - - - -  Sub-Total - - - - - - - - -  

Other 
HAP / RSE 183,947 
E n v i r o w n t a l  M i t i ga t i on  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 183,947 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - _ _ _ _ - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total One-Time Costs 10,921,704 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
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 
E n v i r o m n t a l  M i t i ga t i on  Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Time Savings 0 ----__-------______-------------------.--------------------------------------- 
Total Net One-Time Costs 10,921,704 



. TOTAL MILITARY COWSTRUCTIOW ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08) - Pase 1/3 
Data As Of 10:14 12/20/1994, Report Created 11:52 03/21/1995 

Department : DoO 
Option Package : Ft. Holabird 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\INTER\DIS\MDECOW.CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi lc : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\DIS\STAFAC95.SFF 

ALL Costs in  SK 
Total I MA Land Cost Total 

Base Name Mi \Con Cost Purch Avo i d Cost - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  
Ft. Holabird 0 0 0 0 0 
Ft. Meade 9,390 1,231 0 0 10,621 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Totals: 9,390 1,231 0 0 10,621 



'MILITARY COWSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As O f  10:14 12/20/1994, Report Created l l : 5 2  03/21/1995 

Department : D d )  
Option Package : Ft. no lab i rd  
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\INTER\DIS\WECO)(.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\C0BRA95\INTER\DIS\STAFAC9S5SFF 

MilCon f o r  Base: F t .  Meade, CW) 

A L L  Costs i n  SK 
M i  lCon Using Rehab Neu New Total 

Descript ion: Categ Rehab Cost* MiLCon Cost* Cost* - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  ---.-- - - - - -  - - - - -  
NEW BUILDING CONST ADMIN 0 n/a 77,436 n/a 9,390 ------------------------.----------------------------------------------------- 

Total Construct ion Cost: 9,390 
+ l n r o  Management Account: 1,231 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL: 10,621 

* ALL MiLCon Costs inc lude Design, S i t e  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SiOH Costs uhere appl icable. 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORl (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 10:14 12/20/1994, Report Created 11:52 03/21/1995 

Department : DoD 
Option Package : Ft. Holabi rd 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\INTER\DIS\MDEC0NWCBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\INTER\DIS\STAFAC95.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: Ft. Holabird, MO 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 458 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l ians - 33 -9 -115 0 0 0 -157 
TOTAL - 33 -9 -115 0 0 0 -157 

BASE POPULATION ( P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 301 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: F t .  Meade, MD 

1996 1997 1998 1999 ZOO0 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
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 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  Lians 0 0 301 0 0 0 30 1 
TOTAL 0 0 301 0 0 0 301 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 
Stuaentc 5 G 
C i v i l  i a ~ s  0 0 
TOTAL 3 C 

F t .  Holabird, MD): 
1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 i) 0 C 

301 0 0 0 301 
3C1 0 3 0 3C: 

3ASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Action):  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l ians - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: Ft. Meaae, MD 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students C i v i l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

1,974 7,244 906 24,974 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

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 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 301 0 0 0 301 
TOTAL 0 0 301 0 0 0 301 

BASE POPULATION ( P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i c e r s  En1 i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

1,974 7,244 906 25,275 



' PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 10:14 12/20/1W4, Report Created 11:52 03/21/1995 

Department : DoO 
Option Package : F t .  Holabi rd 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\INTER\DIS\MDECON.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\DIS\STAFAC95.SFF 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: F t .  Holabird, 

1996 - - - -  
O f f i c e r s  0 
En1 i s t e d  0 
Students 0 
Civ i  1 ians 0 
TOTAL 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  F t .  Meade, HO): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 
En1 i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 30 1 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 30 1 0 0 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 
En1 i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 - 1 1  0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 - 11 0 0 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En1 i s t e d  Students - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

1,974 7,244 906 

2001 Total - - - -  - - - - -  
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 301 
0 301 

2001 Total - - - -  - - - - -  
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 301 
0 301 

2001 Total 

C i v i  1 ians - - - - - - - - - -  
25,565 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 10:14 12/20/1W4, Report Created 11:52 03/21/1995 

Department : Do0 
Option Package : Ft. Holabird 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\OIS\CX)ECON.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\INTER\DIS\STAFAC9S.SFF 

Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING W T  

Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civi 1 ian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civiiians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

2001 Total - - - -  - - - - -  
0 301 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 301 
0 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 301 0 0 0 301 
Civilians Moving 0 0 301 0 0 0 301 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 1 0 0 0  1 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 1 0 0 0  1 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 6 0 0 0 6 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

+ The Percentage of Civilians Not Uiliing to Move (Voluntary RIFs) varies from 
base to base. 

# Not ell Priority Placements invoive a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 10:14 12/20/1994, Report Created 11:52 03/21/1995 

Department : Do0 
Option Package : Ft. Holabird 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA95\INTER\OIS\MDECON.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\DIS\STAFAC95.SFF 

Base: Ft. Holabird, MO Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Ret irement* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFsI* 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

Total - - - - -  
30 1 
0 
0 
0 
0 

301 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Neu Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other Civi lian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEU HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Milling to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



. PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3/3 
Data As Of 10:14 12/20/1W4, Report Created 11:52 03/21/1995 

Department : Do0 
Option Package : F t .  Holabird 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA9S\INTER\DIS\MOECON.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\DIS\STAFAC95.SFF 

Base: Ft. Meade, MD Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15 .OOX 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( the  remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posi t ions Avai lab le 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
CivsNotMov ing(RIFs) *  6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i l i a n s  Ava i lab le  t o  Move 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

2001 Total - - - -  - - - - -  
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 301 0 0 0 301 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 0 301 0 0 0 301 
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  Addi t ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 1 0 0 0  1 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 1 0 0 0  1 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 6 0 0 0 6 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* E a r l y  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move a re  not  appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  mi les. 

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



TOTAL APPROQRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.081 - Page 1/9 
Data As O f  10:14 12/20/1994, Report Created 11:52 03/21/1995 

Department 
Option Package 
Scenario F i l e  
Std Fct rs  F i l e  

: DcO 
: F t .  Holebi rd 
: C:\COBRA95\INTER\DIS\MDECON.CBR 
: C:\COBRA95\1NTER\DIS\STAFAC95.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS - - - - -  ( S K I - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

ogn 
CIV SALARY 
Civ R I F  
Civ Re t i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
R I T A  

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
D r i v i n g  

Unenpl oyment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdoun 
Neu H i re  
1-Time Hove 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
HHG 
Misc 

OTHER 
EL irn PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
EnvirormentaL 
I n f o  Manage 
I-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota l  
- - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/9 
Data As O f  10:14 12/20/1994, Report Created 11:52 03/21/1995 

Department : Do0 
Option Package : F t .  Holabi rd 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\DIS\MDEC0NWCBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\DIS\STAFAC95.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - -  (SKI----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OgM 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A l l o u  

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

To ta l  Beyond - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 0 

TOTAL COST 856 9,769 920 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  (SK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

om 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

To ta l  - - - - -  

RECURRI NGSAVES - - - - -  (SKI----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A l lou  

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

To ta l  Beyond - - - - -  - - - - - -  
0 C 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 9,161 443 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPOUT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3/9 
Data As Of 10:14 12/20/1994, Report Created 11:52 03/21/1995 

Depertment : 000 
Option Package : Ft. Holebird 
Scenario F i le : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\DI S\MOECON.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\INTER\DIS\STAFAC95.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET - - - - -  (SK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

osn 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envirormental 
Info Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SK)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OBH 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Wisc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL NET CCS7 E56 60E i 77 - 486 -486 -485 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA 6 - 0 6 )  - Page C/9 
Data As Of 10:14 12/2O/lWC, Report Created ll:52 03/21/1995 

Department : Dd) 
Option Package : Ft. Holabird 
Scenario FiLe : C:\CDBRA9S\INTER\DIS\CIDECON.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA9S\INTER\DIS\STAFAC9S.SFF 

Base: Ft. Holabird, 
ONE-TIME COSTS - - - - -  ( S K I - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

OBF1 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Pecking 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Driving 

Unemployment 
OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
1-Time nove 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MlL MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misa 

OTHEii 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Info Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total - - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/9 
Data As O f  10:14 12/20/1W4, Report Created 11:52 03/21/1W5 

Department : Dd) 
Option Package : Ft. Holabird 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\DIS\MDECONWCBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\OIS\STAFAC95.SFF 

Base: Ft. Holabird, nD 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 - - - - -  (SKI----- - - - -  
FAN HOUSE OPS 0 
OBM 

RPMA 0 
00s 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 204 0 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  (SK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
ow 

1-Time Move 
MIL PERSONNEL 
n i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1 -T ime Other 

iOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (SKI----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OgM 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

M I L  PERSONUEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
n i sc  Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyona 
- - - - - -  

C " 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 190 COO 400 400 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 6/9 
Data As Of 10:14 12/20/1994, Report Created 11:52 03/21/1995 

Department : DoO 
Option Package : F t .  Holabird 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA9~\IWTER\DIS\MDECON.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\DIS\STAFAC95.SFF 

Base: F t .  Holabird, MD 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 - - - - -  (SK) - - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 0 
Fam Housing 0 

a n  
Civ Retir/RIF 0 
Civ Moving 0 
Other 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 
?-Time Other 0 
Land 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 

ZOO 1 - - - -  Total - - - - -  

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SK)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OBn 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ  Salary 

CHAMWS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House A l lou  

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total Beyond - - - - -  - - - - - -  
0 0 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 14 -400 -400 -LOO 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 7/9 
Data As Of 10:14 12/20/1994, Report Created 11:52 03/21/1995 

Department : DoD 
Option Package : F t .  Holabi rd 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\DIS\W)ECON.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\DIS\STAFAC95.SFF 

Base: F t .  Meade, 
ONE-TIME COSTS - - - - -  (SK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fern Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 

Civ RIFs 
Civ  Re t i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House H u n t  
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdoun 
Neu Hires 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per D i m  
POV Mi les 
HHG 
Misc 

OTHER 
ELim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi rormenta! 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

2001 Tota l  - - - - - - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 8/9 
Data As Of 10:14 12/20/1W4, Report Created 11:52 03/21/1995 

Department : DoO 
Option Package : F t .  Holabi rd 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\DIS\MDECON.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\OIS\STAFAC95.SFF 

Base: F t .  Meade, 
RECURRINGCOSTS - - - - -  (SK)----- 
FAM HWSE OPS 
o8M 

R PMA 
BOS 
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 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COSTS 856 9,769 71 6 419 419 419 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  (SK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I LCON 
Fam Housing 

o8n 
I - T i m e  Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
E n v i r o m n t a l  
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota l  - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (OK) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House ALLOW 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

0 
0 
0 

i,ni 
0 

0 
0 
0 

9,161 
0 
0 
0 

10,932 

10,932 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

0 
0 
0 

506 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

506 

506 TOTAL SAVINGS 0 9,161 25 3 5 06 5 06 5 06 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA 6 - 0 8 )  - Page 9 /9  
Data AS Of 10:14 12/20/1994, Report Created 11:52 03/21/1995 

Department :OoD 
Opt ion Package : Ft. Ho lab i rd  
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\INTER\DIS\MOECON.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\INTER\OIS\STAFAC95.SFF 

Base: Ft.  Meade, 
ONE-TIME NET - - - - -  (SKI - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
C iv  Re t i r /R IF  
C iv  Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envirormental  
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SK)----- 
FAM HWSE OPS 
08M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C iv  Sa la ry  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Sa la ry  
House A l l ow  

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unioue Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

To ta l  - - - - -  

To ta l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPWA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 10:14 12/20/1W4, Report Created 11:52 03/21/1995 

Department : D d l  
Option Package : Ft. Holabird 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\INTER\DIS\WECO)(.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\INTER\DIS\STAFAC95.SFF 

Base - - - -  
F t .  Holabird 
F t  . Meade 

Base - - - -  
F t .  Holabird 
F t .  Meade 

Base - - - -  
F t .  Holabi rd 
F t .  Meede 

P e r s o ~ e l  
Change %Change - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

-301 -100% 
290 1% 

SF 
Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

-86,000 - 100% 286 
77,436 1% 267 

RPMACS) BOS(S 
Change %Change Chg/Per Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

RPMABOS(S) 
Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

-400,000 -152% 1,329 
419,556 1% 1,447 



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 10:14 12/20/1994, Report Created 11:52 03/21/1995 

Department : Do0 
Option Package : Ft .  Holebird 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\INTER\DIS\P(DECON.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\OIS\STAFAC95.SFF 

Net ChangeCSK) - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
RPMA Change 
BOS Change 
Housing Change - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TOTAL CHANGES 

2001 Total Beyond - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
-180 -509 -180 

199 797 199 
0 0 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
19 288 19 



SCENARIO ERROR REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 10:14 12/20/1994, Report Created 11:52 03/21/1995 

Department : DoO 
Option Package : Ft .  Holabird 
Scenario FiLe : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\DIS\MDECON.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\INTER\DIS\STAFAC95.SFF 

SCENARIO DATA: 
Ft. Holabird has no ~ c t i v i t ~  Code. 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5 .08)  
Date As Of 10:14 12/20/1994, Report Created 11:52 03/21/1995 

Department : Do0 
Option Package : F t .  Holabi rd 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA9!i\INTER\DIS\MDECON.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\DIS\STAFAC95.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name - - - - - - - - -  
F t .  Holabird, MD 
F t .  Meade, MD 

Strategy: - - - - - - - - -  
Closes i n  F Y  1998 
Realignment 

Sunnary: - - - - - - - -  
This scenario i s  tha t  o f  const ruct ing a new bu i ld ing  a t  Ft. Meade and c los ing 
For t  Holabi rd when DIS vacates 

INPUT SCREEN TUO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: - - - - - - - - - -  
F t .  Holabird, MD 

To Base: - - - - - - - -  
F t .  Meade, MD 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from F t .  Holabird, MD t o  Ft. Meade, MD 

O f f i c e r  Posit ions: 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt ( tons):  
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  
M i l i t a r y  L i g h t  Vehicles: 
Heavy/SpeciaL Vehicles: 

Distance: 

18 m i  

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STAT!C BASE INFORMATION 

Name: F t .  Hoiabird, MD 

Tota l  O f f i c e r  Empioyees: 
Tota l  E n i i s t e d  Employees: 
Tota l  Student Enployees: 
Tota l  C i v i l i a n  Enployees: 
M i l  Famil ies L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not U i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
To ta l  Base FaciLities(KSF): 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost (S/Ton/Hile): 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
Comnrnications (SK/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year)z 
Family Housing <SK/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
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: 



I N W T  DATA REPORT (COBRA 6.08) - Page 2 
~a;a As Of 10:14 12/20/1994, Report Created 11:52 03/21/1995 

Department :DoD 
Option Package : Ft. Holsbird 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA95\INTER\DIS\K)ECON.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\IUTER\DIS\STAFAC95.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 
Name: Ft. Meade, MD 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Enployees: 
Total Student Errployees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Uilling To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base FacilitiesCKSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Uon-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Ccmrunications (SU/Year): 
BOS Won-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payroll (SK/Year): 
Family Housing (SK/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 
Name: Ft. Holabird, MI 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
I-Time Moving Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-MiLCon ReqdCSK): 
Activ Mission Cost (SK): 
Activ Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring CostCSK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK1: 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (XI: 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(OK): 
im. housing Avoianc(SK): 
procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Pa:ients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci l ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: Ft. Meade, MD 

I-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI: 
Env Non-MilCon ReqdCSK): 
Activ Mission Cost (SKI: 
Activ Mission Save (SKI:  
Misc Recurring CostCSK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdoun Schedule (X): 
MiLCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fam Housing AvoidncCSK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutOoun(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% OX OX GX 
0% 0% OX 0% 
0 0 0 0 
G 0 G C 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDoun: 

1997 1998 1999 2060 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 G 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 G 
0 3 C 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX 0': OX 0% 
0% OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

9,161 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDoun: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 3 
Data As O f  10:14 12/20/1994, Report Created 11:52 03/21/1995 

Department : 000 
Option Package : F t .  Holabird 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA~~\INTER\DIS\W)ECON.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\OIS\STAFAC95.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: F t .  Holabird, MO 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
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 SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: F t .  Meade, MD 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  ChangeCNo Sal Save): 
Enl Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ ChangeCNo Sal Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i an :  

iNPUT SC2EEN SEVEL - EASE MILiTARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: F t .  Meade, MD 

Descr ip t ion Categ Neu MiLCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost(SK) - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
NEU BUILDING CONST AOMIN 77,436 0 9,390 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 77.00% 
Percent En l i s ted  Married: 58.50% 
En l i s ted  Housing MiLCon: 91 -00% 
Off icer Salary(f/Year): 67,948.00 
Off BAO u i  t h  Dependents(S): 7,717.00 
Enl is ted Salary(S/Year): 30,860.00 
En1 BAQ with Oependents(S): 5,223.00 
AvgUnerrpLoyCost(S/Ueek): 174.00 
Unerrployment E l i g i b i  LityCUeeks): 18 
C i v i l i a n  Salary(S/Year): 45,998.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Ret i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Re t i r e  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i l e  Oesc: STFAC95 

C iv  Ear ly  Re t i r e  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($1: 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i re  CostCS): 1,109.00 
Nat Median Home Price(S):1,146,000.00 
Home Sale Reimkrrse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimkrrs(S): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimkrrse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimkrrs(S): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64 -00% 
HAP Home Value Reimkrrse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimkrrse Rate: 19.00% 
RSE Homeouner Receiving Rate: 12.00% 



. 
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Data AS Of 10:14 12/20/1994, Report Created 11:52 03/21/1995 

Department : 000 
Option Package : Ft. Holabi rd 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA~~\~NTER\DIS\MDECON.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\1NTER\DIS\STAFAC95.SFF 

STANOARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bu i ld ing  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54 

( Ind ices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothbal l  Cost ($/SF): 1.50 
Avg Bachelor QuartersCSF): 388.00 
Avg Family Puarters(SF): 1,819.00 
APPDET-RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 2.90% 1997: 3.00% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 59.00% 
I n f o  Management Account: 15.00% 
MilCon Design Rate: 10.00% 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 6.00% 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 7.00% 
MilCon S i t e  Preparat ion Rate: 24.00% 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 2.75% 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb1: 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Tota l  HHG Cost (f/lOOLb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport (S/Pass Mile): 0.20 
n i s c  Exp (S/Oirect Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate(S/Ton): 284.00 
M i l  L igh t  Vehicle(S/Mile): 0.09 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle(S/Mile): 0.09 
POV Reimkrrsement(S/MiLe): 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 2.90 
Routine PCS(S/Pers/Twr): 4,665.00 
One-Timeoff PCSCost(S): 6,134.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost(S): 4,381 .OO 

STANOARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category - - - - - - - -  
Hor izonta l  
Ua te r f ron t  
A i r  Operations 
Operat ional 
Adn in is t ra r i ve  
School Bui ld ings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
'arnily Quar ters  
Covered Storage 
Dining F a c i L i t i e s  
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  
Comnvlications F a c i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Amrunit ion Storage 
Medicai F a c i l i t i e s  
E n v i r o m n t a l  

un - - 
(SY 
(LF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF:  
!SF) 
(SF)  
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(BL) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
( ) 

Category UM S/UM - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  
Optional Category A ( 0 
Optional Category B ( 1 0 
Optional Category C ( ) 0 
Optional Category 0 ( 1 0 
Optional Category E ( ) 0 
Optional Category F ( ) 0 
Optional Category G ( ) 0 
O ~ t i o n a l  Category H ( 0 
Optional Category 1 ( ; 0 
Optional Category J ( 1 0 
Optional Category K ( ? 0 
Optional Category L ( 1 0 
Optional Category M ( 1 0 
Optional Category N ( ) 0 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 0 
Optional Category P ( 1 0 
Optional Category a ( 3 0 
Optional Category R ( ) 0 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

b 

'@ ;. 
s$Y'" , A . 

Mr. Edward A. Brown I11 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr Brown: 

This letter is in response to your question about the estimated closure costs 
for Fort Holabird, MD. The COBRA output (scenario # MEDCON.CBR) 
specifies a $129,000 one-time cost for "mothball/shutdown", we believe this 
amount is a sufficient estimate of the closure costs. 

The point of contact for further information on this issue is MAJ Chuck 
Fletcher, (703) 697-6262. 

Sincerely, 

MICHAEL G. JONES 
COL, GS 
Director, The Army Basing Study 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

- - -  - t .  7 s . :  r~$i?d;r - .  
- I - __ ~ & 3 6  

April 18, 1995 

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

Dear Colonel Jones: 

Representative Weldon has sent the attached correspondence recommending that the 
Commission add Marcus Hook Army Reserve Facility for consideration. Request you comment 
on the letter and provide results of referenced report on alternative sites. 

Request you provide this information no later than 2 May, 1995. Thank you for your 
assistance. I appreciate your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

' Edward A. ~ r 6 w n  I11 
Anny Team Leader 

EABIrmm 
encl. 



2ZJ;lsf~111gton. TIC 2C5 13-3527 
March 1 5 ,  1 9 9 5  

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairmzn 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlinqton, Virginia 22209 

I am writing to urge that the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission consider adding to the base closure list 
the Army Reserve facility in Marcus Rook, Pennsylvania. I am 
one of the few Members who has been actively seeking a closure in 
my district, but thus far have received no assistance from the 
Department of Army or Department of Defenss. 

- .  Since I served as Fzyor of K z r c ~ s  Sock i: 1 9 3 0 ,  r.avs Sezz - - . . 
~ S C Z ~  zSi7YTL;ZLt-.v SZICIZE =t z l ~ s ?  r;;.~ -dnQ; lrc= l l l=e . i  - . - .  

7. ---. - - - - - - nessr-.-s =z=:l:=-.- 5: :<r==-s :-:-=r: 2 ? ,  ::=,I: iz ~ C Z  Z S Z ~ L ~ Z : . C T :  - - - -  - .- - y - - - - -  ---,- -.-,a 7 --- I--,n,-- =,- =----- .  - - - - - - -  - -  i.Z = wet=-Z --,.- d ~ - ; i .  . .  - 5-25 -IYIL-- - - - \ = - I  - - - - - -  -- 
- ----- -:- .-  - - -  - --- - -  . . - - - - . I . .-  : ?.. - - 8 .  - -  = , F:sIs=ir.=. t?..r= !v:erzzs =r:!r 1: 1 --.-,-- - . - .  - -  -. - --- - - - - - _ - - .  . 

- - - 

r 2 s ~ = - ~ - i s z s ,  r w z  t u ~  jo~rs zz5 = w 3  Z ~ Z Z Z S ,  - zzs zzs n e v e r  beex 
. . - - -  

activated s ixce  i=s es=z~~is;.lmenz iz. =hs - > c t j s .  Tke ,'-'- ..A-A - -- ' = 
s u ~ ~ o r z t c  ' =y =he Grcunc and Xz=ize 3 - n y  Nainzsnance Suqpczr - -- I --: --- . .. . 
-5- -, , - ,$, eonsistin~ sf f DCI C I - . - ~ - L Z Z  ~ersonnel. Dezzcnmenz : ., su3ports izs ?arsn= o2srat:sn in - Z-ZZIS - Szy, J-z rv l l - t ,  . . znt  ~ z z ? .  
u 2 i ~ s  Sup~orZ zn Z C Z ~ V P  uniz 2 2  r ~ = =   is 1: V i r g r r l z .  7 : : ~  
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hzrL+ors, inl=nS wzze-n-ays anc ccezns.  

Given the Amy's steadfzst refusal to assist on this natter, 
I had languaqe included in the base closure IsgMation dizeczing 
that the Department give 2riority consideration to closure of the 
facilities for which the local comuni=y supported closure. I 
reauested that Def~nse Sass Closure and Reali~nment Commission 

4 

zonsider the facility for closure in 1991 and 1993. The site was 
not considezed S y  DOD or BRqC in 1991, jut vzs add& to the Sase - - 7 closure lisz foz consideration cn Xzy ii, 1993. 



Not only was the 1993 Commission reluctant to question the 
mission requirement, but it only had a month to come up with an 
alternative site in lieu of outright mission elimination. By the 
1993 Commision's admission, the Army continued its stonewalling 
on this issue. The 1993 BRAC did not approve closure of Marcus 
Hook. 

The Total Army Analysis which justifies this mission was 
constructed in the Bush Administration, and should be 
reconsidered in light of current security plans and reduction in 
Army divisions. The facility is grossly underutiliaed, and it 
could easily be relocated or consolidated into its parent company 
or the active unit without harming the Army's transportation 
needs. I think it is time that the community's request be 
seriously considered, and that alternative sites be located if 
indeed the mission is still required. 

The FY94 Defense Authorization directed the Army to report 
on alternative sites within a one hundred mile radius of the 
Marcus Hook facility. That report, which I recieved, was wholly 
inadequate. - It overinflated costs of renovations necessary in 
some cases, and drastically limited its options at certain sites. 

It is cleaz that ths Army, thus the Depsrtment of Defense, 
vill not cffer z rscommendation to close tkis fzcility. F o r  that 
rezson, I zsk =?is= you zed Xercus Zook t~ yccr recommendztion . . - .  - ; - s ' - - P  2x2 =j==-~ i2?  C _ ~ S  ;;C2=Se=Tr znel;r~is n f  I l f Z  C Z  2 Z S 8 5  Z 2 Z  ,,, ,,, - - - - - .  - - --- = -  - --- - - - - - . , - -1 -,,..,-, - . .= 2: - = =  5 ~ 1  C Z ~ S ~ Z ~ Z ~ ' ; ~ = ~  21 z n ~ s  tzir-~,rrr.itz- r 2 c e s t .  
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--- 

--- 
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COMMISSIONER ROBLES 
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ARMY TEAM LEADER 

NAVY TEAM LEADER 

AJR FORCE TEAM LEADER 

INTERAGENCY TEAM LEADER 

CROSS SERVICE TEAM LEADER 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

* -  

April 18, 1995 

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

Dear Colonel Jones: 

In the Commission's recent base visit to Red River Army Depot, the depot commander 
and several community representatives presented briefings on the Army's recommendation. 
These briefings are attached. 

Request you provide comment or W e r  information as appropriate. You. response 
should specifically address community concerns, flaws in Army methodology and 
recommendations presented by Representative Chapman. Any other comments are welcomed. 

Request you provide this information no later than 2 May, 1995. Thank you for your 
assistance. I appreciate your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

&!Q&- Edward A. Brown I11 

Army Team Leader 

EABInnm 
encl. 





THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425  -: . - . _ - I  

ARLINGTON, VA 2 2 2 0 9  

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
April 17,1995 AL CORNELLA 

REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

Colonel Richard J. Eustace, USAFR 
Commander 

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

924th Fighter Wing (AFRES) 
Bergstrom ARB, TX 78743 

Dear Colonel Eustace: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to Bergstrom ARB. 
The briefings and discussions with you, your staff and the community officials provided us with a 
great deal of valuable information about the operations of Bergstrom ARB. This information will 
be very helpfbl to the Commission as we carry out our review of the recommendations of the 
Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. The 
briefings and tours conducted by yourself, Maj Michael E. Swaney, Commander of the Ground 
Combat Readiness Center, MSgt Elbridge K. Wilson, NCOIC of the Fighter Corrosion Control 
Branch, Regional Corrosion Control Facility, and other members of your staff were very 
informative. I would also like to thank Lt Cols Charles R. Koym, Henry L. Graves, Jr. and 
WiIliam T. Gardner, Jr. for their efforts in planning and coordinating the base visit. 

Sincerely, 

w 
RADM Benjamin F. Montoya, USN (Ret.) 
Commissioner 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ">.--.- 'Q' 2 7  y: ::'? yx;;,z-r 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

.=Hm 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
April 17, 1995 AL CORNELLA 

REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

Colonel Roger A Grady, USAF 
Commander 

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

64th Flying Training Wing 
Reese AFB, TX 79489-5000 

Dear Colonel Grady: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to Reese AFB. The 
briefings and discussions with you, your staff and the community officials provided us with a great 
deal of valuable information about the operations of Reese AFB. This information will be very 
helpful to the Commission as we carry out our review of the recommendations of the Secretary of 
Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. The 
briefings and tours conducted by Capt Bryan Radliff, Assistant Flight Commander in the 54th 
Flying Training Squadron, and Lt Col Don Stiffler, Commander of the 35th Flying Training 
Squadron, and other members of your staffwere very informative. I would also like to thank 
Maj Steve Rake1 and 1Lt Dawn Wallace for their efforts in planning and coordinating the base 
visit. 

Sincerely. 

RADM Benjamin F. Montoya, USN (Ret .) 
Commissioner 
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NAVY TEAM LEADER 

AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER 

INTERAGENCY TEAM LEADER 

CROSS SERVICE TEAM LEADER 

J 



I ) .  

THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 2.. , , --=: +?? 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
r w e q r  

703-696-0504 ~ . 2 Z ~ f 3  
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 18, 1995 

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

LTC Robert A. Dow, Jr. 
Commander 
U. S. Army Garrison, Fort Chaffee 
Fort ChafTee, AR 72905-5000 

Dear LTC Dow: 

I would like to thank you and the people of Fort ChafTee for your efforts to make my 
recent visit both informative and productive. The briefings and discussions with you, your staff, 
and community and congressional officials provided us with a great deal of valuable information 
about the training conducted at Fort Chaffee. This information will be very helpful to the 
Commission as we carry out our review of the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense in 
the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. I would 
particularly like to commend Mr. Bill Ables and SGM Phillip Hafler for their efforts in planning 
and coordinating the base visit. 

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

Sincerely, 

MG Josue Robles, Jr., USA (Ret) 
Commissioner 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION -. 
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ARLINGTON,  VA 22209 - -.4l0$!2?4 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 13, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE CDR J. D. Van Sickle, USN 

Commander, Naval Aviation Engineering Service Unit 
Philadelphia Naval Base 
Building 76-4 
Philadelphia, PA 19 1 12-5088 

Dear CDR Van Sickle: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to Philadelphia. The 
briefings and discussions with you, your staff and the community officials provided us with a great 
deal of valuable information about the operations at NAESU's current location in the Philadelphia 
Navy Yard and the impending move to the North Philadelphia compound. This information will 
be very helpfbl to the Commission as we carry out our review of the recommendations of the 
Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. The 
o v e ~ e w  briefing you conducted, with assistance from Ms. Jean Aldridge, was most informative. 
I would also like to thank you for traveling to the Aviation Supply Ofice compound to meet with 
me and Commission staff. 

Sincerely, 

A1 Cornella 
Commissioner 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

EXECUTNE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 9s04/9-~ 

ORGANIZATION: 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 Pf6'"3 ;cfc . ' tr;.j,<:t' 

ARLINGTON, vA 2220s w:.on : .: ?22 .9~@~1"5i~i( 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 13, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 

AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE CDR James E. Burd, USN 

Commander, Naval Aviation Technical Services Facility 
700 Robbins Avenue 
Philadelphia, PA 1 9 1 1 1 

Dear CDR Burd: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to Naval Aviation 
Technical Services Facility, Philadelphia. The briefings and discussions with you, your staff and 
the community officials provided us with a great deal of valuable information about your 
operations and interface with other Philadelphia area commands. This information will be very 
helpll to the Commission as we carry out our review of the recommendations of the Secretary of 
Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. The 
overview briefing presented by Mr. William Smith was very informative. I would also like to 
thank Ms. Eloise Browder for her assistance in coordinating the base visit. 

Commissioner 
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703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 1 1, 1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 

CAPT James E. Baskerville, USN RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) Commander, Carderock Division, Naval Surface Warfare Center ,EN,l 

Headquarters, David Taylor Model Basin 
Bethesda, MD 20084-5000 

Dear Captain Baskerville: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to NSWC Carderock 
Division, Philadelphia Detachment. The briefings and discussions with you, your staff and the 
community officials provided a great deal of valuable information about the operations at 
Philadelphia, as well as its ability to accommodate NSWC Carderock, Annapolis Detachment 
assets. This information will be very helpful to the Commission as we carry out our review of 
the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. The 
overview briefing and tour conducted by Captain Rucker, as well as  additional information 
provided by Dr. William Middleton and Mr. Tim Doyle were most helpful. I would also like to 
thank Ms. Sonya Rea for her assistance in coordinating travel arrangements. 

Sincerely, 

d J i /  David S. p in 

Commission Staff Member 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

April 6, 1995 

The Honorable Don Parkinson 
Speaker 
The Guam Legislature 
155 Hesler Street 
Agana, Guam 9691 0 

Dear Speaker Parkinson: 

On behalf of all the Commissioners on the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission, I want to thank the Guam Legislature for 
sponsoring the 1995 Guam Regional Hearing. Your office was instrumental 
in the success of the hearing on Wednesday, March 29. 

I would particularly like to recognize the efforts of Mr. Luis M. 
Camacho of your staff His superb service to the Commission stafF and 
exceptional support prior to the hearing was very much appreciated. 

Kindest personal regards. 

Sincerely, 

A r ; t ; ~ b u ~ e  

Wendi Steele 
Commissioner 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

April 6, 1995 

The Honorable Robert A Underwood 
United States House of Representatives 
424 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 15 

Dear Representative Underwood: 

On behalf of all the Commissioners on the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission, I want to thank you for your efforts and 
participation in the 1995 Guam Regional Hearing. Your office was 
instrumental in the success of the hearing on Wednesday, March 29. 

I would particularly like to recognize the efforts of Mr. John Whitt 
and Mr. Mark JeEeys of your staff. Their superb service to the Commission 
staff and exceptional support prior to the hearing was very much 
appreciated. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me throughout the DBCRC process 
if I may be of assistance to you in any way. 

Kindest personal regards, and thanks for the wondefil hospitality. 

Sincerely, 

Wendi Steele 
Commissioner 
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ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

April 6, 1995 

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

The Honorable Carl T.C. Gutierrez 
Governor of Guam 
Post Office Box 2950 
Agana, Guam 96910 

Dear Governor Gutierrez: 

On behalf of all the Commissioners on the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission, I want to thank you for sponsoring the 1995 Guam Regional Hearing. Your office 
was instrumental in the success of the hearing on Wednesday, March 29. 

I would particularly like to recognize the efforts of Mr. Frank Salas, Mr. John 
Hasselmann, Mr. Dick Whittebach-Santos, Ms. Cathy Gault, Mr. Joe Bo rja and Mr. A.J. Meno of 
your staff Their superb service to the Commission staff and exceptional support during the 
hearing was very much appreciated. Also, Mr. Leland Bettis of the Commission On Self- 
Determination provided valuable assistance throughout our visit. 

In addition, I want to thank you for the wondefl hospitality which you extended to us 
during our visit to your beautiful island. Please do not hesitate to contact me if I can be of service 
to you or the people of Guam throughout the DBCRC process. 

Kindest personal regards, and again, Governor, my sincerest thanks. 

Sincerely, 

Wendi Steele 
Commissioner 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 . - - - , - .. . :-=9~0r//+/o 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

Brigadier General John S. Parker 
Commanding General 
Fitzsimons Army Medical Center 
Aurora, CO 80045-5000 

April 17, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear General Parker: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to Fitzsimons Army 
Medical Center. The briefings and discussions with you, your staff, and community and 
congressional officials provided Commissioner Cornella and me with a great deal of valuable 
information about your installation and the important work you do there. This information will be 
very helpll to the Commission as we carry out our review of the recommendations of the 
Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. The hospital 
tour and driving tour of the base were most informative, as were the briefings by the various 
organizations on your installation. While all of your staffwere quite helpful, I would like to take 
this opportunity to especially thank Colonel Booth, Mrs. Mary Nolan, and Mr. John Nicely for 
their efforts in planning and coordinating the visit. 

Sincerely, 

f' 
S. Lee Kling 
Commissioner 
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THE SUPERIOR COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

JUDGE'S  CHAMBERS 

SUITE 2703 GRANT BUILDING 

PITTSBURGH, PENNSYLVANIA I5219 

(412)565-3509 

JOHN G .  B R O S K Y  
SENIOR JUDGE 

April 18, 1995 

Mr. A1 Cornella 
Commissioner 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cornella: 

The County of Allegheny in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, thru 
its Chairman, Tom Foerster, asked me to present to you the 
enclosed video taken at the community reception on your arrival at 
the 911th Airlift Wing on April 10, 1995. 

The enthusiastic reception was one of the finest ever 
held at the hangar in attendance of people, Congressmen, public 
officials and civic leaders. 

Best wishes as you continue on your most difficult task. 

John G. Brosky 
MAJ/GEN (Ret) PaANG 
Chairman 
Western Pennsylvania Coalition 

JGB : bk 
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703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

April 19, 1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

ARer fiuther review of the available data, several questions were identihi regarding the 
facility requirements for the Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM) recommendation. I would 
appreciate your responses by May 3, 1995. 

1. In developing the facilities requirements at Redstone Arsenal, why did the Army use 200 
square feet per person for headquarters ATCOM and the Technical Applications Program 
Office personnel and 162 square feet per person for a l l  other personnel? 

2. Redstone 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. 

3. Why didn't the Army use the 162 SF per person factor for the Fort Mommouth construction ? 

4. The projected FY 1997 personnel strength for the Program Executive Oflice-Aviation is 171 
less and the Systems Integrated Management 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? 

If you need any clarification of these questions, please contact Mike Kennedy, the Army 
Team Analyst. I appreciate your assistance and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Army Team Leader 



Estimated Renovation Costs at Redstone Arsenal 

Building Number of Square Feet* Cost 
~ l e  !%OOO) 

5681 700 1 13,400 $ 8,336 (1) 

Total 1600 259,200 $ 9,956 

Notes 
* All square feet requirements base on 162 SF per person 
(1) Renovation cost based on COBRA algorithm 
(2) Renovation cost based on $20 per SF, per Sam Fields, Redstone Arsenal 
(3) No Renovation cost per Sam Fields, Redstone Arsenal 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, The Defense Base Closure 

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

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

May 1, 1995 

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) recommendation. 

The attached Information Paper fiom Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management, 
provides the answers to the questions raised by your staff. 

The information provided is accurate and complete to the best of our knowledge and belief If 
you need any clarification to these responses, please contact Cathy Polmateer at (703)693-007718. 

*G. COL, GS JONES 

Director, The Army Basing Study 

Printed on Recycled Paper 



INFORMATION PAPER 

SUBJECT: Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Questions on ATCOM 
Recommendations 

1. Purpose: To respond to questions raised in the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission letter dated 19 April, 1995. 

2. Q: In developing the facilities requirements at Redstone Arsenal, why did the Army use 200 
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 ATCOM 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 square feet per authorized person for headquarters with 500 or more 
authorizations. The additional space per authorization accounts for special purpose administrative 
space (conference rooms, ADP, storage, reception, reprod~ction, 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: Redstone 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 space, 
partially associated with new construction that is still in progress. Much of the currently occupied 
administrative space is substandard, and our planning assumptions have been that existing 
requirements on post and nearby elements in leased facilities would occupy 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 purposes. Accordingly, our planning for units relocating to Redstone Arsenal 
has been to place them into new construction. 

4. Q: Why didn't the Army use the 162 SF per person factor for the Fort Monmouth 
construction? 

A: While the full ATCOM headquarters has more than 500 persons and qualifies for 200 SF 
per person, relocating portions of that headquarters having strength less than 500 should not be 
sized using the large headquarters policy. Facilities for the ATCOM element moving to Fort 
Monmouth, with 167 persons, should have been sized using 162 SF per person. The construction 
scope should be 27,000 SF rather than 33,000 SF. 

5. Q: The projected FY 1997 personnel strength for the Program Executive Office-Aviation is 
17 1 less and the Systems Integrated Management 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 the Program Executive Office-Aviation and the Systems Integrated 
Management Activity are as follows: 

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 to Redstone Arsenal with ATCOM, then it is appropriate to 
reduce the planning strengths by 89 spaces and reevaluate facilities costs. 



DAEN-ZCI-P 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20310-2600 

1 3  JAN E33 

MEMORANDUM FOR TOTAL ARMY BASING STUDY (TABS) 

SUBJECT: Planning Criteria for Major Headquarters Administrative 
Space 

1. References : 

a. AR 405-70, Utilization of Real Estate 

b. DAEN-ZCI Requirements Studies for HQ 4th and 6th Armies, 
HQ USAREC and Building 1, Ft Benjamin Harrison. 

2. For an administrative headquarters, AR 405-70 authorizes 
162 gross square feet of administrative space for each authorized 
person performing an administrative function. Resulting from the 
studies cited at reference lb, it was concluded for administra- 
tive headquarters with 500 or more authorized personnel that 200 
gross square feet per authorized person was a good planning 
figure to apply. This additional planning figure allotment of 
38 gross square feet per person allowed for needed special 
purpose administrative space (Conference Rooms, ADP, Storage, 
Reception, Reproduction, Auditorium) that is required to be 
justified on a square foot per square foot basis in the more 
detailed programming process (DD Form 1391/Project Development 
Brochures) and verified by MACOM/HQDA review. 

3. Recommend that the TABS use 200 gross square feet per 
authorized person to develop requirements for administrative 
headquarters with 500 or more authorized personnel. 

FOR THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS: 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ,," ,. i G & + - ~ ,  %/3 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 - .  
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

April 19, 1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

After hrther review of the available data, several questions were identified regarding the 
facility requirements for the Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM) recommendation. I would 
appreciate your responses by May 3, 1995. 

1. In developing the facilities requirements at Redstone Arsenal, why did the Army use 200 
square feet per person for headquarters ATCOM and the Technical Applications Program 
Office personnel and 162 square feet per person for all other personnel? 

2. Redstone 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. 

3. Why didn't the Army use the 162 SF per person factor for the Fort Mommouth construction ? 

4. The projected FY 1997 personnel strength for the Program Executive Office-Aviation is 17 1 
less and the Systems Integrated Management 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? 

If you need any clariiication of these questions, please contact Mike Kennedy, the Army 
Team Analyst. I appreciate your assistance and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Army Team Leader 



Estimated Renovation Costs at Redstone Arsenal 

Building Number of Square Feet* Cost 
People !$OOO;l 

5681 700 1 13,400 $ 8,336 (1) 

Total 

Notes 
* All square feet requirements base on 162 SF per person 
(1) Renovation cost based on COBRA algorithm 
(2) Renovation cost based on $20 per SF, per Sam Fields, Redstone Arsenal 
(3) No Renovation cost per Sam Fields, Redstone Arsenal 
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April 17, 1995 , -Brea!~!~ 

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

SUBJECT: Army Support to the Chemical Demilitarization Program 
at Anniston Army Depot 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Fort McClellan and Anniston Army Depot are major components 
of a Contingency Plan submitted by the Army and required by 40 
CFR Part 270.14 (b) (7) and Part 264, Subject: to support the 
chemical demilitarization program at Anniston Army Depot. 

In the recommendation on Fort McClellan in the 1995 
Department of Defense Base Realignment and Closure report it is 
stated that there will be "... minimum essential facilities, as 
necessary, to provide auxiliary support to the chemical 
demilitarization operation at Anniston Army Depot." And, in the 
justification paragraph it states, "The Army has considered the 
use of some Fort McClellan assets for support of the chemical 
demilitarization mission at Anniston Army Depot. The Army will 
use the best available assets to provide the necessary support to 
Anniston's demilitarization mission.ll 

We are aware that the current Fort McClellan Chemical 
Response Plan (March 22, 1989) will be updated based on recent 
DOD guidance (enclosure 1) following ongoing coordination between 
Fort McClellan and Anniston Army Depot. The DOD guidance for 
Army support appears to be more comprehensive than the support 
currently specified in the current Fort McClellan Chemical 
Response Plan (enclosure 2). 

We have requested that the Department of the Army provide 
the following information: 

1. Specific definition of the support the Army will provide 
to the chemical demilitarization operation. 

2. Where this support will be located and what facilities 
and equipment it will involve. 

3. The annual cost of this support. 

4. How this cost is figured into the Return on Investment 
for closure of Fort McClellan. 



April 17, 1995 
Page 2 

We will provide the Commission with a copy of the Army's 
response to this request for information as soon as we receive 
it. 

Thank you for your consideration of this information. With 
kindest regards, we are 

Sincerely, . 

United States Senator 

Glen Browder c 
Member of Congress 

Enclosures (2 )  

cc: Fort McClellan 
Anniston Army Depot 
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Fort McClellan Chemical Response Support to 
~ n i . s t o n - A m ~ p e - ~ . d - C a ~ ~ ~ e . d  ega--. 

Counties 

Mobilization Plan 

Fort McCLellan will provide: 

20 ~hemical  AccidenVlnddent Reaction Teams (HQ Bn) 
. *  8 Quick Reaction Teams (Provost Marshall) 

Chemical Response Team Chief (Chemical School) 
+ Decontamination Team (Chemical School) 

Emergency Medical Team (Medical Activity) 
Public Affairs Office Reaction Team 
EOD Detachment 
Operational Support (Emergency Ops Center) 

v- 
. . - 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A i i  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 

CUTIVE DIRECTOR COMMISSIONER DAVIS 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

Prepare Reply for Cbainnan's Signature Repare Reply for Commissioner's Signature I 
I( - I Prepate Reply for Staff Director's S i  ( Repare Direct Response I 

-- 

I ACTION: Offer Comments andlor Suggestions 



Congreed of tbe Nniteb Btatee 
rnas'fiington, Bql: 20515 .- 4 T f *  I :? -  ?ki$fYK>r 

d ~ K ~ V H Z ~ V  
April 18, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

During Commissioner Davis's site visit to Fort McClellan on 
March 22, he was briefed by Army Chemical School officials that 
it required 6-7 years (1981-1987) for the present Chemical 
Defense Training Facility (CDTF) to be permitted, constructed and 
become operational. We have requested that the Department of the 
Army provide the following information: 

1. What is the time schedule for permitting, construction, 
and operation of the proposed Chemical Defense Training 
Facility (CDTF) at Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri? 

2. Will the proposed CDTF become operational before the 
present facility at Fort McClellan is closed? 

3. If the answer to Question 2 is yes, will the U.S. 
Army Chemical School remain or will the CDTF become a 
stand-alone facility? 

We have requested that the Army provide this information by 
May 10 and we will forward the Army's response to the Commission 
as soon as we receive it. 

With kindest regards, we are 

Sincerely, 

Howell Heflin 
&* 
Richard Shelby 

United States United States Senator 

Glen ~roider 
Member of Congress 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION .- 

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 9r0 (/I 9 ' / !  

STAFF DIRECTOR COMMISSIONER COX 

DIR.ICOMMUNICATI0NS REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
Repare Reply for Chairman's Signature 

Repare Reply for Staff Director's Signature 

ACTION: Offer Comments andlor Suggestions i. 

Prepare Reply for Commissioner's Signatme 

Prepare Direct Response 

FYI 



April 18, 1995 

Mr. Jeff Muliner 
1700 North Moore Street 
Rosslyn, VA 22209 

Dear Jeff 

I have enclosed several documents regarding the National Health Research Center 
(NHRC) for your information. The Consolidation of Defense Medical Research and 
Medical Material Development Report has also been enclosed for your use. 

Please contact Greg Stein in my Washington office at (202) 225-2040 if you require any 
additional information. 

Sincerely, 

BRIANBILBRAY / / 
U.S. Congressman u 

BB:mb 
enclosures 
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ISSUE: What is the role of the Naval Health research Center (NHRC), San Diego, in the 
consolidation of all military medical R&D into the Armed Forces Medical R&D Agency 
(AFMRDA)? 

BACKGROUND: 
o Consolidation being coordinated through Armed Services Biomedical Research 

Evaluation and Management Committee, established by Congress in 1980. 
o Consolidation endorsed by USD(A), ASD (HA), DDR&E, Service Assistant 

Secretaries RDA, and Service Surgeons General. 
o Objective: maintain essential medical R&D capabilities not available from other 

sources while reducing redundancy and unifying the DoD medical R&D facility 
chain of command. 

o NHRC provides unique capability: 
-to medical fleet support and medical readiness (e.g., casualty rate projection, 
epidemiologic health threat R&D, medicalldental allowance list development) 
-to operating forces (e.g., Navy HIV data base, organizational policy support, 
smoking cessation R&D, and health promotion R&D) 

o NHRC's value is dependent upon location in San Diego; it is the only DoD 
medical R&D facility on the west coast. 
-proximity to multiple operational and training communities 
-ties to necessary data bases (took decades to establish) 
-access to assets/support at Navy teaching hospital and environmental & 
preventative medicine unit 

DISCUSSION: 
o Alternative Cities are unsuitable to sustain NHRC capability 

(e.g.,  Memphis TN, Natick MA, Forest Glen MD) in AFMRDA. 
o Availability of other facilities in San Diego Would enable NHRC to vacate 

barracks location per BRAC; however, these barracks facilities are not affected by 
BRAC '95 actions. 

RECOMMENDATION: Sustain NHRC-like capability in the San Diego area and 
consolidate it within the Armed Forces Medical R&D Agency. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. ARMY MEDICAL RESEARCH AND MATERIEL COMMAND 

FORT DETRICK, MARYLAND 21 702.5012 

REPLY TO 
ATTCNTLON OF 

S: 2 December 1994 

MCMR-ZD (70) 30 November 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR MEMBERS OF THE MEDICAL R&D CONSOLIDA'X'ION W O M I N G  
GROUP 

SUBJECT:  ~mplementation Planning for  ons solid at ion in the N e w  
Medical Research Facility at Forest Glen, MO 

1. The Armed Services Biomedical Research Evaluation and 
Management (ASBREM) Committee established the Medical RDA-21 
Project Office to assess DOD medical research, development, test, 
and evaluation capabilities and recommend options for 
consolidation of medical research and development within an Armed 
Forces Medical Research and Development Agency (AFIrIRDA). The 
Director, Defense Research and ~ngincering and the Assistant 
Secretary of D ~ f e n s e  (Health Affairs), after consultation with 
the Service Acquisition Executives, have approved implemantation 
and staffing of an opt ion  for consolidation w i t h  the Army as 
Executive Agent. The ASBREM Medical RDA-21 Project Office, under 
the day-to-day oversight and direction of the Army ~epresentative 
to the ASBREM Secretariat, and in coordination with his Servicc 
counterparts, is tasked with developing a detailed implementation 
p l a n  to support provisional establishment of the A P W A  in the 
March to April 1995 timeframe, The Medical Research and 
Development Consolidation Warkiny Group (CWG) is to advise t-he 
ASRRUM Medical RDA-21 P r o j e c t  Office on DOD laboratory research 
and development (R&D) capabilities required by the AFMRDA. 

2. The CWG has six functional teams, they a re ;  

a. Infectious Disease Research Team 

b. Combat Casualty care Research Team 

c. Military Operational ~edicine Team 

d. ~edicsl NBC Defense Team 

e. Process Oversight and Function Integrakibn Team 

f. Administrative Integration Team 

3 .  Individual team members may be reviewed at enclosure. The 
first five teams ( i . e . ,  2a-e) of the CWG are scheduled to meet on 
12, 13, 14, & 15 December 1 9 9 4 ,  i n  the Frederick, Maryland 



MCMR-ZD 
SUBJECT: Implementation planning for Consolidation in the New 
Medical Research Facility at Forest Glen, MD 

v i c i n i t y .  Their immediate objective is to identify the 
following: 

a. Medical R&D functions required to support  the mission of 
the new consolidated organization. 

b- Supporting science and technology (stT) capabilities. - 
c. Minimal staffing and related laboratory facilities that 

w i l l  be housed in the new medical research building at Forest 
Glen ,  MD. 

4 .  The primary focus of the first series of meetings i s  to 
assess the "fitm of required S&T capabilities against the current 
design f o r  the new facility and defina any required design 
chahges. Design changes must be completed by the  end of January 
1995, in order to incorporate such changes in plans that will be 
sent to bidders for Phase 2 of the construction project. This 
timeline requires conducting this i m p o r t a n t  exercise on a 
compressed schedule. 

5 .  Please confirm your willingness and ability to participate as 
a m e m b e r  of the CWG with the Project Office NLT 2 December 1994. 
Additional guidance an t h e  CWG tasking and general information on 
khe 12-15 December meeting w i l l  be provided to you NLT 5 Decembar 
1994. If CWG team members are unavailable for this meeting,  i-t: 
is requested that they suggest an alternative representative with 
similar background and skills. 

6 .  Point of cantac t  for this action i s  t h e  undersigncd a t  301- 
61-9-7377 br DSN 343-7377, or LTC Claude Woodard at 301-619-7364 
or DSN 343-7364. 

Encl  #JOHN F. GLENN 
COL, MS 
Army Representative ASBREM 

Secretariat 

CF (w/o encl) : 
Dr. Osterman 
Dr. Martin 



. . NMRI-WRAIR CONSOLIDATION WORKING GROUP 

NBC Ddense Tern 
CDL Jim Little - Team Chief 
CAPT Eric Kearsley 
COL Brian Schuster 
COL Wallace Baze 
CDR Jim Burens 
LTC David Moore 
LTC David Penetar - 
LTC John Wade 
LCDR Paul Rnechtges 
Dr. Anna Johnson-Winegar 
Dr. Charles Hoover 
Dr- Carol Linden 
Dr. Robert Reyes 

Care Research 
!bfkm 
CAPT Robert Gaugler - Team Chief 
COL bbelrt: Smallridge 
COL Barbara Alving 
C M T  Cml Junc 
CAPT Robert Hartzrnau 
CAPT Sheila W h b u r g  
COL Steve Hursh 
LTC Chuck Yawler 
LTC Robert Burr 
CDR Lyn YaEe 
MAJ Stephen Bmttig 
Dr. Fred Pearce 
Dr. John Thomas 

Military .Onerational . , Medicine 
Team 
CAPT Robert Carter - Team Chief 
COL Robert Gifford 
COL Gregory Delenkcsy 
COL Joel Hiatt 
COL Dennin Shanahan 
COT, Garrett Polhamus 
CAPT David Macys 
CDR Ken St i l l  
CDR Mike 1,ilienthal 
CDR Michael Curley 

CDR Anpus Rupert 
CDR Ed Marcinik 
LT Dave (3mmi.n 
Dr. DaVid Erwin 
Dr. StephenNice N H R c  

&,,loJ<& 
factious nf .R.es ,arch Team 

COL William Bancroft - Team Chief 
COL John Boslegd 
CAPT Richard Wibba 
CDR Charlie Schlagel 
nr. Pstsr Jnhrling 
Dr. Curt Hayes 

-d 4 and- 
te- Te- 

COL John Glenn - Team Chief 
C4PT Thomas Jones 
COL Fred Tyncr 
COL Martin Crumrioe 
COL Richard Jones 
CAP'I' Doug Ehrhardt 
CAPT Mike Parsons 
CAPT William Bishop 
COL Gerald Jaax 
COL Henry Feia 



7n: 
A Y  . . 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF 

WAlMlNOTON, D G  

MMOMNDUM HIR SECRETARY OP THE ARMY 
SRCRETARY OF THE HASW 
SECRETARY OF TZIE AIR - 

SUBJIKT: Madf ca 1 Rcn T,zr.baratcrry Cons01 i 

bn 1 Novemhr 1994, we met with 
Fxecrltiven to rcviw a prnpanrrl rfavalcr 
Sexvices Biomedical Rearsxch, Gvaluatf 
(AgBREM), fox a jointly s t a f f e d ,  conso 
Medical Ro~cratch rind bevelopment Agency 
Bxocutfve went,  We raaamend that this 
i n  the attachment, be implemented. 

The proposed orgudzetion w o d d  r e r  
for DoD medical RcD, includfng Military 
shown In the attaehnrsnt. Biomtdically 
outaide the defined mission areas and 
the new organization would continue to 
under the Dab Raliance process. 

The Hilitary Departments are requea 
detailed planning, ntatflng, and review t o  effect this 
cansolidation. AsBREM, augmented t o  re 
interests in the propo*ed agency, w i l l  
planning process. It is our intent th. 
an effort of co-equals, leading to ibfrr  
while preaarving both esaeatial medical 
Service interests. 

The proposed medical reaearch liabar 
should be considered by the Ydli tnry 0.0 

Defense [Health Affairs) 



Medical RDA-21 

CONSOLIDATION OF MEDICAL RDA FUNCTIONS IN DoD 

I November 1994 DR. J. OSTERMAN 
DDR&E(E&LS) 



PURPOSE 
Review ASBREM MEDICAL RDA-21 Project report highlights 

Develop Consensus for DoD Medical RDA 

Obtain decision on near-term course of action for Medical RDA 

RECOMMENDATION 
Approve Medical RDA-21 Project recommendation 

Army - Navy consolidation of RDT&E activities under one Agency 
Army designated as "service executive" for the Agency 
ASBREM Committee reconfigured as a "Board of Governors" 
Services will report human systems technology where appropriate 

DEPSECDEF issue a decision memorandum with interim 
implementation guidance 

\ 

Authorize "full staffing" of the draft DoDD 
y \asbrem\llnlbrls\ddrelll - 2 



ASBREM MEDICAL RDA-21 OVERVIEW 

PROJECT GOALS & OBJECTIVES 
ACHIEVE AFFORDABILITY FOR DoD MEDICAL RDT&E ENTERPPRISE 
MAINTAIN QUALITY OF DoD MEDICAL RDT&E 

BUILD TO MAINTAIN AN EFFICIENT, COST EFFECTIVE, AND WORLD CLASS 
MEDICAL TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPER FOR MILITARY UNIQUE RISKS TO HEALTH 

- ENHANCE READINESS --- PROTECT, SUSTAIN & TREAT 
>> MAINTAIN MEDICAL R&D CORE COMPETENCIES 
>> ENHANCE AFFORDABILITY OF THE FORCE 
>> PROMOTE VERSATILITY OF FORCE 
>> ENSURE DEPLOYABILITY OF FORCE 

- SUPPORT MILITARY OPERATIONS --- PROTECT, SUSTAIN & TREAT 
>> PROTECT LIFE 
)> OPTIMIZE OPERATIONS SUSTAlNMENT 
>> TREAT CASUALTIES 

MAINTENANCE OF ESSENTIAL IS THE CHALLENGE 



ASBREM MEDICAL RDA-21 OVERVIEW 

I I MAR 94, - ASBREM COMMITTEE INITIATED "MEDICAL RDA-21 PROJECT" 
PROJECT INITIATED AS TRI-SERVICE EFFORT TO CONSOLIDATE 
SEPARATE FROM BUT PARALLEL TO BRAC95-LABS 
PROJECT ACTIVITIES COORDINATED BY ARMY ASEC TO ASBREM 
PROJECT OFFICE LOCATED AT FT. DETRICK 

APR-JUL - PROJECT RESULTS 
* DATA CALLS TO ALL LABS ANALYSED FOR REINVENTION OPTIONS 

FOCUSSED CONSIDERATION: "DEFENSE AGENCY" & "SERVICE EXECUTIVE AGENCY" OPTIONS 
DEVELOPED THE "BOARD OF GOVERNORS" STRUCTURE 
FOCUSSED ON SEPARATION OF FACILITY MANAGEMENT FROM RDT&E PROGRAM 
MANAGEMENT 

9 AUG 94 - ASBREM S&T REVIEW IPR ON PROJECT 
AIR FORCE HUMAN SYSTEMS TECHNOLOGY PROGRAMS MATRIXED WITH MEDICAL RDA-21 -- 
not consolidated 
HIGHLIGHTED A MODIFIED ASBREM TO ASSUME "BOARD OF GOVERNORS" ROLE 
HIGHLIGHTED A 4 PILLAR (RESEARCH DIRECTORATE) CONSOLIDATION 
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT SEPARATED FROM RUNNING LAB FACILITY 

\ 

9 * 

AUG- OCT - MEDICAL RDA-21 ACTIONS 
PROPOSAL FULLY DEVELOPED (DEVELOPED DRAFT DoDD; IDENTIFIED COST AVOIDANCE ELEMENTS; IDENTIFIED S&E 
POSITIONS FOR REINVESTMENT; DEFINED DIRECTORATE MlSSlONlFUNCTlONS DOWN THREE ECHELONS & EXAMINED STAFFING; 
ETC) 

SERVICE STAFFING - not formal, mainly in SAE and ASBREM chains 
CONSENSUS = consolidation is necessary to achieve affordability & Service Executive concept 

is the most viable y:\asbrcrn\llnlbrfs\ddrclll - 4 



MEDICAL RDA21 PROPOSAL 

,:F 
$8 
<.::54\* g;;p y 

NUCLEAR, BIOLOGICAL INFECTIOUS DISEASES CASUALTY CARE MILITARY 
AND CHEMICAL OPERATIONAL 

DEFENSE Retains (& minimizes) unique facilities 
HEALTH 

, t 

2 Commands -+ I Agency 

12 Labs -------+ 4 Directorates 

RELATIONSHIP KEY 
Command & Control 
Matrix 



HOYV WILL MATRIX AMONG PERFORklcRS AND OVERSIGHT PANELS WLIK 
A RESOLUTION 

TRI-SERVICE RELIANCE OVERSIGHT 

Non-Medical HST 
+ HSI 1 Clothing1 

Textiles 

OVERSIGHT PANELS CLEARLY SEPARATE "MEDICAL" AND "NON-MEDICAL" 
MATRIX COORDINATION -- PERFORMERS REPORT TO APPROPRIATE OVERSIGHT 
PANELS - . - -  

RESOLUTION 



... ....... ...... 

MEDICAL RDA-21 MODEL @ $3 ,.? ARMY PROPOSAL FOR IMPLEMENTATION 
.,.. ... 

OVERSIGHT 

11 ASBREM 1 1  
r.., ,.... .,.., .:.:: 
,.. ....... .:.:.: .... 
f ... .?: OVERSIGHT 
,::j <..., I.'.: 
Q: 
:A,:. .... ,,.,.. :.:.:. .... z:; 

I ' Armed Forces Medical 

MEDCOM T 

0 

. ......, ........ *...., ....... 
2$ DIRECTOR I 

d e d  Forces Medical 
0 R&D Agency 
A ( 

I 

R&D Agency 

Directorate a 
A ( 

I 
L 

USAMRAA 
USAMMA 

"SARD-ZM 
- AAE designee for 

management and 
administrative oversight 
of total RDA spectrum 

- Executive Secretary of 
ASBREM 

- Not C&C over Agency 



MEDICAL RDA-21 

Single Agency for DoD Medical RDT&E Enhances affordability while maintaining mission 

- ArmyINavylAFRRI Consolidation capabilities 
Consolidates administrative overhead at service, 

MACOM and laboratory level 
Meets National Performance Review Goal thru 

reduction in management billets 
Allows for rational approach to downsizing while 

preserving mission capabilities 
Cost avoidance of new NMRl 
'One-Stop Shopping' 

Oversight by Reconfigured ASBREM 

Army as Executive Agent 

Full integration of RDT&E and materiel requirement 
processes with Defense Health Services (Medical 
DABIJ ROC) 

Preserves Public Trust and confidence in military 
medical sciences and R&D 

Utilizes existing RDA management infrastructure at no 
cost to  the Agency 

Retains linkage with Medical Materiel Acquisition & 
Logistics Developers thru MEDCOM 



Matrixed to  Human Systems Technology 
Performers 

Resource Flexiblity 
- Joint Manpower Document 
- Core S&T plus Reimbursable Funding 

Facility Management Separated from 
RDT&E Program Management 

Four Research Directorates Control 
Essential Missions 

Retains essential 'Medical' identity of Agency 
Provides for Joint biomedical research 

coordination: Interfaces with Air Force and non- 
medical ArmyINavy performers 

Responsive to mission and customer funding 
Allows best utilization of uniformed scientists 
Consolidates civilian S&E performers in  order to 

simplify management & facilitate rightsizing 

Facility modernizations easily planned and executed 
Allows for flexible sizing of service center and G&A 

requirements 
Allows S&T managers to concentrate on mission 

Maintains core capability through functional 
alignment 

Removes Institutional barriers to cross-disciplinary 
& cross-capability research and to outsourcing 

Eases ability to develop project teams as required 
by mission 



. 
MEDICAL RDA-21 --- B k ~ C 9 5  CONSIDERATIONS 

REALIGNMENT LANGUAGE 
- COMBAT CASUALTY CARE R&D PROGRAMS 

>> CHANGE BRAC91 LANGUAGE FROM "COLLOCATE" TO "CONSOLIDATE" 
>> DENTAL 

EXTEND FUNDING TO COVER DELAY IN MCA \ 

)> BLOOD 
IF MOVED TO FOREST GLEN, COVER RENTAL OF FACILITY UNTIL FY99 & COVER RELOCATION 
ALTERNATIVE, BRAC95 $$ TO PURCHASE GILLETTE FACILITY 

- INFECTIOUS DISEASE R&D PROGRAMS 
>) CHANGE BRAC91 LANGUAGE FROM "COLLOCATE" TO "CONSOLIDATE" 
)) AT NMRI 

DISESTABLISH & REALIGN AT FOREST GLEN FACILITY 

)> AT WRAIR 
DISESTABLISH & REALIGN AT FOREST GLEN FACILITY 

CLOSURE LANGUAGE 
- NAVAL BlODYNAMlCS LAB, NEW ORLEANS: CLOSE 
- WRAIR: CLOSE UPON COMPLETION OF FOREST GLEN FACILITY 

(Beneficial Occupancy Date = 1999) 

- NMRI: CLOSE UPON COMPLETION OF FOREST GLEN FACILITY (BOD = 1999) 

- NMRDC: DISESTABLISH AND CLOSE; CONSOLIDATE UNDER AFMRDA 



MEDICAL RDA-21 : TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION 

1 Nov 94 
17 Nov 94 
Dec 94 
Dec 94 - Apr 95 

31 Mar 95 

1 May 
May 95 - Sep 96 

1 Oct 96 

CONSENUS MEETING: USD(AT), DDR&E, SAEs 

ASBREM APPROVES KEY DESIGN CRITERIA; CHARTERS,IMPLEMENTATION OFFICE 

DEPSECDEF -- DECISION MEMORANDUM INITIATES STAFFING OF DODD 

IMPLEMENTATION OFFICE ACTIVITY 
- staffs the DoDD for the 'Agency' (ASBREM provides arbitration) 
- Coordinates BRAC95 related actions & refines implementation plan 
- ASBREM Board meets & charters a selection process 

DODD SIGNED BY DEPSECDEF 
- ASBREM Board recruits & selects Provisional Agency Director + senior staff 

PROVISIONAL AGENCY ESTABLISHED; SENIOR STAFF SELECTED BY ASBREM BOARD 

PROVISIONAL AGENCY ACTIONS 
- Draft, staff, publish Implementing REGS 
- Draft & publish AGENCY Policies etc 

- POM & PBS staffing 

NEW MEDICAL R&D AGENCY STANDS UP 

i l l  Policv etc I NMRDC 





OVERSIGHT 
CURRENT ASBREM COMMITTEE 

1 JTCG 1 ( JTCG 2 1 

PROPOSED "ASBREM BOARD" 
OPERATING AS BOARD OF GOVERNORS 

2 PILLARS 
2 STANDING COMMITTEES (RQMTS & 
RDA) 
4 STEERING COMMITTEES 
ADVISED BY AN INDEPENDENT 
"MEDICAL SCIENCE ADVISORY PANEL" 
OF DSB 

1-1 SCs Chaired by Research Directorate Chiefs 

JTCG 7 
CDR 

AF HSC 
CDR 

USAMRDALC 
DEP CHIEF 

NAVY MED OP-931 



ARMY POSITION 

Medical Materiel 
Development Activity 

,[-I, , 1-1 , , 1-1 , INFECTIOUS DISEASES CASUALTY CARE NUCLEAR, BIOLOGICAL 
OPERATIONAL AND CHEMICAL 

. . Differences from "ORIGINAL" Concept 
Concept of Operational Control is different than the AFIP-like model of Executive Agent 
- Agency CommanderIDirector & Board Of Governors are within the RDA system, not independent of it 
- Full integration into business practices of Executive and OSD 

Provides for full RDA integration - "cradle to grave" - by dual-hatting Commander, USAMRMC 
as SARD-ZM 



SUCCESS CRITERIA (2001 REVIEW) 

MEDICAL RDT&E MANAGEMENT OVERSIGHT 
- SIGNIFICANT REDUCTION IN MANAGEMENT BILLETS REQUIRING S&ES 

- FACILITY MODERNIZATION HAS RATIONAL TIMECOURSE & COST 

- NATIONAL INTEREST IN LEADERSHIP BILLETS OF AGENCY 

- ASBREM BOARD IS MODEL FOR RDT&E INTEGRATION WITH MATERIEL 
REQUIREMENTS PROCESSES 

- MEDICAL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY HAS NATIONAL PROMINANCE 

- RATED AS EXCELLENT IN LlNE CUSTOMER SURVEYS OF PRODUCT DELIVERY 

MEDICAL SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY 
- CURRENT ARMY STOS ARE DELIVERED ON-TIME 
- AGENCY REPUTATION AS A NATIONAL RESOURCE IN MEDICAL S&T IS SUSTAINED & 

ENHANCED 
- AGENCY REPUTATION AS AN INTERNATIONAL RESOURCE FOR INFECTIOUS DISEASE 

SUSTAINED & ENHANCED 

- FIERCE COMPETITION TO WORK IN AGENCY LABORATORIES 

- LlNE CUSTOMERS SEEK S&T PRINCIPALS AS ADVISORS \ 

- LASKER AWARD WON BY AN AGENCY SCIENTIST (E.G., SOLVE MALARIA) 



There is One Major Assumption 
Critical to Success 

That the Service resources now programmed 
for support of medical RDTE, including both 
funding streams (RDTE & Baseops), and 
uniformed and civilian authorizations, can be 
fully captured for the new FOAlAgency so 
that downsizing decisions can be made on 
the basis of overall DoD programmatic needs 
(i.e., OSD must not allow Services to use 
medical RDTE assets as billpayers prior to 
transfer). 



RMED SERVICES BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH 
EVALUATIONAND MANAGEMENT 

(ASBREM) COMMITTEE 
MEDICAL RDA-21 

PROJECT OFFICE 

CONSOLIDATION OF 
DEFENSE MEDICAL RESEARCH AND 
MEDICAL MATERIEL DEVELOPMENT 



Subject: ASBREM Medical RDA-21 Project Report 

medical materiel acquisition life-cycle plans, programs, and budgets. Existing command-and- 
control and program management responsibilities for Defense medical RDT&E should be 
consolidated within the HQ, AFMRDA as the Armed Forces Medical Materid Development 
Activity. The AFMRDA program management would be aligned into four management pillars: 
(1) Medical NBC Defense, (2) Combat Casualty Care, (3) Military Operational Medicine, and 
(4) Military Infectious Disease Research. Medical Materiel development should continue to be 
the responsibility of the Army Medical Materiel Development Activity, but it should be 
realigned under the AFMRDA. The AFMRDA structure (TAB 7) should consist of a 
Headquarters with the four management pillars (e.g., research directorates), a development 
activity, field research divisions aligned in support of the directorates, and medical research 
units managed separately from the research functions they support. Headquarters and 
Directorate staff requirements should be minimized through outsourced technical and analytical 
support. The missions and functions of the four directorates are shown at TAB 8. 
Organizational detail, laboratory, and BRAC impacts are displayed in Table 3. 

Table 3. ASBREM Medical RDA-21 Project Office Proposal 

* 

- 
Organization 

HQ, Armed Forces Medical 
R&D Agency 

HQ, U.S. Army Medical 
Research and Materiel 
Command 

Status 

Does not exist 

Subordinate Command, U.S. 
Army MEDCOM 

Army medical RDA 
management HQ 

Proposal 

Establish at Fort Detrick, MD 
Establish Army Acquisition 

Executive as DoD Executive 
Agent 

Collocate with HQ, 
USAMRMC in new HQ Building 
planned in Army MEDCOM 
M U  prol3-ram 

Consolidate Army, Navy and 
AFRRI command and control 

Consolidate DoD medical 
RDT&E program management 
aligned into four Directorates: 
Medical NBC Defense, 
Military Operational 
Medicine, Combat Casualty 
Care, and Military Infectious 
Diseases Research; and 
designate Director as PM with 
DoDD 5000 series responsibility 
and authority for Defense 
Medical Materiel 

Disestablish & consolidate 
R&D management functions in 
HQ, AFMRDA 

Retain Army medical 
materiel acquisition & logistics 
functions at USAMRMC and 
collocate with Ha AFMRDA 

4 



Subject: ASBREM Medical RDA-21 Project Report 

Armed Forces Radiobiology 
Research Institute 

Organization 

HQ, Naval Medical Research 
and Development Command 

U.S. Army Medical Materiel 
Development Activity 

Naval Aeromedical Research 
Laboratory 

Status 

Navy medical RDT&E 
management HQ 

Defense medical materiel 
developer for Army and Joint 
requirements 

BRAC 91 consolidation site 
for medical materiel research 

I 

Naval medical RDT&E lab 
Military Operational 

Health technology focus 

Proposal 

Disestablish & consolidate 
RDT&E mmqprtent functions 
in HQ, AFMRDA 

Disestablish and re-establish 
as the AFMRDA Medical 
Materiel Development Activity 
& Deputy PM for Medical 
Systems 

DoD Component lab for 
ionizing radiation bioeffects 
S&T 

Naval medical RDT&E lab 
Military Operational 

Health technology focus 

Disestablish and close 

Disestablish command & 
control (C&C) and management 
of program m) functions and 
consolidate C&C functions with 
HQAFMRDA-MPinNBC 
Directorate 

Establish Armed Forces 
Medical Research Unit 
(AFMRLJ) - 1 at AFRRI to 
sustain S&T capabilities 

Disestablish C&C and MP 
functions and consolidate C&C 
functions with HQ, AFMRDA - 
MP in Mil Op Medicine 
Directorate 

Establish as Field Office of 
AFMRU-9 to sustain customer 
linked medical R&D 
capabilities in Division of 
Health & Performance 

Naval Dental Research 
Institute 

Naval medical RDT&E lab 
To accommodate Army 

program (BRAC 91) as 
1 collocation i 
I Military Dentistry 
technology focus 

Disestablish C&C and MP 
functions and consolidate C&C 
functions with H a  AFMRDA - 
MP in Combat Casualty Care 
Directors te 

Establish AFMRU-2 at Great 
Lakes 

Consolidate Anny and Navy 
program execution 

Become part of Division of 
Maxillofacial Trauma and 
Dental Disease Prevention and 
Treatment 
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A 

Organization 

Naval Health Research Center 

- 
Naval Medical Research 
Institute 

Naval Submarine Medical 
Research Laboratory 

Army Aeromedical Research . 
Laboratory 

Status 

Naval medical RDT&E lab 
Conducts medical RDT&E in 

Infectious Diseases, Mil Op 
Health and Combat Casualty 
Care technology areas 

Naval medical RDT&E lab 
Conducts medical RDT&E in 

Infectious Diseases, Medical 
Biological Defense, Mil Op 
Health, and Combat Casualty 
Care technology areas 

BRAC 91 collocation site for 
Army blood research 

Naval medical RDT&E lab 
Conducts medical RDT&E in 

Mil Op HeaIth technology area 

Army medical RDT&E lab 
Conducts medical RDT&E in 

Mil Op Health technology area 

Proposal 

Disestablish C&C and MP 
functions and consolidate C&C 
functions with Ha AFMRDA - 
MP in Mil Op Medicine 
Directorate 

Establish AFMRU-3 to retain 
customer linked R&D 
capabilities in Divs of Health 
& Performance and 
Environmental Medicine 

Disestablish C&C and MP 
functions and consolidate C&C 
functions with HQ, AFMRDA - 
MP in Mil Op Medicine 
Directorate; Combat Casualty 
Care Directorate, and Infectious 
Diseases Directorate 

Consolidate medical RDT&E 
functions at new Forest Glen lab 
(AFMRU-9) 

Disestablish C&C and MP 
functions and consolidate C&C 
functions with Ha AFMRDA - 
MP in Mil Op Medicine 
Directors te 

Establish AFMRU-17 to 
sustain customer linked medical 
R&D capabilities in Div of 
Health & Performance 

Disestablish C&C and MP 
functions and consolidate C&C 
functions with HQ, AFMRDA - 
MP in Mil Op Medicine 
Directorate 

Establish AFMRU-4 to 
sustain customer linked medical 
R&D capabilities in Divs of 
Health & Performance and 
Systems Health Hazards 

rl 
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1 

Organization 

Army Medical Research 
Institute of Chemical Defense 

Army Dental Research 
Detachment 

Army Research Institute of 
Environmental Medicine 

Army Medical Research 
Institute of Infectious Diseases 

Army Institute of Surgical 
Research 

Status 

Army medical RDT&E lab 
Conducts medical RDT&E in 

Medical Chemical Defense and 
Medical Biological Defense 
technology areas 

Detachment of WRAIR 
TO co~&ate with NDRI 

(BRAC 91) 

Army medical RDT&E lab 
Conducts medical RDT&E in 

Mil Op Health technology area 
BRAC 91 collocation site for 

Air Force heat physiology 
research 

Army medical RDT&E lab 
Conducts medical RDT&E in 

Infectious Diseases and Medical 
Biological Defense technology 
areas 

Army medical RDT&E lab 
Conducts medical RDT&E in 

Combat Casualty Care 
technology Area 

Moves into new building 
adjacent to new Brooke Medical 
Center 

BRAC 91 consolidation site 
for Army trauma research 

Proposal 

Disestablish C&C and MP 
functions and consolidate C&C 
functions with HQ, AFMRDA - 
h4.P in NBC Directorate 

Establish AFMRU-5 to 
sustain medical RDT&E 
capabilities in Div of Chemical 
Defense 

Consolidate with AFMRU-2 
Becomes part of the Division 

of Maxillofacial Trauma and 
Dental Disease Prevention and 
Treatment 

Disestablish C&C and MP 
functions and consolidate C&C 
functions with HQ AFMRDA - 
MP in Mil Op Medicine 
Directorate 

Establish AFMRU-6 to 
sustain customer linked medical 
R&D capabilities in Divs of 
Health & Performance anci 
Environmental Medicine 

Disestablish C&C and MP 
functions and consolidate C&C 
functions with Ha AFMRDA - 
MP in NBC Directorate 

Establish AFMRU-7 to 
sustain medical RDT&E 
capabilities in Div of 
Biological Defense 

Disestablish C&C and MP 
functions and consolidate C&C 
functions with Ha AFMRDA - 
MP in Combat Casualty Care 
Directorate 

Establish AFMRU-8 to 
sustain medical RDT&E 
capabilities in Divs of 
Mechanical Trauma & Bum 
wl=Y 

- 

- 
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Combat Casualty Care, and Mil 
Op Medicine Directorates 

Consolidate and sustain 
medical RDT&E capabilities at 

h4P in Infectious Diseases 

Establish AFMRU-10 and 
sustain medical RDT&E 

Establish AFMRU-I1 and 
sustain medical RDT&E 

functions and c 
WRAIR SFA (Thailand) 



Subject ASBREM Medical RDA-21 Project Report 

+Realignment of OCONUS activities requires coordination with CINCs and Department of State 

r 

Organization 

WRAIR-SFA (Kenya) 

WRAIR-SFA (Brazil) 
- 

WRAIR-SFA (Germany) 

Naval .Medical Research 
Detachment (Peru) 

Naval Medical Research 
Detachment (Kenya) 

II.b.3 Resource Management. Subject to ASBREM Board guidance and approval, the HQ, 
AFMRDA should be responsible for development of Defense Medical Materiel Modernization 
Plans that are fully responsive to, and relevant sections integrated with, OSD and Military 
Department modernization and master plans and the Defense Technology Area Plan. 

Status 

Army medical RDT&E 
detachment 

Conducts medical RDT&E in 
Infectious Diseases technology 
area 

Army medical RDT&E 
detachment 

Conducts medical RDT&E in 
Infectious Diseases technology 
area 

Army medical RDTW 
detachment 

Conducts medical RDT&E in 
Mil Op Health technology area 

Naval medical RDT&E 
detachment 

Conducts medical RDT&E in 
Infectious Diseases technology 
area 

Naval medical RDT&E 
detachment 

Conducts medical RDT&E in 
Infectious Diseases technology 
area 

Proposal 

Disestablish C&C and MP 
functions WRAIFO and 
consolidate C&C functions with 
HQ AFMRDA - MP in. 
Infectious Diseases Directorate 

Establish AFMRU-13 and 
sustain medical RDTW 
capabilities 

Disestablish C&C and MP 
functions 0 and 
consolidate C&C functions with 
HQ, AFMRDA - MP in 
Infectious Diseases Directorate 

Establish AFMRU-14 and 
sustain medical RDT&E 
capabilities 

Disestablish C&C and MP 
functions (WRAIR) and 
consolidate C&C functions with 
Ha AFMRDA - MP in Mil Op 
Medicine Directorate 

Establish AFMRU-15 and 
sustain medical RDT&E 
capabilities ' 

Disestablish C&C and MP 
functions and 
consolidate C&C functions with 
HQ, AFMRDA - MP in 
Infectious Diseases Directorate 

Establish AFMRU-16 and 
sustain medical RDT&E 
capabilities 

Disestablish and close 
Consolidate functions under 

AFMRU-13 
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April 13 ,  1995 
. qsw9-17 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

During Commissioner Davis' visit to Fort McClellan, Alabama, 
on March 22, he wzla briefed by Amy Chemical Sch~ol officials 
that the cost to build a new Chemical Defense Training Facility 
(CDTF) at Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri, would be $70 million. 

The application submitted by Fort Leonard Wood on March 1 
for an air permit for the CDTF incinerator listed the facility 
cost as only $43 million. 

Yet, the Department of the Army COBRA (Cost of Base 
Realignment Action) submitted to the Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission calculates the return on investment for Fort McClellan 
as $30 million to construct a new CDTF. 

Which number is correct? 

Also, what are the Army's plans to dispose of the present 
CDTF should the Commission uphold the Army's recommendation to 
close Fort McClellan? During the March 22 briefing, the cost 
cited to dismantle the CDTF was approximately $40 -50  million. Is 
t h i s  number c o r r e c t  and is  it  inc luded  i n  t h e  r e t u r n  on 
investment? 

We respectfully request that the Base Closure Commission 
require the Army to provide answers to these questions concerning 
the proposed closure of Fort McClellan. A response by May 1 
would be appreciated, and we ask that the Commission provide us 
with a copy of the Army's response. 

It appears the Army is dealing very loosely and 
inconsistently with these cost estimates, which raises a more 
basic question of whether these loose and inconsistent figures 
indicate that the Army has not seriously considered the cost of 
closing Fort McClellan. 

With kindest regards, we are 
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Sincerely, 

a -8 

' . < >* 
ri- ..p, Y , "  

  ow ell ~efii;l 7 

Richard Shelby 
United States Senator United states-senator 

Glen Erowder w 

Member of Congress 

cc: Department of the Army 
U.S. Army Chemical School 
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703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

April 25, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8 .  DAVIS, USAF 4 RETI 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN I RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA RET) 
'NENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Richard Shelby 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Dick: 

Thank you for your letter concerning costs associated with the recommendation on Fort 
McClellan. I certainly understand your interest in the fbture of Fort McClellan and welcome your 
comments. 

I have taken the liberty of forwarding your letter to Major General Jerry Harrison, Chief of 
the Office of Army Legislative Liaison, and have requested that Major General Harrison respond 
directly to you. You can be sure that the Commission will carehlly review the Army's response 
to the issues raised in your letter. 

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

Sincerely, 
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ALAN J. OIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

April 25, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8 .  DAVIS, USAF IRET)  
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN tRET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA ( R E t )  
WEN01 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Howell Helfin 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Howell: 

Thank you for your letter concerning costs associated with the recommendation on Fort 
McClellan. I certainly understand your interest in the b r e  of Fort McClellan and welcome your 
comments. 

I have taken the liberty of forwarding your letter to Major General Jerry Harrison, Chief of 
the Office of Anny Legislative Liaison, and have requested that Major General Harrison respond 
directly to you. You can be sure that the Commission will carelily review the Army's response 
to the issues raised in your letter. 

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

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 , - ' ".? " 2 - q  '; IF+ rLmT 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN i. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

April 25, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF IRET) 
5. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN IRET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA r RET) 
WENOl LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Glen Browder 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Browder: 

Thank you for your letter concerning costs associated with the recommendation on Fort 
McClellan. I certainly understand your interest in the fbture of Fort McClellan and welcome your 
comments. 

I have taken the liberty of forwarding your letter to Major General Jerry Harrison, Chief of 
the Office of Army Legislative Liaison, and have requested that Major General Harrison respond 
directly to you. You can be sure that the Commission will carehlly review the Army's response 
to the issues raised in your letter. 

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

Sincerely, 
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April 17, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

The purpose of this letter is to clarify an area of 
disagreement regarding the conclusions in a 1993 KPMG Peat Marwick 
study accomplished for the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA). Since 
I first raised the concern that DLA was not considering one of the 
best candidates, Defense Depot Ogden, as a primary distribution 
site, DLA contracted with Peat Marwick to provide data to 
substantiate their selection process. My review of the results of 
the study reinforces my position and casts doubt on DLA's 
selections. 

As you know, DLA contends that it is not appropriate to 
rely on the study for cost and efficiency comparisons among the 
activities reviewed due to the wide variations in workload mix and 
accounting procedures. The study results state, IvOur analysis 
revealed that bin, bulk and hazardous receipts and issues were 
comparable missions within the depots analyzed." The data 
collected for the study came from the Defense Business Management 
System which is used by all activities studied. It reveals that 
during the period studied, the workload mix was nearly identical 
at all sites. I have included an enclosure showing the specific 
workload mix figures used in the study. 

The study was not intended to provide an across-the- 
board comparison, since all depots were not included. But it does 
serve well to compare those activities best postured for 
consideration as a Primary Distribution Site (PDS) in the west. 
Highest military value should be the objective as measured by 
highest throughput possible, greatest expansion capability, lowest 
total cost to the customer, and best performance. By combining the 
qualifications (excluding total cost) of two distinct activities, 
the former Tracy Depot with the former Sharpe Army Depot, DLA 
assumes it has achieved the highest military value for the western 
PDS. 

I do not dispute the concept of combining activities, but 
to ensure the above characteristics for the optimum PDS are 
maximized, includina least cost, all possible combinations among 
the western stand-alone depots should be analyzed and given 
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equitable consideration. I contend that Ogden's high performance 
and least cost should be allowed to have an influence on the 
combination selected. Since the data for such an analysis has 
already been collected by KPMG Peat Marwick from the same sources 
for all candidates, there is opportunity to allow review of all 
alternative combinations. As shown by the enclosure, workload mix 
is very near the same and the cost accounting system used by the 
western stand-alone depots is the same; therefore, cost com~arisons 
are ~ossible, appropriate, and fair. 

Any assessment of military value must give substantial 
consideration to total operating cost if the assessment is to serve 
the very purpose of the BRAC process -- to maintain the highest 
military value at the least possible cost. 

I look forward to the opportunity for further discussion 
of our perspectives at the Commission riefing in Albuquerque. P 

JVH: It 
Enclosures 

mes V. Hansen 
M mber of Congress i 



Enclosure 1 

TRACY1 
SHARPE 

WORKLOAD MIX OF WESTERN STAND-ALONE DEPOTS 
(As taken from the 1993 KPMG Peat Marwick Study) 

A 6 C D E F 
Total Total Cost 

Bin Bulk Haz. Cost Line Count Per Unit 

MECHANICSBURG/ 71 % 29% 0% $90.4M $3.9M $23 
NEW CUMBERLAND 

OGDEN 70% 27% 3% $32.5M $2.OM $1 6 

Spread from 
High to Low 3% 4% 3% 

The KPMB Peat Marwick Study stated: "Analysis based on line count ... may not accurately reflect differences in 
handling characteristics for a unit cost comparison." 

This statement is true if there are workload mix variations. Obviously, if a wide variation exists between the percent volumes 
in columns A, B and C, a comparison based only on a total units figure (only Column E) will not be valid since it does not 
take into account the level of effort and cost differences (i.e. a Column A unit and a Column B unit.) However, if the 
workload mix figures are reasonably close, a cost comparison can be made using only the total units produced (Column 
E) divided into the total cost (Column D from the same accounting system) to get a valid cost per unit for making a unit 
cost comparison. The latter is the case in the workload mix percentages shown in the table above. This is why the study 
concluded, "bin, bulk and hazardous receipts and issues were comparable missions within the depots analyzed." 

Note: Selected pages from Pete Marwick Study attached. 











Data Comparability (cont.) 

Excluding these costs from the calculation of unit cost for other mission 
stock would show the following: 

DDJC DDOU 

Mission Total Costs $96,500,000 $40,45O,(HK) 
Less: Costs of Other Cornparables 3,080,000 93,420,000 740,000 39.7 10,000 

Total Mission Work Counts 3,530,198 1,988,352 
Less: Work Counts of Other Comparables 101,223 3,428,975 33,35 1 1,955,001 

Revised Unit Cost $27.24 $20.3 1 

Total Mission Unit Cost $27.34 $20.34 

Difference $00.10 $90.03 

We determined that the impact of had-to-handle items was negligible in 
terns ---4 of -. -- comparability, hence these - items-wefi-iinncIGded - a s  padrt-of f h T -  
comparable A- - depot missions - - - .- - 



Data Comparability (Cont.) 

Given the adjustments made by KPMG for the depots analyzed, the 
following categories are comparable: 

-Bin issue 
-Bin receipt 
-Bulk issue 
-Bulk receipt 
-Hazardous issue 
-Hazardous receipt 

Two costs were not considered directly comparable: 

-Second Destination Transportation 
-Reimbursable work 

kbhbl~eat Marwick 



Comparisons of depots can be made by looking at indicators which 
can be grouped into three categories 

Comparable general indicators including: 

- Total direct costs per employee 
- Total G&A as a percentage of direct 
- Total indirect as a percentage of direct 

Comparable mission indicators including: 

- Unit Cost by category (i.e. Bin, Bulk, Hazardous) 

- Direct Cost per line 
- Workload by category 

Other comparable indicators including: 

- Headcount analysis 

Information that follows reflects nnj~str~zents by KPMG rlizless otlter~vise noted 





A A A  
A A A  
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

The Honorable James V. Hansen 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

May 2, 1995 GEN REBECCA J. B. DAVIS, COX USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Representative Hansen: 

Thank you for your letter cl-g your views on the 1993 KPMG Peat Marwick study 
to substantiate the selection process used by the Defense Logistics Agency @LA) in making their 
closure and realignment recommendations. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure 
and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

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

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

Sincerely, 
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STATE OF MISSOURI \ I t 1  I l !n~l l .~! l  (,O\CIIIOI 1>,1\1cl A \IIOII 1>11ccIo1 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 

P . 0 .  Box 176 Jefferson City, MO 65102-0176 (314)751-4422 
F A X  ( 3 1  t)7il-'h17 

FEDEX #4003777072 

April 18, 1995 

Ms. Madelyn R. Creedon 
General Counsel 
The Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

RE: 950330-14 

Dear Ms. Creedon: 

This is in response to your letter of March 31, 1995. I will 
restate your request and the appropriate response which follows. 

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

Response: One permit is required for the CDTF for 
using live-agent training at Fort Leonard Wood, 
Missouri. That permit has been issued. The permit is 
to construct an air source. No further permits are 
required. There are some requirements regarding 
testing included in the current permit. A copy of this 
permit is attached as Exhibit A .  

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

Response: A preliminary determination to issue a 
permit for obscurant training at Fort Leonard Wood has 
been made. A 30-day public comment period began April 
12, 1995. Anticipated final issuance date is the week 
of May 15, 1995. The permit requires specific 
monitoring and meteorological activities take place at 
Fort Leonard Wood and places certain restrictions 
regarding time of operation. In addition, provisions 
regarding monitoring of storm water from Fort Leonard 



Ms. Madelyn R. Creedon 
April 18, 1995 
Page 2 

in their NPDES permit issued April 11, 1995. Copies of 
these permits are attached as Exhibits B and C 
respectively. 

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

Response: The agency was in the process of reviewing 
Water Pollution Control permit activities at Fort 
Leonard Wood at the time of the Department of Defense 
announcements and included monitoring requirements from 
four obscurant training locations in said review. 
Applications for air installations including CDTF and 
smoke school were received March 1, 1995 and deemed 
accepted on that date. 

Question: Have any significant concerns or obstacles to issuance 
of any permit so far been identified? If so, what are they? 

Response: Two permits have been issued and a third 
placed on public notice. 

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

Response: The air permit to construct for the CDTF was 
issued April 11, 1995. A NPDES permit for Fort Leonard 
Wood was issued April 11, 1995. A preliminary decision 
to issue a prevention of significant deterioration 
(PSD) permit for smoke school related activities was 
announced April 11, 1995. It is estimated that that 
permit will come to conclusion the week of May 15, 
1995. 

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

Response: No Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
permit is necessary for the proposed mission transfer. 
An evaluation of waste streams is attached as Exhibit 
D. Pollution prevention activities regarding mask 
filters have eliminated the principal hazardous 
constituents. Current masks will be phased out prior 
to operations in Missouri (see Exhibit E). 
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Question: Has the Department received any correspondence from 
the public regarding the proposed CDTF at Fort Leonard Wood? If 
so, please indicate the nature of such comments. 

Response: As of March 31, 1995 two letters have been 
received regarding the CDTF. One included a copy of an 
article regarding the Army's Utah incinerator and the 
second requested additional information. Comment 
letters on the NPDES permit were received from the 
Missouri Sierra Club and were incorporated into the 
permit. 

Question:' On May 19, 1993, you wrote to Commission Chairman Jim 
Courter, responding to questions raised then about a similar DoD 
proposal. A copy of the letter is attached. Is that letter 
still accurate? 

Response: A principal change in our letter of May 19, 
1993 relates to our presumption that a Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act permit would be required 
for the CDTF. Due to pollution prevention activities 
on the part of the Department of Defense relating to 
air canisters, this is no longer necessary. Other 
presumptions are still intact. 

I appreciated the chance to meet with you in Chicago. If I can 
be of further assistance, please feel free to contact me at 314- 
751-4732. 

Very truly yours, 

Director 



STATE OF MISSOURI EXKIBIT A 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
MISSOURI AIR CONSERVATION COMMISSION 

PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT 

Under the authority of RSMo 643 and the Federal Clean Air Act the applicant is authorized to construct the 
facility described below, in accordance with the laws, rules, and conditions as set forth herein. 

PermitNumber: 0495-013 Facility 1.D. Number: 3 8 6 0 - 0 0 0 4 - 0 2 6 

Owner: 
U.S. Army Engineering Center and Fort Leonard Wood 

Owner's Address: . .. 
ATZT-DPW-EE, Fort Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

Facility Name: 
U.S. Army Engineering Center and Fort Leonard Wood 

Facility Address: 
ATZT-DPW-EE, Fort Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

Legal Description: 
Pulaski County, 521, T35N, R8W 

Application for Authority to Construct was made for: 

* * * *  a Chemical Decontamination Training Facility and Thermal 
Treatment Unit. This review was conducted in accordance with 
Section (5), Missouri State Rule 10 CSR 10-6.060, "Construction 
Permits Required." ****  

Special Conditions are not applicable to this permit. 

a Special Conditions do apply to this permit and are listed as attachments starting on page 2. 

;r ,.h 
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0495-013 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

The permittee is authorized to construct and operate subject to the following special conditions: 

Materials Which May Not Be Charged to the Incinerator 

a. No hazardous wastes may be charged to this incinerator. A 
waste is considered to be hazardous if, in order that it be 
charged to an incinerator, a permit from the Missouri 
Hazardous Waste Program would first be required in order 
that such a waste be charged to an incinerator. 

b. Certain gas mask filters may not be charged to the 
incinerator because these filters contain levels of chromium 
sufficient to characterize the filters as a hazardous waste. 
Specifically, C2 filter masks, stock number 4240-01-119-2315 
may not be charged to the incinerator. - 

Emission Limits: 

a. Particulate matter (as PM,,) - 30 milligrams per dry 
standard cubic meter (0.013 grains per dry standard cubic 
foot) . 

b. Carbon monoxide - 50 parts per million by volume. 

c. Dioxins/furans - 1.9 nanograms per dry standard cubic meter, 
toxic equivalency (1989 toxic equivalency factors). 

d. Hydrogen chloride - 42 parts per million by volume or 97% 
reduction (9-hour average), whichever is more stringent. 

e. Mercury - 0:47 milligrams per dry standard cubic meter 
(0.22 grains per million dry standard cubic feet) or 85% 
reduction, whichever is more stringent. 

Nerve Agents - no detectable quantity of either GB (sarin) 
or VX. For purposes of determining a detectable level of 
either nerve agent, it shall be sufficient to use equipment 
which is at least as sensitive to GB (sarin) and vX as the 
gas chromatographs used in the automatic continuous air 
monitoring ,syst,gm (ACAMS) units located adjacent to the "hot 
areas" in the training building. . . ~. 
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PERMIT NUMBER 
5 

1 

0495-01 3 
FACILITY I 0  NUMBER I 

L ? R m n a  - - - 1776 - -  - 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 1 

The permittee is authorized to construct and operate subject to the following special conditions: 1 

Performance Testing Conditions 

a. Within 90 days of reaching full operation, but in no case 
later than 180 days after initial startup, an emission test 
shall be conducted in order to quantify air pollutant 
emissions. The stack test shall determine the emission 
rates of particulate matter (as PM,,) , carbon monoxide, 
dioxins/furans, hydrogen chloride, mercury, and the nerve 
agents GB (sarin) and VX. A completed Proposed Test Plan 
Form (copy enclosed) will serve the purpose of notification 
and must be approved by the Air Pollution Control Program 
staff director prior to conducting. emission testing. 

b. The date on which performance tests are conducted must be 
pre-arranged with the Air Pollution Control Program (APCP) a 
minimum of 30 days prior to the proposed test date so that 
this Program may arrange a pretest meeting, if necessary, 
and assure that the test date is acceptable for an observer 
to-be present. A completed Proposed Test Plan form enclosed 
may serve the purpose of notification and must be approved 
by the APCP prior to conducting the required emission 
testing. 

c. Two copies of a written report of the performance test 
results shall be submitted to the Director of the Air 
Pollution Control Program within 30 days of completion of 
any required testing. The report must include legible 
copies of the raw data sheets, analytical instrument 
laboratory data, and complete sample calculations from the 
required EPA Test Methods for at least one sample run. 

d. The test report is to fully account for all operational and 
emission parameters addressed both in the permit conditions 
as well as in any other applicable state or federal rules or 
regulations. 

e. Performance testing shall be conducted under the condition 
of maximum process/production rate, or within ten per cent 
(10%) of this rated capacity. The process/productiqn rate 
at which performance testing is conducted shail become the 
maximum process/production rate at which the incine.rator is 
permitted to operate, under the authority granted by this 
permit. 
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PERMIT NUMBER 

0495-013 
I 
I 

FACILITY I D  NUMBER 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 
I 

I 

The permittee is authorized to construct and operate subject to the following special conditions: 

f. Actual conditions under which performance testing is 
conducted shall be recorded every fifteen (15) minutes 
throughout each of the test runs. These conditions are to 
include all relevant process/production parameters as well 
as all parameters relating to the status of emission 
controls: this data is to be included in the emissions test 
report. No maintenance or upgrade of emission control 
efficiency shall be undertaken during emission testing. 

g. Testing shall be conducted during periods of representative 
conditions at the maximum process/production rates, not to 
include periods of startup, shutdown, or malfunction. 

. .. 

h. Emission testing results, in "mass of pollutanf/vo'iirme of 
air," shall be reported for the pollution source airstream, 
free from any extraneous source of dilution air. Potential 
dilution airstreams shall either be sealed off prior to 
testing or else be measured by appropriate EPA test Methods 
and subtracted from the total airflow at the sampling 
location. Failure to account for dilution air can lead to 
cancellation of testing and/or a violation notice for 
"circumvention." 

i. The owner or operator shall provide, or cause to be 
provided, performance testing facilities as follows: 

i. Safe sampling platform(s) . 
ii. Safe access to sampling platform(s) . 
iii. Utilities for sampling and testing equipment. 
iv. Sampling ports adequate for test methods applicable to 

this facility. This includes: 
(1) Constructing the air pollution control system such 

that volumetric flow rates and pollutant emission 
rates can be accurately determined by applicable 
test methods and procedures; 

(2) Providing a stack or duct free of cyclonic flow 
during performance tests, and; 

(3) Rqnovgl of the port caps 24 hours prior to testing 
to verify both their removability as well.as 
full-diameter clearance to the stack; caps may be 
retained hand tight. . . 



PAGE 5 OF 5 i 
PERMIT NUMBER I 

oh95 - 0 1 3  
FACILITY I D NUMBER 

I 

I SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

The permittee is authorized to construct and operate subject to the following special conditions: 
I 

j. Performance tests shall be conducted, and data reduced, in 
accordance with specified EPA Test Methods unless an 
equivalent or alternative test method is otherwise approved 
by the Director. 

k. Unless otherwise specified, each performance test shall 
consist of three separate runs using the applicable test 
method. Each run shall be conducted for the time and under 
the conditions specified in the applicable standard. 

1. For the purpose of determining compliance with applicable 
standards, the arithmetic mean of results of the three runs 
shall apply. Only, under rare circumstances and upon 
approval by the Director, may compliance be determined by 
the arithmetic mean of two runs. 



* 
PROPOSED TEST PLAN 

Submitted to: MO Dept. of Natural Resources, 
Air Pollution Control Program 
P.O. Box 176, Jefferson City, MO 65102 

Date Submitted: 

Attention: 

Proposed Test Date: 

I . )  FACILITY INFORMATION: ' 

Name: 

Address: 

City 

Z.)AIR POLLUTION'SOURCE TO BE TESTED: - : * -  . - - - -- - - - . - --- - - - - - 

Type of Source: 

R e a m  f ~ r  Rs;: 

-. . , - . . . L .  - - -  
3.) TESTING FIRM-~NFORMATION: 

_ > . -  . . i . . 
A - 2  .- . ."- . . - --- . 

Name of Firm: 

Address: 

State: 

City 

Zip: 

Name 8 title of Contact Person: 

Permit No. of Source to Be Tested: 

Address of Source: 

Directions to Source (or map attached): 

Initial Start-up Date: 

Czliidition of Permit 

Phone No. of Contact Person: 

Consent Agreement 

State: 

Fax No.: 

Administrative Order 

Other (spec~fy) 

Zip: 

Name & title of Contact Person: 

Phone No. of Contact Person: *.. % 

Fax No.: 

Number of employees of firm: 

No. of employees actually engaged in air pollution source testing: 

. -- . 

Organizational chart with names & title of personnel: (please attach) 



3.) TESTING FIRM INFORMATION: (cont.) -: . .~ - -- 

Location & description of laboratory facilities: 

Subcontractor(s) utilized by firm for source testing activities: 

Number of air pollution sources previously tested by firm: 

Sources tested by firm in Missouri in past 3 years (source, test, date): 

r 

4.) PERFORMANCE TEST INFORMATION: - * :-' : 

Pollutant 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6.  

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

No. of 
Sampling 

Points 

Total Time 
Per 

Test Run 

No. of 
Test 
Runs 

- .  - - .  . - - ' 

Test Method 
to be 

. Used 



5.) GENERAL .. .. . I 
A. Sampling Equipment Information: 

The manufacturer and model of the sampling equipment to be used by the tester for the 
performance tests, along with a description of any equipment which may differ from that 
required by the specified method(s). 

6. Test Procedures: 

A description of any test procedures to be used in the conduct of the performance tests 
which may differ from the specified rnethod(s). 

NOTE: Deviations from EPA test methods observed during test procedures will 
not necessarily be corrected by agency observer and could result in 
agency rejection of test results. 

C. Analytical Procedures: . . . .. 

A description of any analytical procedures which differ from the specified method(s). 

D. Data Sheets: 

A sample of all field data sheets which do not provide the data shown on the example 
sheets in 40 CFR 60 for the specified method(s). 

E. Air Pollution Control Equipment: 

Types and manufacturers of all control equipment: 

Design or guarantee efficiency: 

Design gas volume at full load (acfm): 

Design pressure drop: 

Maintenance schedule and method of recordkeeping: 



6.) SPECIFIC: for Incinerators 

Provide a full description of the source operation, including as a minimum the following: 

A. Manufacturer and type of incinerator: 

B. Type of feed (batch, intermittent, continuous) and frequency: 

I 
-- 

C. Design feed rate (Ibslhr, Ibslbatch): 

- -  -- 

D. Expected normal feed rate: 

E. Type of scales 

F. 24 hour operational flow schen-ie (ash removal, preheat, bum cycle, postheat, etc.): 

G. Type of fuel: 

I. Type of secondary chamber temperature continuous chart recorder: 

J. Type(s) of waste and relative percentages: 

I K. Hospital: YES NO Licensed No. of Beds: 

Average bed occu 



. 

7.) CONTINUOU% MONITORING SYSTEM - - 

A description of continuous monitoring system(s) including the following: 

A. Manufacturer of each monitor: 

8. Model number and serial number of each monitor: 

C. Description of interface system (for extractive monitors): 

D. Description of data acquisition and handling system: 

E. Number of copies of operator's manual supplied with each monitor: 

F. Name of testing firm that will perform the reference method tests for sulfur dioxide andlor 
nitrogen oxides during the continuous monitoring system performance evaluations: 

G. Name of organization that will perform the continuous monitoring system performance 
evaluations (Source operator, monitoring system man-ufacturer or representative, or 
testing firm): 

H. Anticipated starting date of the conditioning period for the monitoring systems: 

I. Drawing of the monitoring system location(s) showing stack or duct dimensions, air 
pollution control equipment, fans, and location(s) of disturbances which affect monitor 
location(s) determination (May be shown on drawing required on Preliminary Test Method 
Page or attach to this document). 



COVER 
Plant name and location 
Source sampled 
Testing company or agency, name, and address 

CERTIFICATION 
Certification by team leader 
Certification by reviewer (e.g.: Professional Engineer) 

I NTRODUCTION 
Test purpose 
Test location, type of process 
Test dates 
Pollutants tested 
Observers' names (industry and agency) 
Any other important background information 

SUMMARY OF RESULTS 
Emission results 
Process data, as related to determination of compliance 
Allowable emissions 
Description of collected samples 
Visible emissions summary 
Discussion of errors, both real and apparent 

SOURCE OPERATION 
Description of process and control device 
Process and control equipment flow diagram 
Process data and results, with example calculations 
Representatives of raw materials and products 

Any specially required operation demonstrated 

SAMPLING and ANALYSIS PROCEDURES 
Sampling port location and dimensioned cross section 
Sampling port description, including labeling system 
Sampling train description 
Brief description of sampling procedures, with discussion of deviations from standard methods 
Brief description of analytical procedures, with discussion of deviations from standard methods 

APPENDIX 
Complete results with example calculations 
Raw field data (original, not computer printouts) 
Laboratory report, with chain of custody 
Test log 
Calibration procedures and results 
Project participants and titles 
Related correspondence ... 4 



REVIEW OF APPLICATION FOR AUTHORITY TO CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE 
SECTION (5) REVIEW 

Project/Facility No: 3860-0004-026 
Permit No: 

U.S. Army Training Center and Fort Leonard Wood 
ATZT-DPW-EE 
Fort Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

Complete: March 1, 1995 
Reviewed: March 28, 1995 

Pulaski County, S2 1, T3 5N, R8W 

REVIEW SUMMARY 

This is a de minimis addition to an existing major source, and is reviewed in accordance 
with Section (5), Missouri State Rule 10 CSR 10-6.060, Construction Permits Required. 

No adverse ambient air quality impact is expected to occur as a result of the,operation of 
the proposed training facility. . .. 

Hazardous air pollutants will be emitted from the incinerator, though in minute amounts. 
No nerve agents will be emitted fiom this training facility, as the training exercises 
themselves, in association with the incinerator, insure that these agents are neutralized. 

There are no New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) or National Emissions 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutant (NESHAP) standards which will apply to this 
training facility. 

Approval of this permit application is recommended. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The U.S. Army Engineering Center and Fort Leonard Wood has applied for authority to install a 
Chemical Decontamination Training Facility (CDTF) at its facility in Pulaski County. The CDTF 
will include a hot training area, an incinerator for disposing of training wastes, a standby package 
boiler, and a 600 kW standby electrical generator. The facility will be used to train army 
personnel on the identification, handling and decontamination of vehicles and other equipment 
tainted with nerve agents. As part of the training, instructors will contaminate various pieces of 
equipment with drops of nerve agents, which will be applied with a syringe. The soldiers will then 
identie and decontaminate the equipment using decontamination agents and water. The debris 
from the training, which cafi incrude nerve agents, wastewater, uniforms and cleaning.materials, 



will be burned in the incinerator. The nerve agents involved are binary agents, requiring the 
mixing of two separate compounds to produce the nerve agents. The binary agents themselves 
are kept in separate, guarded, locked areas. 

The nerve agents which will be used in the training are GB (sarin) and VX. Sarin is a colorless 
liquid with a vapor pressure of 2.9 mm Hg @ 25 "C, a vapor density of 4.86, and a volatility of 
22,000 mg/m3 @ 25'C. VX is an odorless amber colored liquid similar in appearance to motor 
oil. It has a vapor pressure of 0.0007 mm Hg @ 25"C, a vapor density of 9.2, and a volatility of 
10.5 mg/m3 @ 25'C. Both of these agents volatilize readily, and being heavier than air, stay low 
to the ground. Both agents are highly toxic. Both agents degrade readily and rapidly in the 
presence of caustic agents. 

The building in which the training is conducted is constructed as a "building within a building." 
The training building is hnctionally divided into a hot area and a cold area. The hot area is where 
the nerve agents are used, while the cold area is kept uncontaminated. The hot training area is 
divided into eight hnctionally separate areas, with each area kept under negative pressure and 
vented through filter trains made up of prefilters, activated carbon absorption systems and high 
efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters. All hot areas are assumed to have air contaminated with 
nerve agents and chemical decontarninants. The hot area ventilating system is designed to 
maintain a negative pressure in the hot areas with respect to the cold areas of the building. The 
pressure in the hot areas varies with expected contamination levels, being least negative in areas 
adjacent to the cold areas, and becoming increasingly negative from front to rear of the hot area 
to force any air infiltration to flow from cold areas to hot areas. The air in each zone is exhausted 
through two sets of HEPA and activated carbon filters for redundancy in each filter train. Each 
of the filter trains is independent, and has a cross-sectional area sized for its design air flow. 
Seven automatic continuous air monitoring system (ACAMS) units will be located adjacent to hot 
areas in the training building. Each ACAMS unit consists of an air pump (1 literlminute) and two 
gas chromatographs, one monitoring for sarin and the other monitoring for VX. Nerve agent 
concentrations are continuously recorded on a strip chart. If either nerve agent is detected at 
levels equal to or greater then occupationaily safe levels established by the Surgeon General, then 
alarms are triggered on the monitor itself, and in the building control room. The alarm levels are 
0.01 ngil (nanograrn/liter) for VX and 0.1 ng~l  for sarin. All ACAMS units are backed up by the 
M43iM43A.2 Chemical Agent Detector connected to a M8 Chemical Agent Alarm. This system 
has a sensitivity of 400 ngA for VX and 200 ngA for sarin. The detectors are based on 
electrochemical (M43 detectors) or ion mobility (M43A2 detectors) technology. In addition to 
the ACAMS, a Depot Air Monitoring System (DAMS) will be used to monitor for nerve agent air 
concentrations. The DAMS consist of an air pump (1 liter/minute) and a porous polymer filled 
tube. Air monitoring will be conducted by pumping air (40 liters total) through the DAMS tube 
followed by CDTF laboratory analysis of the sorbent. The DAMS monitors are twice as sensitive 
as the ACAMS units. This system insures that there is no chance that nerve agents will escape the 
building. 

The incinerator is a Midlari"d Ro3s Pyrobatch model forced draft, batch type, dual chpbe r  unit. It 
has a rated design capacity of 125 pounds per hour of solid waste; the maximum design heat 

.. - 



release rate is 4,610 BTUAb. The emissions from the incinerator are ducted through a rich fume 
reactor, a venturi scrubber, and a packed tower scrubber. A package boiler with a rated heat 
input capacity of 3 1.25 MMBTUh, fired with No. 2 fuel oil, is associated with the incinerator. 
The steam fiom this package boiler is used for space heat and process heat. The standby package 
boiler is fired with No. 2 distillate fuel, and has a rated heat input capacity of 6.25 MMBTUhr. 
The 600kW standby generator uses a reciprocating engine, and is also fired with No. 2 fuel oil. 

Fort Leonard Wood has stated in the application that the incinerator will (1) have an operable 
door lockout mechanism, (2) will be equipped with a continuous chart recorder which will 
monitor and record the temperature in the secondary chamber (to an accuracy of &2%), (3) will 
keep complete paper records of operators on duty, emission tests performed, incinerator 
maintenance, combustion chamber temperatures and the quantity, type, and suppliers of any off- 
site waste which is incinerated, (4) will provide training to all incinerator operators, said training 
to include basic combustion theory, operating procedures, monitoring of combustion control 
parameters of the incinerator, and all emergency procedures to be followed if the incinerator 
should malfunction or exceed operating parameters, and (5) will stack test the incinerator within 
90 days of reaching full operation in order to determine combustion efficiency and particulate 
emission rate. In view of the nature of materials incinerated at this facility, additional testing will 
be required to demonstrate that the incinerator will operate safeiy. 

. , 

EMISSIONSICONTROLS EVALUATION - . 

Emissions are calculated using emissions factors from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
document AP-42, Compilation ofAir Pollutant Emission Factors, and from information supplied 
by the applicant. Emissions calculations are detailed in an appendix to this report. Potential 
emissions from the operation of this facility are listed in the following table. Potential emissions 
are calculated based on the operation of the facility for 8,760 hours per year, with all controls in 
place and operational. Potential emissions from this facility are below the deminimis emissions 
levels for all pollutants. 

CDTF Decontamination Facility 

Pollutant 

PM,o 
Sulhr Dioxide 

Nitrogen Oxides 

Carbon Monoxide 

Volatile Organic Compounds 

Lead 

Hydrochloric Acid .. 
Total PCB 

Hourly Emissions 
(Ibsh) 

0.28 

1.59 

7.72 

3.24 

0.34 

0.004600 

0.032000 

0.000001 

- 
Annual Emission 

(t onslyr) 

1.12 

7.00 

33.71 

14.36 

1.48 

0.020000 

0.142000 

0.000002 



PERMIT RULE APPLICABILITY 

CDTF 

Pollutant 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

Beryllium 

Cadmium 

Chromium 

Manganese 

Mercury 

Nickel 

Hydrogen Fluoride 

Chlorine 

TCDD 

HxCDD 

HpCDD 

OCDD 

Total CDD 

TCDF 

PcCDF 

HxCDF 

HpCDF 

OCDF 

Total CDF 

This permit review was conducted in accordance with Section (9, Missouri State Rule 10 CSR 
10-6.060, Construction Permits Required. 

Decontamination Facility 

Hourly Emissions 
(lbslhr) 

0.000800 

0 000015 

0.00000 1 

0.0003 00 

0.000048 

0.00003 5 

0.006690 

0.000037 

0.001443 

0.001017 

0.00000006 

0.0000000001 

0.0000000003 

0.00000000 14 

0.00000133 

0.00000045 

0.0000000002 

0.00000000 1 1 

0.00000000 13 

0.0000000046 

0.00000447 

Annual Emission 
(tons/yr) 

0.003500 

0.000070 

0.000002 

0.001500 

0.000212 

0.000 160 

0.029290 

0.000 162 

0.006322 

0.004500 

0.00000027 

0.0000000005 

0.00000000 14 

0.0000000 100 

0.00000583 

0.00000197 

0.00000000 10 

0.0000000050 

0.0000000 100 

0.0000000200 

0.00001957 



APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS 

I. Installation Level: U.S. Army Engineering Center, Fort Leonard Wood 
A. General 

1. Applicable Requirements: Submission of Emission Data, Emission Fees and 
Process Information 
a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-6.1 10 
b. Payment of Fees: $25.70 per ton of pollutant as of 1994 
c. Recordkeeping Requirement: Emissions Inventory Questionnaire (EIQ) 
d. Reporting Requirement: April 1 for previous year's emissions (EIQ) 

2. Applicable Requirements: Operating Permits 
a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-6.065 
b. Emission Limitation: none 
c. Recordkeeping Requirement: none 
d. MonitoringRequirement: none 
e. Reporting Requirement: none 

B. Visible Emissions 
1. Applicable Requirements: Restriction of Emission of Visible Air Contaminants 

a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.080 
. .. 

b. Emission Limitation: Emissions may not exceed an opacity of 20% 
c. Recordkeeping Requirement: none 
d. Monitoring Requirement: Visual Inspection, EPA Method 9 
e. Reporting Requirement: none 

Odors 
1. Applicable Requirements: Restriction of Emission of Odors 

a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.090 
b. Emission Limitation: Odorous matter may not be emitted in 

concentrations and frequencies or for durations where odor can be 
perceived when one volume of odorous air is diluted with seven volumes 
of odor-free air 

c. Recordkeeping Requirement: none 
d. Monitoring Requirement: Measurements made with a scentometer as 

manufactured by the Barneby-Cheney Company, or similar technique that 
will give equivalent results 

e. Reporting Requirement: none 

11. Emission Point Level: CDTF Decontamination Incinerator 
A. Particulate Matter 

1. Applicable Requirements: Restriction of Emissions of Particulate Matter from 
~ndustriil~ro'cesses . . 

a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.050 
. -: 



b. Emission Limitation: 5.78 pounds per hour. The incinerator emissions are 
expected to be approximately 0.73 pounds per hour, which will be in 
compliance with this rule. 

c. Recordkeeping Requirement: none 
d. Monitoring Requirement: none 
e. Reporting Requirement: none 

B. Sulfbr Dioxide 
1. Applicable Requirements: Restriction of Emission of Sulfur Compounds 

a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.100 
b. Emission Limitation: Gases emitted fiom the incinerator shall not contain 

sulhr compounds in concentrations in excess of 500 parts per million by 
volume (ppmv). The incinerator exhaust gas is expected to have a sulfur 
concentration of 14.8 ppmv, which will be in compliance with this rule. 

c. Recordkeeping Requirement: none 
d. Monitoring Requirement: none 
e. Reporting Requirement: none 

111. Emission Point Level: Standby Package Boiler 
A. Particulate Matter 

1. Applicable Requirements: Maximum Allowable Emissions of particulate Matter 
From Fuel Burning Equipment Used for Indirect Heating 
a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.060 
b. Emission Limitation: 3.75 pounds per hour. The boiler emissions are 

expected to be approximately 0.3 pounds per hour, which will be in 
compliance with this rule. 

c. Recordkeeping Requirement: none 
d. Monitoring Requirement: none 
e. Reporting Requirement: none 

B. Sulfbr Dioxide 
1. Applicable Requirements: Restriction of Emissions of Sulhr  Compounds From 

Indirect Heating Sources 
a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.150 
b. Emission Limitation: 8 lbs/MMBTU, equivalent to 250 pounds per hour of 

suifbr dioxide. The boiler emissions are expected to be 0.3 pounds per 
hour, which will be in compliance with this rule. 

c. Recordkeeping Requirement: none 
d. Monitoring Requirement: none 
e. Reporting Requirement: none 

IV. Emission Point Level: 600 kW Standby Generator 
A. Sulfir ~ioxide-  "" 

1. Applicable Requirements: Restriction of Emission of Sulfur co ipdunds  
. . 



a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-3.100 
b. Emission Limitation: Gases emitted from the generator shall not contain 

sulfkr compounds in concentrations in excess of 500 parts per million by 
volume (ppmv). The generator exhaust gas is expected to have a sulhr 
concentration of 18 ppmv, which will be in compliance with this rule. 

c. Recordkeeping Requirement: none 
d. Monitoring Requirement: none 
e. Reporting Requirement: none 

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Because of the nature of the mission of this facility, ambient air quality modeling was performed. 
The model chosen is a highly conservative model, meaning that it tends to overestimate actual 
ambient impacts. Ambient impacts are given as 1-hour averages. Modeling results are detailed in 
the following table. 

CDTF Decontamination Facility 

Pollutant 

PMIO 
Sulhr Dioxide 

Nitrogen Oxides 

Carbon Monoxide 

Volatile Organic Compounds 
Lead 

CDTF Decontamination Facility 

Pollutant 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

Beryllium 

Cadmium 

Chromium 

Manganese 

Mercury 

Nickel 

Hydrogen Fluoride 

Ambient Impact 
(pg/m3) 

0.58 

8.82 

17.36 

18.13 

1.88 

0.0100 

Ambient Standard 
(~g/m'> 

Ambient Impact 

(pg/m3) 

24-hr 

l-hr 

24-hr 

l-hr 

l-hr 

1-hr 

150.00 

1300.00 

100.00 

40000.00 

235.00 

1.50 

0.0046 

0.000 1 

0.000004 

0.0020 

0.0003 

0.0002 

0.0027 

0.0002 

0.0033 

Acceptable Ambient 
Level (pg/m3) 

24-hr .. 

3-hr 

annual 

l-hr 

1 -hr 

quarterly 

1 -hr 

1 -hr 

1 -hr 

1 -hr 

1 -hr 

1 -hr 

8-hr 

8 -hr 

24-hr 

6.67 

0.03 

30.00 

50.00 

1.36 

0.89 

0.01 

1.33 

0.68 

8-hr 

8-hr 

8-hr 

8-hr 

24-hr 

8-hr 

8 -hr 

8-hr . 

24-hr . 
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meters downwind of the facility. All ambient impacts are below the applicable impact standards; 
where the table states "no standard," this simply means that acceptable ambient levels have not 
been determined by this program - it does not mean that these compounds are non-hazardous. 

I 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

On the basis of this review conducted in accordance with Section ( 5 ) ,  Missouri State Rule 
10 CSR 10-6.060, Construction Permits Required, approval of this permit, with conditions, is 
recommended. 

1 

CDTF Decontamination Facility 

/~ ichae l  J. Stansfield, @E. 
Environmental Engineer 

Acceptable Ambient 
Level (pglm3) 

3.95 I 24-hr 

no standard 

no standard 

no standard 

no standard 

no standard 

no standard 

no standard 

no standard 

no standard 

no standard 

no standard 

Pollutant 

Chlorine 

TCDD 

HxCDD 

HpCDD 

OCDD 

Total CDD 

TCDF 

PcCDF 

HxCDF 

HpCDF 

OCDF 

Total CDF 

Daniel D. Carney I Environmental Engineer ,.*, ,, 

;$I M d  9-f- 
Date 

Ambient Impact 
(pg/m3) 

31 fitd, C l i  - 
Date 

0.0024 

0.00000040 

0.0000000 1 

0.0000000 1 

0.0000000 1 

0.00003700 

0.00000260 

0.0000000 1 

0.0000000 1 

0.0000000 1 

0.00000003 

0.00002600 

1 -hr 

1 -hr 

I -hr 

1 -hr 

1 -hr 

1-hr 

1 -hr 

1-hr 

1 -hr 

1 -hr 

I-hr 

1-hr 



ATTACHMENTS 

EMISSIONS CALCULATIONS 

600kW Standby Generator 
This generator is designed to keep the hot area ventilation system and the incinerator system in 
operation in the event of a power failure. Emission factors for calculating the emissions from this 
standby generator are from Section 3.4 of AP-42, Large Stationary Diesel and All Stationary 
Dual Fuel Engines. This section covers those engines larger than 600hp. The Source 
Classification Code (SCC) used is 2020040 1 for large bore internal combustion diesel engines. 
Emissions are estimated to be: 

Standby Package Boiler 
Emissions factors for calculating the emissions fiom this standby package boiler are from Section 
1.3 of P9-42, FueI Oil Combustion. The maximum design heat input rate for this boiler is 6.25 
MMBTU/hr. Emissions are estimated to be: 

600kW Standby Generator 

Pollutant 

PMIO 
Sulfbr Dioxide 

Nitrogen Oxides 

Carbon Monoxide 

Volatile Organic Compounds 

Decontamination Incinerator 
The incinerator is a Pyrobatch System two chamber design, and will bum Type 0 (solid) and Type 
5 (liquid) wastes. It is a batch ,type incinerator, using a forced, induced draft. The primary 
chamber volume is 378 cubic feet, and is fitted with a 2.594 MMBTUkr burner.. The secondary 
chamber volume is 1010 cubic feet, and is fitted with a 25.778 MMBTUIhr burner. The army 

. . 

Standby Package Boiler 

Emission Factor 
(Ib/MMBTU) 

0.0496 

0.51 

3.1 

0.8 1 

0.1 

Pollutant 

PMlo 
Sulfbr Dioxide 

Nitrogen Oxides 

Carbon Monoxide 

Volatile Organic Compounds 

Hourly Emissions 
(Ibslhr) 

0.1 

1 

; 6 

1.6 

0.2 

Emission Factor 
(lb/ 1 O3 gallon) 

2 

7.1 

20 

5 

0.34 

Annual Emission 
(tonslyr) 

0.4 

4.3 

26.2 

6.9. - 

0.9 

Hourly Emissions 
( Ibsh)  

0.1 

0.3 

0.9 

0.2 

0.02 

Annual Emission 
(to ns/yr) 

0.4 

1.4 

3.9 

1 

0.1 



estimates that approximately 250,000 pounds per year of Type 0 waste, and 6,225,000 pounds of 
Type 5 waste will be incinerated annually. A typical daily load to the incinerator, from army 
records at the Fort McClellan site, will include: 

A further description of each of the above categories is given below: 
Garbage Composition Details 
Wet Sludge 95% water, 2% solids, 3% drumpaper + PVC bag 
Chemistry Lab Trash 20% glass, 10% metal, 20% rags, 50% paper + PVC bags 
Training Bay Trash 10% glass, 10% metal, 40% rags, 40% paper + PVC bags 
Medical Lab Trash 40% plastic, 30% paper, 30% rags + PVC bags 
Laundry Trash 50% cloth, 50% paper + PVC bags 
Office & Classroom Trash 100% paper + PVC bags 
Grounds Trash 30% paper, 30% plastic, 20% glass, 20% metal + PVC 

bags 
Carbon Filters in PVC bags 28% water, 35% metal, 39% carbon + PVC bags 
PVC bags 100% PVC 
Hoods, Boots & Gloves 100% rubberized material + PVC bags 
Hoods, Boots & Gloves from 100% rubberized material + PVC bags 

- - 
Typical Daily Incinerator Loading 

Overgarments ..- * 

Overgarments 100% rubberized material + PVC bags - . . 

Description 

Wet sludge in plastic lined fiber drums 

Chemistry Lab Trash 

Training Bay Trash 

Medical Lab Trash 

Laundry Trash 

Office & Classroom Trash 

Grounds Trash 

Carbon Filters in PVC bags 

Extra PVC bags 

Hoods, Boots & Gloves 

Overgarments (Hoods, Boots & Gloves) 

Overgarments 

Gas Mask Filters 

Totals 

Volume 
(ft3> 
3.5 

5 

20 

5 

5 

20 

5 

18 

5 

1 

1 

3 0 

1 

122.5 

# of 
bags 

1 

1 

4 

1 

1 

4 

1 

2 

5 

1 

1 

6 

1 

29 

Weight 
(lbs) 

180 

2 5 

100 

15 

15 

60 

2 5 

448.4 

20 

6 

8 

8 0 

18 

1000.4 



Gas Mask Filters inerts 30%, 30% carbon, 20% metal, 20% plastic + PVC 
bags 

The gas mask filters canisters which may be charged to the incinerator do not include the old C2 
filter canister, stock number 4240-01-1 19-23 15, which is no longer in production; the Army 
estimates that its existing stocks of this item will be exhausted by October 1995. This gas mask 
filter canister has been replaced by the C2A1 filter canister, stock number 4240-0 1-36 1-13 19. 
While the C2A1 filter canister is currently in the supply system, it will not be issued until the 
residual supply of C2 canisters is exhausted &om the supply system. 

Solid wastes are introduced into the primary chamber at a maximum rate of 125 pounds per hour. 
Liquid wastes are introduced into the secondary chamber, identified on process flow diagram as a 
rich fbme reactor, at a maximum rate of 3,130 pounds per hour. The emissions from the 
incinerator are ducted through a venturi scrubber and packed tower scrubber connected in series. 
Control efficiencies claimed in the application are 94.95% for TSP and lead, 90.96% for PM,,, 
and 84.5% for sulhr dioxide, nitrogen oxides and carbon monoxide. The incinerator is expected 
to operate 8 hours per day, 250 days year. The incinerator has associated with it an external 
combustion boiler with a rated heat input of 34.6 MMBTU/hr, and fired with distillate oil at the 
rate of 247 gallons per hour. Acid gas concentrations of hydrogen chloride (HCI) and sulhr 
dioxide (SO,) in the exhaust gas stream are directly related to the chlorine and sulfkr content of 
the waste. Most of the chlorine will be converted to HC1. The packed tower is categorized as a 
medium-energy scrubber, and relies on impingement to facilitate removal of either particulate 
matter or acid gases. The venturi scrubber is categorized as a high-energy system, and is used 
primarily for control of particulate matter. The design outlet concentration for particulate matter 
is 0.09 grainslascf Parameters monitors by instrumentation affixed to the incinerator will include 
carbon monoxide, primary and secondary chamber temperatures, pH and flow of scrubbing brine, 
liquid waste feed rate, combustion gas velocity, and exhaust gas CO concentration in ppm. 

The emissions factors chosen are from Sections 1.3 and 2.6 of AP-42, Fuel Oil Combustion and 
Medical Waste Incineration. Section 2.6 was chosen as being most representative of the types of 
wastes to be disposed of in the incinerator. While it is recognized that there will be little or no 
pathological wastes disposed of through the incinerator, the wastes which will be processed will 
be high in chlorine content, and will contain quantities of wastewater and cleaning materials 
including masks, gloves, suits, and boots, which are also present in medical wastes. For purposes 
of estimating emissions from the incinerator, only the weight of solid wastes are considered, since 
the wastewater is almost exclusively water contaminated with bleach and the nerve agents. While 
the nerve agents are toxic, they also decompose very rapidly at the temperatures encountered in 
the incinerator. 



CDTF Thermal Treatment Waste Heat Boiler 

Pollutant 

PM,, 
SulfUr Dioxide 

Nitrogen Oxides 

Carbon Monoxide 

Volatile Organic Compounds 

Pollutant 
* 

PM,o 
S u b  Dioxide 

Oxides 

Carbon Monoxide 

Volatile Organic 
Compounds 

Lead 

Hydrochloric Acid 

Total PCB 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

Beryllium 

Cadmium 

Chromium 

Manganese 

Mercury 

Nickel 

Hydrogen Fluoride 
.'.. 

Chlorine 

TCDD 

Emission Factor 
(lb/ 1 0' gallon) 

2 

7.1 

20 

5 

0.34 

CDTF 

Emission Factor 
(lblton) 

4.67 

2.17 

4.95 

3.86 

0.299 

0.073 

3.35 

0.0000465 

0.0128 

0.000242 

0.00000625 

0.00548 

0.000775 

0.000567 

0.107 

0.00059 

0.149 
.., 

0.105 

0.000001 

Hourly Emissions 
(I bs/hr) 

0.05 

0.27 

0.77 

1.2 

0.1 

Incinerator 

Hourly Emissions 
(Ib skr) 

0.03 

0.02 

0.05 

0.24 

0.02 

0.004563 

0.032453 

0.000000 

0.000800 

0.0000 15 

0.000000 

0.000343 

0.000048 

0.00003 5 

0.006688 

0.000037 

0.001443 

0.001017 

0.00000006 

Annual Emission 
(t ons/yr) 

0.2 

1.2 

3.4 

5.4 

0.4 

Annual Emission 
(to ns/yr ) 

0.12 

0.09 
. - 

0.21 ' 

1.06 

0.08 

0.01 9984 

0.142145 

0.000002 

0.003504 

0.000066 

0.000002 

0.001500 

0.000212 

0.000 155 

0.02929 1 

0.000162 

0.0063 22 

0.004455 .-. 

0.00000027 



CDTF Incinerator 

Pollutant 

HxCDD 

HpCDD 

OCDD 

Total CDD 

TCDF 

PcCDF 

HxCDF 

HpCDF 

OCDF 

Total CDF - 

Emission Factor 
(lblton) 

0.000000002 

0.000000005 

0.000000022 

0.0000213 

0.0000072 1 

0.000000003 

0.00000001 7 

0.00000002 

0.000000074 

0.000071 5 

Hourly Emissions 
(lbs/hr) 

0.000000000 1 

0.0000000003 

0.00000000 14 

0.00000133 

0.00000045 

0.0000000002 

0.00000000 1 1 

0.000000001 3 

0.0000000046 

0.00000447 

Annual Emission 
(tondyr) 

0.0000000005 

0.00000000 14 

0.0000000060 

0.00000583 

0.00000 197 

0.0000000008 

0.0000000047 

0.0000000055 

0.0000000203 

0.00001957 



EXHIBIT B 

U. S. Army Engineer Center and Fort Leonard ~o'od 

Department of Defense 

U. S. Army Engineer Center and Fort Leonard Wood 

ATTN: ATZT-DPW-EE; Ft. Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

Pulaski County, All or parts of T33, 34, 35N, 
R10, 11, 12W 

* * * *  Permission to construct a static and mobile fog oil smoke 
training facility. This review was conducted in accordance with 
Section ( 8 ) ,  Missouri State Rule 10 CSR 10-6.060, "Construction 
Permits Required.'' * * * *  

Proposed Draf t  A i r  Permit 
F t .  Leonard Wood Smoke Training 

Apr i l  11 ,  1995 



Emissions Limitations 

1. Annual Throucrh~ut. Fort Leonard Wood (the "Permittee") 
shall process no more than 65,000 gallons of SGF-2 fog oil 
during any 12-month period. This total shall include the 
fog oil used in the mobile (valley) operations and the 
static (introductory) operations. 

2 .  D a i l v  Throuah~uf; .  The Permittee shall process no more than 
3700 pounds of SGF-2 fog oil during any 24-hour period. 
This total shall include the fog oil used in the mobile 
(valley) operations and the static (introductory) 
operations. 

3. Fmissions Limitat ion.  The Permittee shall not emit PM,, at 
a rate in excess of 2600 pounds per hour. This rate 
corresponds to processing fog oil at 3700 pounds per hour 
with a particulate conversion factor of 708. 

4 .  Pecordkee~ ing .  The Permittee shall record the amount of fog 
oil processed by the smoke generators during the previous 
month and the previous twelve months. During any month in 
which smoke training occurs, the Permittee shall record 
daily and hourly consumption of fog oil. The Permittee 
shall maintain said records and provide them to APCP 
personnel on request. 

5 .  R e ~ o r t i n a  o f  V io la t ions .  The Permittee shall report to the 
Enforcement Section, Air Pollution Control Program (APCP), 
no later than ten days after the end of each month during 
which the preceding 12-month cumulative total of foq oil 
processed exceeds 65,000 gallons of fog oil (condition 
Number 1). 

6 .  P e ~ o r t i n a  o f  v i o l a t i o n s .  The Permittee shall report to the 
Enforcement Section, APCP, no later than ten days after an 
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exceedance of the 3700 pound daily limit of fog oil 
(Condition 2) . 

Ambient Air Monitorinq 

7 .  Oua l i t v  Assurance Proiect Plan. The Permittee shall file 
two copies of a Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) within 
90 days of issuance of this permit for approval by the Staff 
Director, APCP. The QAPP shall describe the method and 
manner for collecting air quality monitoring data for PM,, 
and ozone required by this permit. 

8 .  P r e - S t a r t u ~  Moni t o r i n q .  The Permittee shall collect at 
least one year of continuous air quality monitoring data for 
PM,, and ozone at locations to be determined by the APCP 
beginning as soon as possible after this permit is issued. 
Collection of monitoring data shall begin no later than 
eighteen months immediately prior to the beginninq of smoke 
training. Ozone monitoring is only required from-~~ril 1 
through October 31. 

9. Reoortinq. The Permittee shall submit to the APCP no less 
frequently than quarterly the air quality monitoring data 
collected pursuant to Condition 8. 

1 0 .  P o s t - S t a r t u ~  Monitorinq. The Permittee shall collect at 
least two years of continuous air quality monitoring data 
for PM,, and ozone at locations to be determined by the APCP 
beginning after smoke training begins. Ozone monitoring is 
only required from April 1 through October 31. 

11. Re~ortinq. The Permittee shall submit to the APCP no less 
frequently than quarterly the air quality monitoring data 
collected pursuant to Condition 10. 
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Meteoroloaical Moni torinq 

1 2 .  ~ b s e r v e r ~ .  At all times during the operation of the smoke 
generators, a network of observers shall be stationed at 
locations from which they can observe whether smoke crosses 
the Fort Leonard Wood property boundary. The observers 
shall maintain continuous electronic or visual 
communications with the smoke generator operators. 

1 3 .  Meteoroloaical Monitorina. For the entire period be.ginning 
no less than o'ne hour prior to generating smoke-and ending 
no less than one hour after ceasing generating smoke, the 
Permittee shall measure and record no less frequently than 
hourly (including the beginning and ending conditions) on- 
site meteorological data including ambient air temperature, 
atmospheric pressure, relative humidity, atmospheric 
stability, mixing height, and wind speed and direction. 

1 4 .  L i m i t a t i o n s  on O ~ e r a t i o n ~ .  Smoke training shall only be 
conducted at the locations and under the meteorological 
conditions as outlined in Attachment A. 

1 5 .  Forecastina A c c e ~ t a b l  e Conditions. Smoke training may take 
place only if the Permittee forecasts no earlier than two 
hours prior to commencement of smoke training that the 
meteorological conditions of Attachment A will exist during 
smoke. 

1 6 .  Prohibi t ions.  Generation of smoke shall cease if: 

a) Meteorological conditions are not within the conditions 
approved for smoke training as described in Attachment 
A, or 

b) Visible smoke drifts beyond the Fort Leonard Wood 

Proposed Draft A i r  Permit 
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property boundary, or 

C )  .Under other conditions as may be determined by the 
Director. 

Soil and Veaetation Sam~linq 

17. Soil and Veuetation Sam~linu Plan (SVSPL. Within 180 days 
of the issuance of this permit, the Permittee shall submit 
two copies of a SVSP to the APCP for review and approval. 
The SVSP shall describe the method and manner of collecting 
and analyzing soil and vegetation samples and of monitoring 
the impact of smoke training activities on soils and 
vegetation. 

18. Pre-Startu~ Sam~linu. For no less than one year prior to . 
the commencement of smoke training, the Permittee shall 
collect and analyze soil and vegetation samples no less 
frequently than quarterly at each location described in 
Attachment A. The Permittee shall comply with the sampling 
and monitoring conditions of Missouri State Operating Permit 
No. M0-0117251 granted by the Missouri Department of Natural 
Resources, Missouri Clean Water Commission. 

19. Pe~ortinu. The Permittee shall report the results of the 
sampling and analysis required by Condition 18 to the APCP 
within 60 days of the date the samples are collected. 

20. Post-Startu~ Sam~linq. Upon commencement of smoke training, 
the Permittee shall collect and analyze soil and vegetation 
samples no less frequently than monthly at each location 
described in Attachment A. After two years of sampling, the 
Permittee may petition the Director, APCP, for modification 
of the sampling schedule and frequency. 
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21. R e ~ o r t i n a .  The Permittee shall report to the APCP no less 
frequently than quarterly the soil and vegetation sampling 
data collected pursuant to Condition 20. 

O t h e r  S~ecial Conditions 

22. Record Retention. All records required by this permit shall 
be maintained and available for inspection by MDNR personnel 
for no less than five years from the date the record is 
created. ... 

. . .  

23. Public Information. The Permittee shall cooperate with the 
APCP in presenting the air quality monitoring data of 
Condition 8 to the public at an informational meeting to be 
convened by-the APCP. If the data does not substantially 
conform with the assumptions and conclusions of air quality . 
modelling or if the smoke training is shown to cause or 
contribute to a violation of National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS), the Director may require the Permittee to 
take corrective action or may revoke the permit. 

24.  Correct ive Action. If in the opinion of the Director, APCP, 
the presence of PM,, in the ambient air exists in quantities 
and durations that directly or proximately cause or 
contribute to injury to human, piant, or animal life or 
health, or to property, or that unreasonably interferes with 
the enjoyment of life or the use of property, the Director, 
APCP, may require the Permittee to submit a corrective 
action plan adequate to timely and significantly mitigate 
the emission of PM;. The Permittee shall implement any 
such plan immediately upon its approval by the Director, 
APCP. Failure to either submit or implement such a plan 
shall be a violation of the permit. 

Proposed Draf t  A i r  Permit 
F t  . Leonard Wood Smoke Training 

Apr i l  11,  1995 



2 

. . 

Attachment A 
Wind Directions during Smoke Training' 

Site 

Musgrave 

Ballard 

Mush 
Paddle 

Bailey 

I 

(1) 45 minute limit for wind directions 190 - 210 degrees 
(2) 45 minute limit for wind directions 220 - 240 degrees 
+ A 3 minute exclusion is requested 
* A-D stabilities are not restricted based on w-ind speed, 

however, E stability is limited E o  wind speeds of 4 m/s 
and greater. 

i 

A 
Stability 

130 - 220 

340 - 35 

195 - 275 

All 
direction 
except 

120 deg. 

E* 
Stability 

I 

150 - 225 

340 - 35 

195 - 270 

230 -240 

C 
Stability 

160 - 215 

340 - 35 

195 - 270 

340 - 40 
175 - 325 

B 
Stability 

I50 - 220 

340 - 35 

195 - 275 

340 - L O  
175 - 325 

D 
Stability 

170- 

215 (1) 

350 - 35 

195 - 
240 (2) 

None 



PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION 
April 11, 1995 

REVIEW OF APPLICATION FOR AUTHORITY TO CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE 
SECTION (8) REVIEW 

Project/Facility No: 3860-0004-015 
Permit No: 

U. S. Army Engineer Center 
Fort Leonard Wood Complete: March 31, 1995 
ATTN: ATZT-DPW-EE Reviewed: April 10, 1995 
Fort Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

Parent Company: 
U. S. Army Engineer Center 
Fort Leonard Wood 
ATTN: ATZT-DPW-EE 
Fort Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

Pulaski County, All or parts of T33, 34, 35N, 
R10, 11, 12W 

REVIEW SUMMARY 

This review'is conducted in accordance with Section (8) of 
Missouri State Rule 10 CSR 10-6.060, "Permits Required'' . 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations 
apply to this facility 

Emissions of particulate matter less than ten microns (PM,,) 
at the facility will be greater than 15 tons per year; 
therefore, this is a major modification at a major facility. 

No Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPS) are emitted in this 
process 

No federal New Source Performance Standards (NSPSs) or 
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAPs) apply to this operation 

Special conditions are imposed by this permit 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Fort Leonard Wood (the "Applicant") is an existing major source 
and has applied for permission to operate an obscurant (smoke) 
training school. The smoke.training school will use M3A3 smoke 
generators (or equivalent) to train soldiers in the operation of 
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the smoke generators and in the tactical use of obscurants during 
simulated battlefield operations. 

To generate the smoke, SGF-2 fog oil (a hydrotreated heavy 
naphthenic petroleum distillate mineral oil) is vaporized, 
recondensed, and dispersed into the air. The fog oil is emitted 
as liquid droplets with diameters of 0.5 to 1.0 micron. This 
diameter size is close to the wavelength of visible light, making 
this oil the choice for smoke training. 

The M3A3 smoke generators are driven by gasoline-powered pulse 
jet engines. Each generator consumes 4 gallons of unleaded 
gasoline per hour and processes 40 gallons of fog oil per hour. 

There will typically be about 12 generators operating each time 
the training is conducted. However, there will be no limitations 
on the number of generators; rather, limits are imposed on the 
amount of fog oil which may be processed. The smoke training 
will occur at several sites at Fort Leonard Wood. Smoke training 
can not be used at some sites during certain meteorological 
conditions because such conditions could cause an exceedance of -. 
the PMIQ ambient air quality standards (10 CSR 10-6.010, "Ambient 
Air Quality Standards") or the ambient air increment (10 CSR 10- 
6.060 (11) (A), "Table 1 - Ambient Air Increment Table") . 
The air quality impact due to the smoke training is evaluated by 
considering the fog oil as a VOC (volatile organic compound) and 
as PM,,. There is no ambient air quality standard for VOCs. In 
lieu of preapplication air quality analysis, pre- and post- 
operation ambient air monitoring for ozone will be required. 

The air ambient quality impact of the emission of PM,, is 
evaluated using the ambient air quality model ISC2 (~ndustrial 
Source Complex), draft version dated December 6, 1994. This 
version of ISC2 is recommended by the EPA for use in this study 
to estimate the effect on the ambient air quality of the 
operation of equipment which emits air contaminants. This permit 
has conditions that prohibit smoke training operations at those 
locations when meteorological conditions exist that could cause 
an exceedance of the PM,, National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) or the PM,, increment. The constraints have been 
developed based on wind direction, atmospheric stability, and 
distance from the site to the property line. Attachment A 
describes the acceptable sites under various meteorological 
conditions. Fort Leonard Wood agrees to maintain a minimum of 3 

. kilometers visibility at property boundary as related to the 
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smoke training school. 

The total amount of fog oil processed by the smoke generators is 
limited to 65,000 gallons during any 12-month period. Since this 
construction triggers the federal PSD regulations, a BACT (Best 
Available Control Technology) analysis must be performed. Adding 
a PM,, control device to the smoke generators would defeat the 
purpose of the mission. Other smoke generation systems were 
evaluated, and the proposed method is the most feasible. 

EMISSIONS/CONTROLS EVALUATION 

Most of the fog oil will disperse as PM,,, 5ut some will 
evaporate as VOC. According to information provided by-.:the 
applicant, 30% of the fog oil will evaporate before reach-ing the 
property boundary. 

Additional- emissions are expected from the combustion of gasoline 
in the pulse-jet-engines. Emission rates for the combustion of 
gasoline from the smoke generators are calculated using emission . 
factors from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency document 
AP-42, "Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors: Volume 
11: Mobile Sources," and from Material Safety Data Sheets 
supplied by Ft. Leonard Wood. 

Table 1 below lists the annual emissions expected when Fort 
Leonard Wood vaporizes 65,000 gallons of fog oil, including the 
combustion of unleaded gasoline in the pulse-jet engine. 

Table 1: Pollutants Emissions in Tons w r  Year 

PERMIT RULE APPLICABILITY 

Fog O i l  

Combustion 

Totals 

This PSD review is conducted under Section (8) of ~issouri State 
Rule 10 CSR 10-6.060, "Permits Required." Compliance with this 
section of the rule means that the proposed source will not 
interfere with the attainment or maintenance of ambient air 

VOC 

250 

0.7 

251 

PMI 0 

175 

0.0 

175 

so2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

NO, 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

co 

0.0 

11.3 

11.3 
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quality standards, will not cause or contribute to ambient air 
concentrations in excess of any applicable maximum allowable 
increase as listed in 10 CSR 10-6.060 Subsection (11)(A) Table 1, 
will not violate any applicable emission control regulations or 
the Air Conservation Law, and will not cause an adverse impact on 
visibility in any Class 1 area. 

APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS 

I. Installation Level: Fort Leonard Wood 
A. General 

1. Applicable Requirements: Submission of Emission 
Data, Emission Fees and Process Information 
a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-6.110 . . 

b. Emission Limitation: $25.70 per ton of pollutant 
c. Recordkeeping Requirement: Emissions Inventory 

Questionnaire (EIQ) 
d. Reporting Requirement: April 1 for previous 

year's emissions (EIQ) 
2. Applicable Requirements: Operating Permits 

a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-6.065 
b. Emission Limitation: None 
c. Recordkeeping Requirement: None 
d. Monitoring Requirement: None 
e. Reporting Requirement: Submission of Future 

Operating Permit Application 

I. Emission Point Level: Smoke Training Sites 
A. PM,, Emissions 

1. Applicable Requirements: Construction Permits 
Required 
a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-6.060 
b. Emission Limitations: 65,000 gallons of SGF-2 

fog oil per 12-month period; 3700 pounds of SGF-2 
fog oil per day; 2600 pounds/hour of PM,, 

c. Recordkeeping Requirement: Annual and daily 
throughput; emissions rate 

d. Monitoring Requirements: Pre-startup and post- 
startup ambient air quality monitoring data; 
meteorological data; soil and vegetation 
sampling; 

e. Reporting Requirement: Violations of emission 
limitations; monitoring data 

B. VOC Emissions 
1. Applicable Requirements: Construction Permits 
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Required 
a. Regulatory Authority: 10 CSR 10-6.060 
b. Emission Limitation: 65,000 gallons of SGF-2 fog 

oil per 12-month period 
c. Recordkeeping Requirement: Annual and daily 

throughput 
d. Monitoring Requirements: Pre-startup and post- 

startup ambient air quality monitoring data 
e. Reporting Requirement: Violations of emissions 

limitations 

BACT ANALYSIS 

A "top-down" BACT analysis is required to be submitted with this 
application. BACT is defined as an emission limitation based on 
the maximum degree of reduction for each pollutant which would be - 
emitted from any proposed installation or major modification 
which the Director, on a case-by-case basis, taking into account 
energy, environmental and economic impacts, and other costs, . 
determines is achievable for such an installation or major 
modification. BACT may be achieved through application of 
production processes, or available methods, systems, and 
techniques, including fuel cleaning or treatment or innovative 
fuel combustion techniques for control of the pollutant. 

For this process, applying any control device defeats the purpose 
of the generating smoke for smoke training. Therefore, the only 
BACT option is to examine the other methods available to produce 
smoke. According to the U. S. Army Medical Research and 
Development Laboratory's publication, "Smokes and Obscurants: A 
Guidebook of Environmental Assessment, Volume 1. Method of 
Assessment and Appended Data," there are several methods to 
produce smoke. 

Phosphorous Smokes and Hexachloroethane Smokes are both delivered 
in a pyrotechnic setting. In other words, they involve the use 
of cannons, mortars, smoke grenades, tank guns, rockets, and 
bombs. 

Diesel Fuels and Fog Oils are delivered by Smoke Pots, Vehicle 
Engine Exhaust Smoke Systems, M3A3 Generators, and Jet-Turbine 
Helicopters. 

Infrared Smokes are delivered by grenades. They contain powdered 
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brass, which is an alloy of copper and zinc. 

The purpose of smoke training is to train soldiers on the use of 
the M3A3 fog oil smoke generator and to a.llow them to observe 
the behavior of fog oil smoke under field conditions. The other 
methods of generating smoke produce HAPS (Hazardous Air 
Pollutants) or are delivered in a more dangerous manner than the 
M3A3 generator. 

Because the use of the M3A3 smoke generators and SGF-2 fog oil 
does not result in the emission of hazardous air pollutants, nor 
the use of pyrotechnics, it is considered both the best and 
safest option. Therefore, this option is chosen as BACT. 

MODELING AND MONITORING 

Fort Leonard Wood, in compliance with Missouri State Rule 10 CSR 
10-6.060 ( 8 )  (C) ,- has conducted ambient air quality modeling. The 
review of the modeling is included as a memo from the Technical 
Support Section of APCP (Appendix A). The modelling showed 
significant impact areas for PM,,. The modeled maximum 
concentrations exceeded the de minimis level for PM,,. 
Therefore, Fort Leonard Wood will be required to conduct post- 
construction monitoring For PM,, . 
Existing monitoring data was used to demonstrate compliance with 
the NAAQS. However, to check this data, Fort Leonard Wood is 
required to conduct one year of preconstruction monitoring prior 
to the beginning of smoke training. 

The monitoring will be continued for two years after smoke 
training begins. Because of concerns about the air quality in 
the area, Fort Leonard Wood will present the air monitoring data 
at a public hearing to be convened by the Air Pollution Control 
Program. 

CLASS I AREA IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The federal PSD regulations as adopted in 10 CSR 10-6.060 require 
an ambient air quality impact analysis to be done on all Class I 
areas within 100 kilometers in order to assure that no adverse 
ambient air quality impact will occur within the Class I area. 
There are no Class I areas within 100 kilometers of the proposed 
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plant. Therefore, no Class I impact analysis is required. 

ANALYSIS OF IMPACT ON 
VISIBILITY I LOCAL SOILS ANIMALS AND VEGETATION 

The Applicant analyzed the projected impairment to visibility, 
soils, animals and vegetation. 

The EPA's "Workbook for Plume Visual Impact Screening and 
Analysis," was used to determine the visual quality of the area 
and assess the visual impact of the proposed facility. The model 
indicates that the visibility in the area would not be adversely 
affected. Appendix B contains the result of the visibility 
analysis. 

The procedures listed in the EPA document, "A Screening Procedure 
for the Impacts of Air Pollution Sources on Plants, Soils, and 
Animals," were examined. Since there is no simple procedure for - 
estimating the impact of ozone from a single source, and since 
PM,, is not one of the regulated pollutants for which screening 
is done in the EPA screening guidance, no further analysis of the 
impact of smoke training on visibility, local soils, animals and 
vegetation is required. This permit requires constant soil and 
vegetation sampling. The Water Pollution Control Program has 
also required water sampling to be conducted and the results 
submitted quarterly. 

GROWTH IMPACTS 

The Applicant analyzed the air quality impact projected for the 
area as a result of general commercial, residential, industrial 
growth, as well as growth associated with this installation. The 
installation is expected to increase by 7900 persons. This 
includes civilian/permanent party military increase of 1600 and a 
trainee increase of 6300. All of the permanent party and 
military trainees will be served by the facility on-post. 
Increased fuel use for space heating and air conditioning could 
result in some increased emissions. However, the expected 
increase in personnel would merely bring Fort Leonard Wood back 
to the same level of personnel as served in 1990. Therefore, no 
additional growth-related air pollution impacts are anticipated. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

On the basis of this review conducted in accordance with Section 
( 8 ) ,  Missouri State Rule 10 CSR 10-6.060, "Construction Permits 
Required," the undersigned recommend this permit be granted with 
conditions. 

. .. 

Sharon Turpin 
Environmental- Engineer 

~ a f e  / 
Acting Chief, 

' construction Permits Unit 

ATTACHMENTS 
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DATE : April 10, 1994 

TO: Glenn Carlson, Acting Unit Chief 
Permit Section 

FROM : Calvin Ku, Section Chief 
Technical Support Section 

q-&- 

Chris Smith, Meteorologist c -5  
Technical Support Section 

. . 

SUBJECT: Fort Leonard Wood Smoke Training PSD Modeling ' 

I. Introduction 

Fort Leonard wood-is proposing to conduct smoke training at 
several locations within their property. Due to the emission 
rates of the smoke generators to be used in the training, this 
project is subject to PSD (Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration) permit review including modeling requirements. 

A modeling report entitled 'Predicted Air Quality Impacts for 
Fort Leonard Wood Smoke Training School' was submitted by Burns & 

McDonnell on April 9,1995(attached). This report includes two 
separate analyses, the PSD increment analysis and the NAAQS 
(National Ambient Air Quality Standard) analysis. These analyses 
indicate that the smoke training can be conducted no more than 
one hour a day during specific meteorological conditions in order 
to meet the necessary standards. The following report summarizes 
the modeling review and the resulting recommendations for permit 
requirements. 

11. Modeling Procedures 

The modeling procedures used in this study follow PSD and air 
quality modeling guidelines. The selected model for this 
application is the draft version of the new ISC2 (Industrial 
Source Complex) model dated Dec. 6, 1994. This version of the 



I S C 2  includes simple and complex terrain algorithms and 
incorporates EPA's intermediate terrain policy. Additionally, 
the new version includes new area source and deposition 
algorithms. This model was recommended by EPA for use in this 
study . 
The source information differs in the P S D  increment modeling and 
the NAAQS modeling. For the P S D  increment model, only the smoke 
generator sources are included. These generators will be placed 
on vehicles and may be moved during their operation. The 
vehicles will be spaced by at least 20 meters and will be 
oriented in a line or a 'v'. For modeling purposes, worst case 
is assumed to be a line of volume sources with an interval of 20 
meters. The smoke generators will not operate more than one hour 
per day and therefore are evaluated on a one-hour basis. The 
smoke sources are modeled at all possible locations of operation 
within the fort. The NAAQS modeling includes all major sources 
within 50 kilometers of Fort LeonardeWood. A major source list 
was generated from the state's emission inventory databases and 
additional quality assurance was conducted prior to modeling to 
verify emission rates and source locations. These sources are 
modeled as continuous operations for worst case impacts;-- 

The meteorological data sets are also different in the P S D  
increment and NAAQS -runs. Because the smoke gene.rators will be 
allowed to operate only during specific meteorological 
conditions, user-generated meteorological data sets are used for 
the PSD increment modeling. Varying meteorological conditions 
based on wind speed, stability, mixing height, and temperature 
are used in the model. Wind direction is considered by placing 
all receptors in a straight line at the proper downwind distance. 
Using this method, it is possible to model direct path wind 
directions to all fence line receptors in one model run. The 
NAAQS runs use five years of actual meteorological data from 
Springfield and Monett, Missouri. 

111. PSD Increment Results 

Because the baseline has not been established in this area, the 
entire PSD increments are available. These values are 30 ug/mA3 
and 17 ug/mA3 for the 24-hour and annual average, respectively. 
The one-hour averages produced by the model are divided by 24 to 
obtain a representative 24-hour average. These results are then 
compared to the 24-hour increment of 30 ug/mA3 to identify 
receptors along the property boundary that will not exceed the 
increment. Corresponding wind directions are identified as 
acceptable conditions for operation. This procedure is 
duplicated for each possible training location. From these runs, 
a list of acceptable meteorological conditions is derived for 
each smoke training site (see Table I1 of the modeling report). 



Because the smoke training will not be conducted more than 135 
days per year, the annual increment does not require an 
evaluation. Even if a 30 ug/m63 maximum 24-hour concentration 
occurs at the same receptor all 135 days, the annual 
concentration will only be 11 ug/mA3, well below the annual 
increment. 

IV. NAAQS Results 

PSD guidelines require that a NAAQS demonstration be conducted 
for the area that will be significantly impacted by the new 
source. For this study, a 50 kilometer radius is used. The 
model predicts several violations of the NAAQS due to sources 
beyond the Fort Leonard Wood property boundary. These locations 
are listed in Table I11 of the attached modeling report. Due to 
these potential exceedances of the N-WQS, the smoke training will 
not be allowed to occur under meteorological conditions which 
will result in a significant contribution. Several of the sites 
will not impact any of these potential exceedances already. 
However, under certain meteorological conditions stipulated in 
the P-SD increment review as being acceptable, there is,$ 
significant contribution. Therefore, the fort is further 
restricted in their operation of the smoke generators. The 
resulting meteorological conditions which are acceptable for the 
PSD increment and the NAAQS are given in Table I1 of the modeling 
report. 

. 
V. Recommendations 

Basis on the modeling analysis, we recommend the following 
conditions that should be required with the issuance of the 
smoke training permit: 

1) The smoke generators shall be operated no more than one hour 
per day and no more than 135 days per year. 

2) The total emissions of PMlO from the smoke generators shall 
be limited at a rate of 2600 pounds per hour. This emission 
rate is based on the use of 3700 pounds per hour of fog oil 
and assumes a 70% conversion rate to particulate matter. 

3) The smoke training emissions are found to be acceptable for 
the PSD increment and the NAAQS for the wind directions, 
stabilities, and durations listed in Table I1 of the smoke 
training modeling report provided by Fort Leonard Wood. 

4 )  In addition to the wind direction and stability requirements, 
the model indicates that a wind speed of at least 1 m/s is 
necessary for stabilities A-D and at least 4 m/s for 



stability E. Also, a mixing height of 200 meters is 
necessary for stabilities A-C and a mixing height of 320 
meters is required for stabilities D-E. 

5 )  Under no circumstance should the smoke training be conducted 
during F stability. 

6 )  No smoke training should occur at any locations other than 
those specified in Table I1 of the modeling report. 

7) The model predicts concentrations 
meteorological conditions. Special a 
to the measurement and monitoring of 
during, and after the smoke training 
not only appropriate- instrumentation, 
as well. Fort Leonard Wood should be 
instruments and trained personnel. 

; during very speci 
.ttention should be 
these parameters b 
occurs. This requ 
but qualified per 
required to secure 

fic 
given 
efore, 
ires 
sonnel 
these 

VI. Conclusion 

Based on the modeling analysis, the proposed smoke training at 
Fort Leonard Wood, if operated under the requirements listed in 
Section V, will not cause or contribute to a violation of the PSD 

, increment or NAAQS for PM10. 
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Attachment A 
Wind Directions during Smoke Training* 

Site 

Musgrave 

Ballard 

A 
Stability 

1 3 0  - 220 

Mush I 1 9 5  - 275 
Paddle 

except 1 1 2 0  deg. I 

3 4 0  - 35  

Bailey 3 4 0  - 40 
1 7 5  - 325 

Stability - B 
Stability 

1 5 0  - 220 

195  - 275 

3 4 0  - 4 0  
1 7 5  - 325 

- 

( 1 )  45  minute limit for wind directions 1 9 0  - 2 1 0  degrees 
( 2 )  45  minute limit for wind directions 220 - 2 4 0  degrees 
t A 3  minute.exclusion is requested 
* A-D stabilities are not restricted based on ;ind speed, 

however, E stability is limited to wind speeds of 4 m/s 
and qreater. 

340  - 35 

1 9 5  - 270 
2 4 0 ( 2 )  

C 
Stability 

1 6 0  - 215 

D 
Stability 

1 7 0 -  
215  (1) 

340  - 3 5 .  350  - 3 5  



* USA; F t .  Leonard  Wood 
MO-0117251, P u l a s k i  Co. 

EXHIBIT C 

STATE OF MISSOURI \ICI c.~rn:~ii:~~i. Gn~\crn(~r III\I~I i sliorr. I)I~L%.III~ 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
DI\'ISION OF EhVIRO&AlENTr\L Q U A L I X  

1' 0 .  Box 1'6 Jefferson City. hlO 65102-0176 

U.S. Army (USA) 
Bldg.  2200 A 
F t .  Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

Dear P e r m i t t e e :  

P u r s u a n t  t o  t h e  F e d e r a l  Water P o l l u t i o n  C o n t r o l  ac t ,  u n d e r  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  
g r a n t e d  t o  t h e  s t a t e  o f  M i s s o u r i  and  i n  c o m p l i a n c e  w i t h  t h e  M i s s o u r i  C l e a n  
Water Law, we h a v e  i s s u e d  a n d  are e n c l o s i n g  y o u r  S t a t e  O p e r a t i n g  P e r m i t  t o  
D i s c h a r g e  from USA, F t .  Leona rd  Wood. 

P l e a s e  r e a d  y o u r  p e r m i t  a n d  a t t a c h e d  S t a n d a r d  C o n d i t i o n s .  They c o n t a i n  i m p o r t a n t  
i n f o r m a t i o n  on  m o n i t o r i n g  r e q u i r e m e n t s ,  e f f l u e n t  l i m i t a t i o n s ,  s ampl ing  f r e q u e n c i e s  
a n d  r e p o r t i n g  r e q u i r e m e n t s .  

M o n i t o r i n g  r e p o r t s  r e q u i r e d  b y  t h e  s p e c i a l  c o n d i t i o n s  must  be s u b m i t t e d  on  a 
p e r i o d i c  b a s i s .  C o p i e s  o f  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  r e p o r t  f o r m s  are e n c l o s e d  and s h o u l d  
b e  m a i l e d  t o  t h e  r e g i o n a l  o f f i c e  l i s t e d  below. P l e a s e  c o n t a c t  t h a t  o f f i c e  f o r  
a d d i t i o n a l  fo rms .  

T h i s  p e r m i t  is  b o t h  y o u r  F e d e r a l  D i s c h a r g e  P e r m i t  and  y o u r  new State O p e r a t i n g  
P e r m i t  and r e p l a c e s  a l l  p r e v i o u s  s t a t e  o p e r a t i n g  p e r m i t s  f o r  t h i s  f a c i l i t y .  I n  
a l l  f u t u r e  c o r r e s p o n d e n c e  r e g a r d i n g  t h i s  f a c i l i t y ,  p l e a s e  r e f e r  t o  y o u r  S t a t e  
O p e r a t i n g  P e r m i t  number and  f a c i l i t y  name as shown o n  p a g e  o n e  o f  t h e  p e r m i t .  

#I 

I f  you have a n y  q u e s t i o n s  c o n c e r n i n g  t h i s  p e r m i t ,  please do n o t  h e s i t a t e  t o  
ca l l  t h i s  o f f i c e  or o u r  J e f f e r s o n  C i t y  R e g i o n a l  O f f i c e  a t  1 9 0 8  Bubba Lane ,  
P.O. Box 176 ,  J e f f e r s o n  C i t y ,  MO 65102, (314)  751-2729. 

S i n c e r e l y  , 

WATER POLLUTION CONTROL PROGRAM 

D a n i e l  R .  S c h u e t t e  
C h i e f  o f  P e r m i t  s e c t i o n  

. .4  

DRS : r b  

E n c l o s u r e  

c: EPA - B i l l i n g  Branch  

G 
?tt,CLID PAPER 



STATE OF MISSOURI 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
MISSOURI CLEAN WATER COMMISSION 

MISSOURI STATE OPERATING PERMIT 

In compliance with the Missouri Clean Water Law, (Chapter 644 RS. Mo. as amended, hereinafter, the Law), and 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Public Law 92-500, 92nd Congress) as amended, 

Permit No. MO-0117251 

Owner: U .  S. Army (USA) 

Owner's Address: Bldg. 2200 A, Ft. Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

Operating Authority: N/A 

Operating Authority's Address: N/A 

* Facility Name: USA,. F t .  Leonard Wood 

Facility Address: Bldg. 2200 A, Ft. Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

LegalDesaiption: All or parts of: T33, 34, 35N.  R10, 11. 12W. Pulaski County 

Receiving Swam Basin: Roubidoux Creek (Gasconade Basin) ( 10290203-35-02 ) (C) 
Big Piney (Big Piney Basin) (10290202-01-00) (PI 

is authorized to discharge from the facility described herein, in accordance with the effluent limitations and monitoring 
requirements as  set forth herein: 

FACILITY DESCRIPTION 

Outfall #001 - #008 - .  - S I C  #9711 

Continued on Next Page 

This permit authorizes only wastewater discharges under the Missouri Clean Water Law and the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System; it does not apply to other regulated areas. This permit may be appealed in accordance 
with Section 644.051.6 of the taw. ." 

L 
w 
a 
a" 

Februarv 17, 1995-April 4, 1995 P - 
(revised) Ufective Date 0 Z 

0) 

Fehnarv 16. 2000 
Expiration Date 



Facility Descriwtions (continued) 

Outfall a001 - Snlith Branch 
Components: 
Explosives detonation area FLW-4, 5, 6: SW, Sec. 31, T35N. RllW 
Forney army airfield FLW-12: NW, Sec. 27, T35N, RllW 
Forney army airfield FLW-13: SE, Sec. 28, T35N, RllW 
Normandy training area FLU-15: Sec. 29 & 32, T35N, RllW 
Smoke training 
Outfall is SW # ,  Sec. 29, ~ ' 3 5 ~ ,  RllW 
Smith Branch (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02) 

Outfall #002 
Components: 
Area 007A 800-880 motorpool: NW, Sec. 22, T35N, RllW 
Area 007B 900-900 motorpool: SW, Sec. 22, T35N. RllW 
Area 007E 600-671 motorpool: SE, Sec. 15, T35N, RllW 
Area 007F 700-771 motorwool: NW, Sec. 22. T35N, RllW 
Smoke training 
Outfall is Center Sec. 8, T35N. RllW 
Pond Hollow, Ballard Hollow (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02) 

Outfall $003 
Components: 
Transfer station FLW-16: SE, Sec. 15, T35N, RllW 
Outfall is SE f ,  Sec. 11, T35N, RllW 
Dry Creek (Big Piney River Basin) (10290202-01-00) 

Outfall #004 - Unnamed Branch of Big Piney River 
Components: 
Defense reutilization and marketing office FLW-1: NIJ, Sec. 13, T35N< RllW 
Bulk fuel storage FLW-2: NW, Sec. 13, T35N, RllW 
Bulk fuel storage FLW-3: NW. Sec. 13, T35N, RllW 
Outfall is SW $, Sec. 18, T35N, RllW 
Unnamed branch #1 (Big Piney River Basin) (1029202-01-00) 

Outfall #005 - Unnamed branch of big Piney River 
Components: 
102 ARCOM maintenance area FLW-7D: SE, Sec. 23, T3SN. RllW 
Smoke training 
Outfall is NW $ ,  Sec. 25, T35N. RllW 
Unnamed branch #2 (Big Piney River  asi in) (10290202-02-00) 

(continued on next paae ) 
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C. Facility Description (continued) 

Outfall #006 
Components: 
Asphalt training facility FLW-14: NE, Sec. 36, T35N. RllW 
Smoke training 
Outfall is at end of oil water separator discharge pipe. NW $ ,  Sec. 31, T35N, RlOW 
Big Piney River (big Piney River Basin) (10290202-01-00) 

outfall #007 
Components: 
Rock quarry FLW-17: N 4 ,  Sec. 31, T35N. RlOW 
Outfall is at sediment pond outfall NW :. Sec. 31, T35N. RlOW 
Big Piney River (Big Piney River basin) (10290203-01-00) 

Outfall #008 
Components: 
Sanitary landfill FLW-8, 9, 10: NW, Sec. 5, T34N, RllW 
Outfall is SE 4 ,  Sec. 32, T35N: RllW 
Smith Branch (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02) 

Outfall #009 - Musgrove and Turnbull Hollows 
Outfall is SE 4,  Sec. 19. T34N, RllW 
Musgrove Hollow (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02) 

Outfall #010 - Mush Paddle Hollow 
Outfall is SW :. Sec. 23, T34Nr RllW 
Mush Paddle Hollow (~asconade River basin) (10290203-35-02) 

Outfall #011 - Sapper Hollow 
Outfall is NW ), Sec. 23, T34N. RllW 
Sapper Hollow (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02) 

Outfall #012 - Bailey - McCann.Hollow 
Outfall is SW 4 ,  Sec. I, T34N, RllW, near McCann Cemetery 
Hurd Hollow (Gasconade River Basin) (10290203-35-02) 

Outfalls #009, #010, #Oil, #012 
Activities related to obscurant training, also called "smoke training". This involves the 

use of finely dispersed oil to created foglike conditions. 
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The permittee is authorized to discharge from outfall(s) with serial number@) as specified in the application for this permit. The 
final effluent limitations shall become effective upon issuance and remain in effect 
until expiration of the permit. Such discharges shall be controlled, limited, and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 

Outfall #001 Smith ranch Q 

OUTFALL NUMBER 
AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 

Flow M G D  

UNITS 

once/year 24 hr. 
estimate 

Settleable Solids / L 2.5 1 1 1.5 1 once/year grab 

Oil & Grease 1 10 1 once/yenr grab 

-- 

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

MEASLJREMENT SAMPLE 
FREQUENCY TYPE 

FINAL EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

Total Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons 

DAILY 
MAXIMUM 

pH - Units I I 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

WEEKLY 
AVERAGE 

MONTHLY 
AVERAGE 

Nitrate once/ year grab 

Ammonia and N 

Lead, Total 
Recoverable 

Iron, Total I I I once/year arab 
Recoverable 

mg/L 

mg/L 

5 

0.020 

Zinc, Total 
Recoverable 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

0.345 once/year grab 

Copper, Total 
Recoverable 

MONITORING REPORTS 

Color**** 

MONITORING REPORTS 

THERE SHALL BE NO DISCHARGE OF FLOATING SOLIDS OR VISIBLE FOAM IN OTHER THAN TRACE AMOUNTS. 

B. STANDARD CON DlTlONS 
IN ADDITION TO SPECIFIED CONDITIONS STATED HEREIN, THIS PERMIT IS SUBJECT TO THE ATTACHED Par t  I 

.'.. 

1 STANDARD CONDITIONS DATED =ober 1. 19 80. AND HEREBY INCORPORATED AS THOUGH I 

mg/L 

SHALL BE: 

;;HALL BE 

I FULLY SET FORTH HEREIN. I 
MO 780-0010 (k91) 

MONITORING REPORTS SHALL BE SUBMITTED as outlined above : THE FIRST REPORT IS DUE as -ve 

I 

., 

0.029 

SlJBMITTED 

* 

SJBMITTED 

. . . -  

A N N X L Y ,  THE 

QUAFTERLY, THE 

0.029 

FIRST REPORT 

J( 

FIRST REPORT 

once/year grab 

I S  DUE O c t o b e r  28, 1995 

once/quarter*** visual 

IS DUE July 28, 1995 
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OUTFALL NUMBER 
AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 

Outfall #002 Pond 

Outfall #004 Unnamei 

Outfall #005 Unnamed 

Flow 

Settleable Solids 

Oil & Grease 

Total Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons 

pH - Units 
MONITORING REPORTS 

Colorx*** 

Outfall #003 

Color**** 

MONITORING REPORTS 

MO 780-0524 (3-86) 

UNITS 

Hollow. 

branch o:I 

branch o:f 

MGD 

m~/L/lr 

ma/L 

mg/L 

SU 

SHALL BE 

SHALL BE 

... 

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

MEASUREMENT SAMPLE 
FREQUENCY TYPE 

once/year 24 hr. 
estlmate 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year arab 

IS DUE nr+nhpy  78, 1995 

once/quarter*** visual 

~nce/~uarter*** visual 

IS DUEJ,,~,, 78 1945 

~.'m 
DAILY 

MAXIMUM 

Bal:.ard Hollow 

Big Piney 

Big Piney 

* 

2.5 

15 

20 

~t R 

S'JBI4ITTED 

* 

x 

SUBMITTED 

4 

EFFLUENT 

WEEKLY 
AVERAGE 

ANNUALLY. THE 

QUP.RTERLY. THE 

LIMITATIONS 

MONTHLY 
AVERAGE 

* 

1.5 

10 

15 

* x 

FIRST REPORT 

x 

zr 

FIRST REPORT' 



A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

t Outfall #006 Asphal plant at 

PAGE NUMBER 6 of 13 
NUMBER M)-0117251 

OUTFALL NUMBER 
AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 

UNITS 

pH - Units 
Oil & Grease 

Sampling ~equirements - Disch 

Total Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons 

Flow MGD 

MONITORING REPORTS HALL BE S f 
Settleable Solids 

FIX?& EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

mL/L/hr 

oil water s parator dis harge pipe i 1 
DAILY 

MAXIMUM 

lrge of sto water only. =I 

ALLY. THE IRST REPORT + 7 

WEEKLY 
AVERAGE 

1 

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

MONTHLY 
AVERAGE 

MEASUREMENT SAMPLE 
FREOUENCY TYPE 

once/year 24 hr. 1 
estimate ! 

once/year grab 

once/year urab 

once/ year arab 

once/year grab 

rs DUE October 711-1995 1 
Color**** 

MONITORING REPORTS 

Discharges during 
contain pollutants 
washdown waters. 

Flow 

pH - Units 
Total Suspended 

Solids 

MONITORING REPORTS 

Color**** 

MONITORING REPORTS 

MO 780-0524 (3-86) 

QUARTERLY. THE 

water runoff 
plaaing,. disposal, 

ANXUALLY. THE 

QUPRTERLY. THE 

.SHALL BE 

dry weather 
Eorm the 

MGD 

SU 

mg/L 

SHALL BE 

SHALL BE 
.'r 

* 

FIRST REPORT 

is occurring) 
or dumpicg 

x 

** 

F'IRST REPORT 

* 

FIRST REPOR:' 

x 

S'JBMITTED 

(no storm 
putting, 

ZI 

* JC 

70 

SUBMITTED 

x 

SUBMITTED 
9.. 

once/quarterx** visual 

IS DUE uv 78-  19% 

where the discharge may 
of residual concrete and 

once/year 24 hr. 
estimate 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

IS DUE October 78, 1995  

once/quarter*** visual 

IS DUE Julv 28. 1995 

. - 
. -. 



A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued) 
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NUMBER M)-0117251 

OUTFALL NUMBER 
AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 

O u t f a l l  #007 R o c k  
D r y  w e a t h e r  f l o w s  

F l o w  

T o t a l  S u s p e n d e d  
S o l i d s  

p H  - U n i t s  

MONITORING REPORTS 

C o l o r  

14ONITORING REPORTS 

Storm Water F l o w s  

F l o w  

Settleable Sol ids  

pH - U n i t s  

MONITORING REPORTS 

Color**** 

UNITS 

Q u a r r y  

MGD 

mg/L 

SU 

!;HALL BE 

SHALL BE 

MGD 

m L / L / h r  

S U  

SHALL 

MONITORING REPORTS 

k ' l w  EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

SHALL BE 

.r 

IS DUE Ju ly  2 8 .  1 9 9 5  

DAILY 
MAXIMUM 

* 

MONITORING REOUIREMENTS 

MEASUREMENT SAMPLE 
FREQUENCY TYPE 

I 
I 

once/year 24  h r .  I 

F I R S T  REPORT' 

e s t i m a t e  

once/year grab 

o n c e / y e a r  grab 

IS  DUE October 2 8 .  1995 

o n c e / q u a r t e r * * *  v i s u a l  

IS  DUE J u l y  2 8 ,  1995 

once/year 24 h r .  
estimate 

o n c e / y e a r  grab 

once/year grab 

IS DUE O c t o b e r  28. 1 9 9 5  

once/quarter*** v i sua l  

SUBMITTED 

8 4  

WEEKLY 
AVERAGE 

1 
I 

QUqRTERLY. THE 

MONTHLY 
AVERAGE 

* 

15 

* * 

F I R S T  REPORT 

* 

F I R S T  REPORT 

* 

0.5 

** 

F'IRST REPORT 

---- 
x 

* * 

30 1 SJBMITTED AN 

x 

SJBMITTED 

x 

1.0 

** 

B E , S J B M I T T E D  

~r 

, ALLY. THE 

QUARTERLY. THE 

ANKUALLY, THE 



OUTFALL NUMBER 
AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 

A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

Outfall r008 Sanit 

Flow 

Rainfall 

PAGENUMBER 8 of 13 
NUMBER M)--0117251 

biochemical Oxygen 
Demands 

Chemical Oxygen 
Demand 

Total Suspended 
Solids 

/ Settleable Solids 
Total Dissolved 
Solids 

Conductivity (Spec 
Conductance) 

Chloride Plus 
Sulfates 

Iron, Total 
Recoverable 

MONITORING REPORTS 

UNITS 
FTNAT, 

DAILY 
MAXIMUM 

:y landfil (FLW-8, 9 t 
MGD 

inches 

lic 
umhos/c 

EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

WEEKLY I MONTHLY 
AVERAGE AVERAGE 

ITERLY. THE FIRST REPOR 

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

MEASUREMENT SAMPLE 
FREQUENCY TYPE 

once/quarter*** instantanec 
estimate 

daily measurement grab 

once/quarter*** grab 

once/quarter*** grab 

once/quarterh** grab 

once/quarterk** grab i 

once/quarter*** grab 1 

I 
once/quarter*** grab I 

once/quarter*** grab 1 

once/quarter*** 

once/quarterk** visua 

IS DUE July 28, 1995 
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A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued) NUMBER m-0117251 

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

MEASUREMENT SAMPLE 
FREOUENCY TYPE 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year urab 

once/year grab 

once/year arab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/ysar grab 

snce/year grab 

once/year arab 

~nce/~ear grab 

OUTFALL NUMBER 
AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 

Outfall #008 Sanita::~ 

Calcium 

Fluoride 

Total Hardness 

Barium, Total 
Recoverable 

Boron, Total 
Recoverable 

Cadmium, Total 
Recoverable 

Chromium, Total 
Recoverable 

Cobalt, Total 
Recoverable 

Copper, Total 
Recoverable 

Sodium, Total 
Recoverable 

Ammonia as N 

Nitrate and 
Nitrite as N 

Phosphorus, Total 
Recoverable 

Mercury, Total 
Recoverable 

Arsenic, Total 
Recoverable 

Lead, Total 
Recoverable 

Selenium, Total 
Recoverable 

UNITS 

landfil:. 

mg/L 

mg/L 

ms/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

ma/L 

ma/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

~ 1 9 / L  

ma/L ' 

mg/L 

k ' l N A L  

DAILY 
MAXIMUM 

(continued) 

* 

* 

* 

* 

x 

x 

A 

x 

* 

* 

5 . 0  

* 

* 

x 

~r 

" * 

* 

EFFLUENT 

WEEKLY 
AVERAGE 

(continued on nert 

LIMITATIONS 

MONTHLY 
AVERAGE 

* 

jc 

* 

* 

* 

x 

* 

x 

* 

* 

5.0 

JC 

x 

* 

* 

* 

* 

page) 
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A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

OUTFALL NUMBER 
AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 

Outfall #008 Sanitary 

Silver, Total 
Recoverable 

Manganese, Total 
Recoverable 

Magnesium, Total 
Recoverable 

Zinc, Total 
Recoverable 

Antimony. Total 
Recoverable 

Beryllium, Total 
Recoverable 

Nickel, Total 
Recoverable 

Sulfate 

Thallium, Total 
Recoverable 

Total Organic Carbon 

Vanadium, Total 
Recoverable 

Oil and Grease 

Total Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons 

MONITORING REPORTS 

MO 780-0524 (3-86) 

PAGE NUMBER 10 of 13 
PERMIT NUMBER IW-0117251 

UNITS 

landfil:. 

mg/L 

mg/L 

ms/L 

mg/L 

m?/L 

ma/L 

m?/L 

mg/L 

ms/L 

mg/L 

ma/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

SHALL BE 

.'*. 

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

MEASUREMENT SAMPLE 
FREOUENCY TYPE 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year arab 

once/year arab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

once/year grab 

IS DUE October 28, 1995 

k ' m  

DAILY 
MAXIMUM 

(continued) 

* 

* 

* 

* 

x 

A 

* 

* 

* 

R 

* 

15 

2 0 

S'JBMITTED 

I 

4 

EFFLUENT 

WEEKLY 
AVERAGE 

ANNJALLY, THE 

LIMITATIONS 

MONTHLY 
AVERAGE 

JI 

* 

jc 

* 

* 

* 

x 

fi' 

* 

‘K 

* 

10 

15 

FIRST REPORT 



. 
A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

OUTFALL NUMBER 
AND EFFLUENT 
PARAMETER(S) 

Outfall #009 - Mus9::ove 
Outfall #010 - Mush 
Outfall #011 - Sapper 
Outfall #012 - Bailey 
Flow 

Total Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons 

Oil and Grease 

p~ - Units 
Colorx*** 

MONITORING REPORTS 

* Monitoring 

** pH is rneasure~d 
of 6.0-9.0 pH 

*** Once quarter 

**** Permittee shall 
This requiremsnt 

MO 780-0524 (3-86) 

PAGE NUMBER 11 of 13 
PERMIT NUMBER MO-0117251 

UNITS 

and 

Paddle 

Hollow 

McCann 

MGD 

mg/L 

ma/L 

SU 

SHALL BE 

requirement 

in pH 
units. 

in the months 

observe 
exists 

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

MEASUREMENT SAMPLE 
FREQUENCY TYPE 

once/quarter*** 24 hr. 
estimate 

once/auarter*** ~ r a b  

once/quarter*** grab 

once/quarter*** grab 

once/quarter** visual 

IS DUE July 28, 1995 

pH is limited to the range 

Lecember. 

cr other unnatural colors. 

. . 

Fm.?& 
DAILY 

MAXIMUM 

T-lrnbull Holl2ws 

Ho..low Area 

Area 

iollow Area 

* 

20 

15 

* * 

* 

SJBMITTED 

~nly . 
units and is 

of MarcI-, 

outfall for 
whether it 

4 

- 

EFFLUENT 

WEEKLY 
AVERAGE 

Area 

QUARTERLY. THE 

not to be 

June. 

presence of 
has rained 

LIMITATIONS 

MONTHLY 
AVERAGE 

~1 

15 

10 

-X R 

x 

FIRST REPORT 

averaged. The 

September. and 

oil sheen 
or not. 
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SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

Report as no-discharge when a discharge does not occur during the report period. 

Outfall =008 only. All design and operating specifications and all Waste Eianagement 
Program approval conditions pertaining to water quality are hereby made a part of this 
permit and shall apply throuuhout the life of this permit without regard to other 
conditions, permits. occurrences, etc. 

This permit may be modified, or alternatively revoked and reissued. to comply with 
any applicable effluent standard or limitation issued or approved under Sections 
301(b)(2) (C), and (D), 304(b)(2) and 307(a)(2) of the Clean Water Act. if the 
effluent standard or limitation so issued or approved: 

a. Contains different conditions or is otherwise more stringent than any 
effluent limitation in the permit: or 

b. Controls any pollutant not limited in the permit. 

The permit as modified or reissued under this paraaraph shall also contain any other 
requirements of the Act then applicable. 

This permit may be reopened and modified or alternatively revoked an& -reissued, to 
incorporate new or modified effluent limitations or other conditions. if the result 
of a waste load allocation study, toxicity test, or other information indicates 
changes are necessary to assure cofi~pliancs with 14i.ssouri's Water Quality Standards. 

This permit does not allow the discharge of stor111 water that has contacted tile open 
face of the landfill. This permit does not allow the discharge of untreated 
leachate. All leachate shall be handled in accordance with the Solid Waste Disposal 
Area Operating Permit. Report of Approval of Plans and Specifications (with 
conditions). 

Changes in Discharges of Toxic Substances: 

The permittee shall notify the Director as soon as it knows or has reason to believe: 

a. That any activity has occurred or will occur which would result in the 
discharge of any toxic pollutant which is not limited in the pern~it, if that 
discharge will exceed the highest of the following "notification levels:" 

(1) One hundred micrograms per liter (100 ug/l); 

(2) Two hundred micrograms per liter (200 ug/l) for acrolein and 
acrylonitrile; five hundred n~icroqranls per liter ( 500 ug/l) for 2.4 
dinitrophenol and for 2-methyl-4. 6-dinitrophenol; and one milligram per 
liter (1 mg/l) for antimony: 

(3) Five ( 5 ) tirnes.+.the aaximum concentration value reported for the 
pollutal~t in the permit application: . . 

( 4 )  The level established in Part A of the permit by the ~ire=tor. 

b. That they have begun or expect to begin to use or manufacture as an 
intermediate or final product or by-product any toxic pollutant which was not 
reported in the permit application. 
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C .  SPECIAL CONDITIONS (cont inued!  

7 .  ,911 disci larges  s l l a l l  comply wi th  t h e  Missouri  Hater  Qua l i t y  Stanclards.  10 CSP, 
20-7.031, Sec t ion  ( 3 ) ( C ) ,  which s t a t e s  (Waters s h a l l  be f r e e  from subs tance  i a  
s u f f i c i e l ~ t  amounts t o  cause u n s i g h t l y  c o l o r  o r  t u r b i d i t y .  . . " , and Sec t ion  ( 4  j ( G )  I 

which s t a t e s  "Water contaminants  s h a l l  n o t  cause o r  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t u r b i d i t y  o r  c o l o r  
t h a t  w i l l  cause s u b s t a n t i a l  v i s i b l e  c o n t a c t  w i t 1 1  t h e  n a t u r a l  appearance of tlle 
s t r e a m . . . " .  

8 .  O u t f a l l  do08 on ly .  A l l  a c t i v i t i e s  performed t o  c o n t r o l  e r o s i o n  on t h e  l a n d f i l l  s i t e  
( seed ing ,  mulching, t e r r a c i n g ,  e tc .  ) s h a l l  be desc r ibed  and submitted along wi th  t h e  
second q u a r t e r  and f o u r t h  q u a r t e r  Discharue t ion i tor ing  Repor t s .  I f  no e ros ion  
c o n t r o l s  a r e  under taken ,  i n d i c a t e  s o  on t h e  r e p o r t s .  

3.  U.S. Army, F t .  Leonard Wood w i l l  p r o t s c t  t h e  a s p h a l t  p l a n t  from t h e  100 yea r  f l o o d  
event  by a p p r o p r i a t e  methods. 

10. O u t f a l l  sampling and obse rva t ion  p o i n t s  must be c l e a r l y  marked i n  t h e  f i e i d .  

This  condi t ion  i s  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  r e g u l a r  monitor ing.  When smoke t r a i n i n q  a c t u a l l y  
begins ,  pe rmi t t ee  s h a l l  sample monthly each o u t f a l l  l oca t ed  i n  t h e  v i c i n i t y  of where 
t h e  t r a i n i n g  has  occur red .  Sample s h a l l  be taken w i t h i n  24 hou r s  a f t e r  1 . 0  i nch  of 
r a i n f a l l  has f a l l e n .  If a 1 .0  r a i n f a l l  does n o t  occur  i n  a  g iven  month, r e p o r t  " no 
1 . 0  inch  r a i n f a l l  e v e n t . "  This  sampling s h a l l  con t inue  u n t i l  p e r m i t t e e  is n o t i f i e d  
by Department of Natura l  Resources Water P o l l u t i o n  Cont ro l  Program t h a t  t h i s  
monitoring can be  d i s con t inued .  Sampling ana lyses  s h a l l  be t h e  same a s  f o r  o u t f a l l s  
=009, '#010, 7011, and $012, wi th  t h e  a d d i t i o n  of Lead and Zinc.  Resu l t s  should be 
submit ted wi th  r e g u l a r  q u a r t e r l y  monitor ing r e p o r t s .  

A r a i n  gauge l o c a t e d  a t  a  p l a c e  of t h e  p e n n i t t e e s  choosing,. s h a l l  be used t o  
determine whether 1 . 0  inch  of r a i n  ha.5 f a 1  l e n .  



MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

NPDES MONITORING REPORT FOR NON-MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER DISCHARGES 

INSTRUCTIONS: 
1. Mail to the appropriate DNR regional office as noted in your permit. 
2. Report must be signed by owner and by analyst. Report should be typed or neatly printed. 
3. Part A of the permit specifies the parameters to be monitored, frequency of monitoring and frequency of reporting results. If quarterly reports are required, they are due 

on April 28. July 28. October 28, and January 28, each report covering the preceding 3-month period not including the reporting month. See the permit for reporting dates 
if other than quarterly. 

4. Report results of all analyses, even if performed more frequently than required by Part A of the permit. 
5. File a report even i f  discharge is intermittent and no discharge occurred during the monitoring period. Complete the identification section, write "ND" in the appropriate columns 

for the dates the facility was checked, and sign the report. NOTE: If a discharge occurs any time during the monitoring period, it must be reported. 
6. Under "Sample Type" indicate whether sample analyzed was: (a) grab sample; (b) 24-hour composite sample; or (c) modified composite sample. NOTE: See permit for type 

of sample required for each parameter. 
7. Under "Sample Type" for Flow indicate whether figures shown are based on (a) instantaneous measurements or (b) actual 24-hour measured flow. Figure recorded is to represent 

the total 24-hour flovifor the date shown or a reasonable estimate. 
8. Indicate whether samples were collected by owner or by personnel of the lab performing the analyses. 

NOTE: This reporting form is a universal reporting form for non-municipal sewage treatment plants, industries, and other point-source discharges. 
Industries and individuals who have their own report forms designed for their specific needs are encouraged to substitute their forms. A suitabte substitute must meet the following 
specifications. 
(a) Form must be 8%" x 11". 
(b) Report must show all of the information indicated on this standard form. 

1 I I J 
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STANDARD CONDITIONS FOR NPOES PERMITS 
ISSUED BY 

THE MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
MISSOURI CLEAN WATER COMMISSION 

Revised 
October 1, 1980 

PART I - GENERAL CONDITIONS 
SECTION A - MONITORING AND REPORTING 

1. Representalive Sarnpllng 
A. Samples and measurements taken as requ~red hereln 

shall be representative of the nature and volume. 
respectively, of the mon~tored discharge. All samples 
shall be taken at the outfall(s), and unless spec~f~ed. 
before the effluent joins or IS diluted by any other body 
of water or substance. 

B Mon~tortng results shall be recorded and reported on 
forms provcded by the Department. postmarked no later 
than the 28th day of the month following the completed 
reporttng pertod. S~gned coptes of these. and all other 
reports requlred herein. snall be subm~tted to the 
respective Department Regtonal Offlce. the Regtonal 
Offtce address IS ~nd~cated In the cover letter 
transmitting the permit. 

2 Schedule of Compliance 
No later than fourteen (14) calendar days following each 

' date identified in the "Schedule of Compliance", the 
permlttee shall submit to the respective Department 
Regtonal Office as required therein. either a report of 
progress or, in the case of specific actions being required 
by identtfied dates. a written notice of compliance or 
noncompiiance. In the latter case. the notice shall include 
the cause of nonco.nc!i3nce. any remedial actions taken. 
and the probability of meeting the next scheduled 
requirements. or if there are no more scheduled 
requirements. when such noncompliance will be corrected. 
The Regional Office address is indicated in-the cover letter 
transmitting the permit. 

3. Deflnltlocu 
Definitions as set forth in the Missouri Clean Water Law and 
Missouri Clean Water Commission Definition Regulation 10 
CSR 20-2.010 shall apply to terms used herein. 

4. Test Ptocedurer 
Test procedures for the analysis of pollutants shall be in 
accordance wtth the Missouri Clean Water Commission 
Effluent Regulation 10 CSR 20-7.015. 

5. Recordlng of Results 
A. For each measurement or sample taken pursuant to the 

requirements of this permlt. the permittee shall record 
the following information: 

(i) The date. exact place. and time of sampling or 
measurements: 

(ii) The individual(s) who performed the sampling or 
measure.nents: 

(iii) The date(s) analyses were performed: 
(iv) The individual(s) who performed the analyses: 
(v) The analytical techniques or metbods used: and 
(vi) The results of such ahalyses. 

8. The Federal Clean Water Act provides !hat any person 
who falsifies. tampers with. or knowingly renders 
inaccurate any monitoring device or method required to 
be maintained under this permit shall. upon conviction. 
be punished by a fine of not more tnan $10.000 per 
vtolation. or by imp:isonment for not more than 6 
months per violation. or by both. 

C. Calculations for all limitations'which'require averaging 
of measurements shall utilize an arithmetic mean unless 
otherwise specified by the Director in the permit. 

6. Addlllonal Monitoring by Permittee 
I f  the permtttee monttors any pollutant at the location(s) 
descgnated herein more frequently than required by this 
permit using approved analytical methods as specified 
above. the results of such monitoring shall be included in 
the calculation and reporting of the values required in the 
Monitoring Report Form. Such increased frequmcy shall 
also be indicated. 

7. Records Retention 
The permlttee shall retain records of all monctorlng 
informat~on, including all calibration and maintenance 
records and all onginal strlp chart recordings for 
continuous monitortng instrumentation, copies of all 
reports required by this permit. and records of all data used 
to complete the application for this permit, for a period of at 
least 3 years from the date of the sample. measurement, 
report or application. This pertod may be extended by 
request of the Department at any time. 

SECTION B - MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS 
1. Change in Discharge 

A. All discharges authorized herein shall be'conststent 
with the terms and conditions of thcs permit. ,The 
discharge of any pollutant not authorized by this permct 
or of any pollutant identified in thls permlt more 
frequently than or at a level in excess of that authortzpd 
shall constitute a violation of the permit. s 

B. Any facility expansions. production increases. or 
pracess modifications whlch will result in new, different. 
or increased discharges of pollutants shall be reported 
by submission of a new NPDES application at least sixty 
(60) days before such changes. or, i f  they will not violate 
the effluent limitations specified in this permlt. by notice 
to the Department at least thirfy (30) days before such 
changes. 

2 Noncompliance Notlflcatlon 
A. If, for any reason. the permittee does not comply with or 

will be unable to comply with any daily maximum 
effluent limitation specified in this permit. the permitee 
shall provide the Department with the follcwing 
information, in writing within five (5) days of becoming 
aware of such condition: 

(i) A description of the discharge and cause of 
noncompliance, and 

(ii) The per~od of noncompliance. including exact 
dates and times or. i f  not corrected. the anticipated 
time the noncompliance is expected to continue. 
and steps being taken to reduce. eliminate and 
prevent recurrence of the noncomplying discharge. 

8. Twenty-four hour reporting. The perm~ttee shall report 
any noncompliance which may endanger health or the 
environment. Any information shall be provided orally 
within 24 hours from the time the permittee becomes 
aware of the circumstances. A wrttten submission shall 
also be provided within 5 days of the ttrne the permittee 
becomes aware cf the circumstances. The Depanment 
may waive the wrltten report on a case-by-case basis if 
the oral report has been received w~thin 24 hours. 

3. Facllltles Operation 
Permittees shall operate and maintain facilities to comply 
with the Missouri Clean Water Law and applicable permit 
conditions. Operators or supervisors of operations at 
publicly owned or publicly regulated wastewater treatment 
facilities shall be certified in accordance wlth 10 CSR 20- 
9.020(2) and any other applicable state law or regulation. 
Operators of otner wastewater treatment facilities. water 
contamtnant source or point sources. shall. upon request 
by the department. demonstrate that wastewater treatment 
equipment and facilities are effectively operated and 
maintamed by competent pers0,nneI:. 

. . 
4. Adverse Impact 

The permittee shall take all necessary steps to minimtze any 
adverse impact to waters of the state resulting from non- 
compliance with any effluent limitations specified in this 
permit or set forth in the Missouri Clean Water Law and 
Regulations (herernafter the Law and Regulations). 
including such accelerated or additional monitoring as 
necessary to determine the nature and impact of the non- 
complying discharge. 
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. . . '  : 

DATE : April 7, 1995 

TO : US Army Training Center, Ft. Leonard Wood, MO, TSD File 

FROM : Ed Sadler, Director 
Hazardous Waste Program 

SUBJECT: Regulatory Determination 

Re: 1. Facsimile dated March 15, 1995, Ms. Emily Brown/US Afiny 
Engineer Center and Fort Leonard Wood to Mr. David 
Walker/Missouri Department of Natural Resources --: 
Re: Analyses of New Canisters 

2. Letter dated March 7, 1995, Major General Joe N. Ballard/U~ 
Army Engineer Center and Fort Leonard Wood to Mr. David 
Shorr/Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
Re: Filters Used in Training 

3. Facsimile dated February 23, 1995, Mr. Bob Morrison/U~ Army 
Edgewood Research, Development and Engineering Center to 
Mr. Kim Miko/US Army Engineer Center and Fort Leonard Wood 
Re: Analyses of Chemical Filter Elements 

4. Facsimile dated July 29, 1994, Mr. S c o t t ~ u r r e l l / ~ ~  Army 
Engineer Center and Fort Leonard Wood to Mr. David 
Walker/Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
Re: Analyses of Chemical Filters 

5. Chemical Decontamination Training Facility, Thermal Treatment 
Unit, Part B Permit Application submitted by US Army Engineer 
Center and Fort Leonard Wood, dated April 6, 1995 

6. Memorandum dated June 4, 1984, Mr. Matthew Straus/US 
Environmental Protection Agency, Waste Identification Branch 
to Mr. Jon P. Yeagley, US Environmental Protection Agency, 
State Programs Section 
Re: Assessment of Chemical Agents 

7. Departments of the Army and the Air Force. Military 
Chemistry and Chemical Compounds. EM 3-9/AFR 335-7. 



US Army Training Center, Ft. Leonard Wood, MO, TSD File 
Page 2 
April 7, 1995 

The possibility of the Chemical Defense Training Facility (CDTF) being 
relocated by the U.S. Army to Missouri has prompted the Missouri 
Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) to review the available 
information regarding the possible operations associated with the 
chemical facility, the wastes expected to be generated and the waste 
management methods expected to be used at this facility, and to 
consider the related issue of a potential Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous waste facility permit . 

Three main issues emerged: the regulatory status of 1) metal 
impregnated filters currently used by the Ft. McClellan CDTF, 2) the 
chemical warfare agents used in training at the CDTF, and 3) the 
incinerator used at the CDTF to incinerate vapors and wastes from 
training and operations, including the metal impregnated filters and 
the chemical warfare agents as residues from training operations. 

Analyses of the metal impregnated chemical filters showed them to be 
considered hazardous waste due to the presence of chromium in 
concentrations above the regulatory limit as specified by 40 CFR 
261.24 (a) as incorporated under 10 CSR 25-4.261, reference (4) . 
However, the U.S. Army has indicated to the MDNR that these filters 
are no longer in production, are being replaced, and that present 
supplies will be exhausted well before the new CDTF could be 
operational, reference (2). Additional assurance was provided that 
these filters would not be treated in the incinerator if and when it 
is used. The replacement filter, designated C2A1 by the U.S. Army, 
does not likewise exhibit the characteristic of toxicity or otherwise 
meet the definition of hazardous waste under 40 CFR 261.3, having a 
different composition. An analysis of these filters was provided to 
MDNR, reference (1) and (3). 

The information available to the MDNR indicates that GB and VX are 
expected to be the chemical warfare agents used in training at the 
CDTF, reference (5). These chemical agents have been identified as 
exhibiting the hazardous waste characteristic of 40 CFR 261.23(a) (4), 
i .e. , when mixed with water, they generate toxic gases, reference (6) 
and (7) ; however, in this particular situation the chemical agents 
will be discarded only as constituents of wastewaters that are 
residues generated by training exercises at the CDTF, reference (5). 
In other words, it is not reasonable to beli6ve that the wastewaters 
constituting the waste stream would demonstrate the characteristic of 
reactivity as was exhibited by the pure chemical agents; therefore, 
the wastewaters would not be considered hazardous waste. These 
wastewaters, as generated, are projected to have concentrations of the 
chemical agents in the very low parts per million range, reference 
(5). Additional treatment in the accumulation storage tank to destroy 
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these chemical agents lowers these concentrations prior to the 
wastewaters being sent to the incinerator, reference (5). No chemical 
agents are proposed to be discarded in the t h e m 1  treatment unit in 
pure form at the CDTF due to any reduction of chemical agent inventory 
by the military, or as a means to treat out-of-date or off- 
specification chemical agents. 10 CSR 25-3.260 (2) (H) 3 defines 
hazardous waste as any waste or combination of wastes as defined by or 
listed in 10 CSR 25-4 or 10 CSR 25-11. These training residues do not 
meet this definition because they are not substances defined by or 
listed in either 10 CSR 25-4 (which incorporates 40 CFR part 261) or 
10 CSR 25-11. Therefore, the presence of the chemical agents as 
contaminants in residues from training does not cause those residues 
to be considered hazardous waste, nor are the training residues 
themselves considered hazardous waste. 

Finally, the regulatory status of the incinerator to be used.:at the 
CDTF has been reviewed. The incinerator only requires a Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous waste p e d t  if it is 
used to treat hazardous waste, 40 CFR 270.l(c) as incorporated by 10 
CSR 25-7.270. To reiterate what has been stated above, a review of 
the wastes expected to be generated by the CDTF indicated only two 
wastes of concern, i.e., the filters and the residues of the chemical 
agents discussed above. A review of these wastes indicates they are 
not hazardous wastes; therefore, the incinerator would not require a 
RCRA hazardous waste permit. 

After reviewing the information that has been submitted, the MDNR does 
not believe a RCRA hazardous waste permit would be required for the 
operation of the CDTF, so long as no hazardous waste is treated in the 
incinerator unit or any other treatment, storage, or disposal of 
hazardous wastes occurs. This determination is based on the 
information available to the MDNR. This information is on file and 
available for public review. This does not relieve the U.S. Army or 
Ft. Leonard Wood of their ultimate responsibilities as generator of 
these wastes for detennining whether any waste or material is a 
regulated hazardous waste. 



EXHIBIT E 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

HEADQUARTERS 
U.S. ARMY ENGINEER CENTER AND FORT LEONARD WOOD 

FORT LEONARD WOOD, MISSOURI 65473-5000- -- - - - I - .  _ 
REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF March 7, 1995 

Office of the Commanding General H<' 1 4 I--5 

: - L ----- 
Mr. David Shorr --------' 

L-- 
Director, Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
Post Office Box 176 
Jefferson City, Missouri, 65102-0176 

RE: Filters used in Nuclear, Chemical, and Biological Defense 
Training. (See Enclosed Memorandum) 

Dear Mr. Shorr: 

Fort Leonard Wood has received the enclosed information from 
the U.S. Army Material Command indicating the C2 filter canister 
used with chemical protective masks is being replaced with a new 
C2A1 filter. The new C2A1 filter is manufactured from non toxic 
components to eliminate the need to treat it as a hazardous waste 
upon disposal. 

The old C2 filter canister is no longer in production and the 
Army's existing stocks of this item will be exhausted by October 
1995. All filter canisters used after that date will be the new 
C2A1. We presently send discarded C2 canisters to a licensed 
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facility in accordance with state 
and federal regulations and will continue to do so until they are 
out of our inventory. 

All new filters issued on Fort Leonard Wood after October 1995 
will be the new C2A1. This will include the filters used in the 
Chemical Defense Training Facility (CDTF), should it be constructed 
at Fort Leonard Wood in the future. No C2 filters will be treated 
in the CDTF incinerator. We regard this as an important part of 
the Army waste minimization program and further evidence of our 
ability to conduct training at Fort Leonard Wood in a safe and 
responsible manner. 

Sincerely, 

Major General, U.S. Army 

Enclosure 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
HEADQUARTERS, U.S. ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND 

5001 EISENHOWER AVENUE, ALEXANDRIA, VA 22333 - 0001 

AMCSO 7 March 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR MAJOR GENERAL JOE N. BALLARD, COMMANDER, U.S. 
ARMY ENGINEER CENTER AND FORT LEONARD WOOD, 
FORT LEONARD WOOD, MISSOURI 65473-5000 

SUBJECT: Hazardous Waste ~inimization 

1. Reference message, CDR CBDCOM, AMCPM-NNM-M, 0719372 Dec 94, 
subject: M40/M42 Series CB Mark Filter Canister Advisory, copy 
enclosed. 

2. For your Hazardous Waste ~inimization purposes, this is to 
verify that the C2A1 (non hazardous waste) canister, stock number 
4240-01-361-1319 will replace the C2 (hazardous waste) canister, 
stock number 4240-01-119-2315. The C2 canister is no longer in 
production. The C2Al canister is currently in the supply system 
but will not be issued until the residual supply of C2 canisters 
is exhausted from the supply system. As was indicated in the 
previous message, we anticipate that it will take 6-7 months to 
completely exhaust the current C2 canister stock. Around the 
August-September-timeframe the C2A1 canister will be issued. 

3 .  The following companies have already manufactured the new 
C2A1 canisters: 

3M, St Paul, Minnesota (6121 733-1448 - -  - - - -  
Donnalson, Minneapolis, '~inhesota (612) 887-3131 
Mine Safety Appliances, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
(412) 538-3510 

4. We hope this information satisfactorily meets your needs. 

5. Point of contact is Mr. Daryl Powell, DSN 284-9186. 

6. AMC - America's Arsenal for the Brave. 

Encl 
~ajor General, USA 
Chief of Staff 



R ~ ~ U Z Y U W  .ku€~ab61969  3422029-UUUU--RUERLWA, 
ZNR UOUpU 

- 
R 02- 94 
FI  COR coocorn PUNOCOS APG mo//~mcpn-~~rn-n// 
Tp A16 1 3 X L  
[i T 

I . ,  

A .  R E F E R E N C E ~ ~ E S S A S E  R 011848~ nEc 94,  SUBJECT: f i4om42 SERIES C B  
f i A S K  FILTER CANISTER A D V I S O R Y  
1. THE FOLLOWING I J  A RETRANJIISSION OF THE AoOVE REFERENCED RESSAGE 
UfTH THE CORRECTED NSNIS. 
2. 6000 NEUS. A NEW FILTER CANISTER C2Al. FOR THE l l4O/R42 SERIES 
Y P S K  HAS BEEN DEUELOPEO. THIS CANISTER IS NOT CLASSIF lFED AS 
HAZARDOUS WASTE. AND HAY BE O I S t A R D E O  'A5 ORDINARY TPPSW. IT ' IS 
?EtOGNIZPOLE B Y  ITS GREEN 'CDLOR AND H A S ~ C ~ A ~  PND STOCK NUnBER 

A '  - .. I; 3 R A R K E D  ON ITS B O T ~ O ~ ~ .  
?%%d&2 C R N l S T E l  ( N M  4240-01-119-2315). WILL CONTINUE TO 

?AS€ 02 RUERfifiA1369 UNCLAS 
BE ISSUED UNTIL PRESENT STOCKS ARE E X H ~ U S ~ E D  (ESTIRATED 6-7 BDNTHS~'. 

' SUQSEPUENT REQUESTS WILL BE AUTOI'IRTICALLY PROVIDE0 THE NEW CZAl. 
4 .  REQUEST WIDE D I S T R I B U T I O ~ ~  OF THIS 1NFORnnIdN TO UNIT LEVEL ' 

C 

RCV OPR 
RTE OPR 
REP OPR 
AID OPR 
CHECKER - 

PILE CLK -,, 

: 
4 

?AGE 02 RUERAP61369 UNCLAS a 

1 A l N T E N R N C E  ACTIVITIES. NOTE: FILTER CANISTERS CONTAPIINATEO WITH 
1 A R  AGENTS ARE TD BE DISPOSED OF IN ACCORDANCE WITH RE6ULATORY 
7EQUIREfiENT S .  

>€LIVER TO: 

laR CID OAO DCO oaln 
s s s s n o  STH 6 3 ~ ~  
?NO LOTA RPC PA0 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNwIY I -- 
<, 

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTeM (ECTS) # 

~STALLAl'ION (s) DISCUSSED: 

# ORlCE OFTHE CHAIRMAN 1 M I ACTION 1 IlWT 

CHAIRMAN DIXON 

STAFF DIRECTOR 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

GENERAL COUNSEL J 
MILITARY m m  

I 

COMMISSION MEMBERS FYI ACTION INIT 
I I I 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
Prepare Reply for Chairman's P 

b p s r e  Reply for Commissioner's S i e  

Prepare Reply for St& Director's S i i t u r e  Repare Dimt Response 

ACTION: ORer Comments and/or Suggestions Fn 

~jectfRemarlrs: 



SENT BY: 

April 18, 1995 

For: Mr. Epstein 

The following are  Borne questions for your use per our discussion 
on A ~ r i l  13. For additional information, amplification, etc., 
pleaee call ( 7 0 3 )  118-6541. - 

Post-it' Fax Note 

P. C f i r c , u  
Co.lDept. 

Phone # 

696  OTOY 
Fax 1 - b q  L= 



SENT BY: 

BRAC Questions for SPAWAR 

1. BRAC 9 3 ,  Data Call #31 stated the strong need for SPAWAR to 
remain in the National Capitol  Region(NCR1 to be in the middle of 
the military action hub- Why has SPAWAX changed its position now 
and recommended the move to San Diego(and not. the PEO (Space, 
Cotnmunication and Sensors) and PD40), when the Depar tment  of 
Defense has recently increased the  emphasis on Information 
warfare(1~) /command and Control Warfare(C2W) and the need for 
improved and integrated joint service operations which require 
being in the same region for military value and for economic and 
personnel utilization e f f i c i e r ~ c i e s ,  in particular when the 
military is downsizing and fewer, properly  trained, hiqhly 
skilled personnel exist? The following items are repre~entative 
samples of recent correspondence calling for increased 
coordination. 

-0PNAVINST 3430 ( N 3 / 5 ) ,  d t d  01 ,  Apr. 94; VCNO memorandum 3430 
Ser ~512H/4U604021, Navy Informatiur~ Warfare/Command and Control 
Warfare: Requires i l lcreased coordination of TW/C2W 
implementation. 

-Deputy Secretary of Defense Memorandum for Secretaries of the 
Military Departments, CJCS, . . .  (subj: Management of Tactical. 
Signals Intelligence Programs, dtd 21 Mar 1995 ) : NSA designated 
to have comprehensive management of all tactical S I G I N T  programs 
including R&D, and procurement. 

-Mr. John White has been t a ~ k e d  to  recommend t o  Congress by May 
1 9 9 5  how the U.S. military should be organized, manned and 
equipped to f i g h t  its enemies in the 21th century. 'l'he 
commission has already decided that "jointness" between the 
services, including joint training, education and war-fighting, 
should be the future "way of life" fo r  the military. SPAWAR will 
be the only command located in California 
-TO s p e e d  the fielding of new Information Warfare systems, the 

Navy Secretary, John Dalton, plans to approve special authority 
to the Naval Information warfare Activity(NIVJ~1 for setting 
requirements and buying new systems within t h i ~  single command. 
The plan is to have SPAWAR exercise oversight t o  NIWA in 
procurement. 

When considering the large e f f o r t s  underway t o  consolidate and 
streamline the services, and the NIWA quick reaction procurement 
oversight responsibility, how w i l l  SPAWAR located in S d r ~  Diego 
keep abreast of these activities in a timely manner, with reduced 
personnel, when their counterparts a r e  located primarily i n  L h e  
NCR? 

2 .  C41 i FI comprised primarily of Commdrid & Control Cornmunic :a t . ion  
software anif one rack of Non-Development Items(ND1) computer 
hardware, whereas the remaining P r o g r a m  Marlagers, Warfare ( P M W s )  
equiprnents are higl~ly diverse, complex and consi~t of extensive 
hardware equipments upwards of 18 racks. Why then did t -he  SPAWN? 
move address only C41 and omit covering the related PMWsf diverse 



SENT BY: 

areas of expertise/contribution, such as the PMW-1'12's vast 
transmitters and JMCIS hardware supported by NISE E(Portslrlouth), 
t h e  need for daily PMW and NAVSEA ship installation meetings, t h c  
need for frequent IW/cryptol.ogy correspondence w i t h  sponsors, 
CNSG, NIWA, Army, NSA,  etc., and the significant N I S E - E  
(Charleston) sensor systems aupport, etc.? Define the NAVSEA, 
Sponsor, other support  required by these activities in the NCR 
relative to the C 4 I  support available in the San Diego area .  

4 .  H o w  much In Service E n g i n e e r i n g  Agent ( I S E A )  and equipment 
installacion work is performed annually by NCCOSC on each coast 
for C 4 I  and non-C41 equipment? Specifically, how much SPAWAR 
equipment is terms of volume(racks), and installation cost is 
supported by the ISEAs and installed a n n u a l l y  by both NcCOSC San 
Diego and by NCCOSC Charleston/Portsrnouth? 

5 .  what command structure and number of billets relative to the 
SPAWAR and NCCOSC/NISE-w organization charts will be 
replaced/eliminated by SPAWAR consolidation with NCCOSC/NISE-w 
San Diego personnel? Could this structure and these billets also 
be elin~inated with SPAWAR remaining in the NCR in GovernmenL 
owned facilities without the need to transfer to the San Diego 
area, and with at least equal and perhaps greater economic 
savings? Would this arrangemenr gimplify and  r e d u c e  the SPAWAR 
support cost for the PEO and PD40 groups which are remaining in 
the area? 

6. Would the availability of unoccup ied  Government b u i l d i n g  space 
i n  t h e  Office of Naval Intelligence (ON11 S u i t l a n d ,  ~ d . ,  or the 
Navy Annex as originally considered eliminate the need to 
transfer to San Diego and offer a significant MILCON/operating 
cost  savinga? 

7. SPAWAR may not have addressed the total cost associated wit11 
moving to San Diego. Provide a SPAWAR analysis tor the p e r s o n n e l  
time, expense, and time delays related to the coorditldtion 
necessary for and the c o m m u t e  and correspond from San Dieqo to 
the ~ c R / ~ a s t  coasr with the Sponsors, military headquarters, and 
support activities? Also provide t h i s  analyeis for the 
SPAWAR/NCCOSC consolidation with SPAWAR remaining i n  t h e  NCR. 
This analysis should also add re s s  the need for local facility 
accommodations for extended meetings, conference rooms, paper 
uopyinq, support staff, SCIFF, computer demonstraLion room, room 
and board, etc. SPAWAR estimated S1.55M for LAN installation, 
and ?'-1 & telephone switch costs exceedilly S1.M for installation, 
at Ft. Monmouth and no similar cost. for NCCOSC San Diego. Why? 
Additionally, provide a summary of Lravel from SPAWAR t.o the 
various activities i n s i d e  and outside the NCR. 
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Questions for NCCOSC, San Diego 

1. What command structure and billets relative to the SPAWAR and 
NCCOSC/NISE-W organization c h a r t s  will be replaccd/eliminated by 
consolidation with SPAWAR pereorl~lel? Could these positions and 
structures also be eliminated with SPAWAR remaining in the NCR 
without t h e  need to transfer and consolidate in the $an Diego 
area? 

2 .  What: is the planned reduction in NCCOSC personnel  annually if 
the planned consolidation w i t h  SPAWhR doesn't take place?  Same 
question if the consolidation does take place .  

3 .  What is the average NCCOSC/NISE-W San Diego employee s a l a r y  
and what is the average NCCOSC/NISE-W manyear rate with overhead? 
How does the combined grade system a f f e c t  this cost? What are 
the average combined grade levels? 

4. How much SPAWAR equipment in terme of volume(racka), and 
installation cost is installed a n n u a l l y  by NCCOSC San Diego? 

5. How much work in $M is performed annually by NCCOSC in h o u ~ e  
and contracted out for SPAWAR and f o r  which programs? 

6 .  H o w  much travel and related personnel/per diem cost is 
performed annually by NCCOSC i-n support of SPAWAR programs, and 
to which organizations? 

7 .  How much S C I F  area  i s  available a t  NCCOSC for the 
con~olidation of SPAWAR? Is there a SPAWAR demonstration lab? 

8. What is the current size of the NCCOSC t r a n s i t i o n  pools at 
NCCOSC: NISE-W, Vel-lejo, NRAD, o ther?  
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NAVY TEAM LEADER 
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Repare Reply for Chairman's Si ture  

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Signature 

L 

Prepare Reply for C-oner's Signature 

Prepare Direct Response 
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JOE SCARBOROUGH 
IST DISTRICT, FLORIDA 

NATIONAL SECURITY 
COMMITTEE 

GOVERNMENT REFORM AND 
OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

348 S.W. MIRACLE STRIP PARKWAY 
UNIT 21 

FORT WALTON BEACH. FL 32548 
1904) 664-1266 

April 17, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The attached information is in response to the questions you asked Department of Defense 
officials at the April 17, 1995 Joint Cross-Service Group hearing on Undergraduate Pilot 
Training. This information should be submitted for the official record. I hope this sheds some 
additional light on the issue of consolidation of helicopter training. 

Sincerely, 
h day- Mem r of Congre 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



'PHB CAW #OR UtJSNO FIXJCLP- W r M 3  AZRCWZ'  XN ROTMY- #ZNQ 
PILOT TMCX dlClrICT3W AND TRAINXNQi 

CORM issueo xeiet~d to aviation infra~tructure rrrtirc! 
another rsview of tho iorur8 mtrounding ho1icopt.r @ i f o t  
training and the Navy practice of uring i n i t i a l  fixed-wing 
trainiag t o  select and train a l l  etvdent naval @vi8tOrlt 
including those that eventually select for rotary-wing pipelin8e. 
~lthough a number of attampts have been made, by both eervicsP, 
t o  aonrolidatta helicoptrr training, a recent j o i n t  N a v y / m  
atudy betemin~d thsi tbs aurrept a p r ~ v a g  re-m~t meet. b r ~ ) 4 ~ U . ~ l t  
of M a  Navy rarvf as ra@lfrm.at and i a  praruatfy thr loaat -6tly 
~ p r 0 4 0 b  to  produaiep Navy ha1 jooprmr gti lot#, a 

In determining training taquiremrnta, tho Navy firrt 
deternines what the fiiaoion requfr~~trts  @re for a qrrduats. 
Ultimately a graduate must be raad f o r  a miamion, or the nrxt K phase of training, the f irst  time e/ahe refa f o o t  in thm 
aircraft. The Navy/Marino CO-o wdsrgraduate halicopter pilot 
trsining (UHPT) program i s  basad on the requirsmentr t o r  8 fleet 
naval @viator, 

The Department of the Navy haa long b*iisved that providing 
cornman primary f ixed-wing f li A t  training t o  all N a y  md Marina P Corps pi lot6  provides a banef t that eignifiaantly excoado tho 
coat .  e his belief wae validated by a Center for Naval Anslyrob 
(CNA) study publiahrd in January, 1994.  The CNA rtudy conoluded 
that r f f  pipaf ino  .ariqnm+nt. ara mads wd #)rout urfng &mrr 
flfqht saorae, than qurlf ty  diltrfbutfon8 dn -8 #Axad- u r d  
rotary-wiaq p i ~ e l i n a a  w i  11 8hiitR and w8~lLccfag aurrose lOatry 
pgimary into  em, a0,parate traflks, ro t r ry  prdnrry CPd fixad-wiaq 
prtmry, amid f n a r ~ 8 0  attritfan if aurtmt 8 t ~ d c A ~  
amiataiaod. A t  tri t i  an would be &f #her in .&ah tracrk t&cp thr 
promat uni C i  ed gria~ry and thua m u 1  d bm bAw&mr swrrll . a Thie 
bncgaa~od attritioa muat ba QCu~unteQ icr in tab Ma-~?r tr~ining 
flight hout budget, Incrasaing attrition wili incraabll kha coat 
of trainiag and require inorrasrd acce~rionr. In addition, the 
study E o ~ r d e  the to l lwin( i  training oonold~rations i 

*T&8 mator akfl2r cnd 4arfnmd IY##01)81# amadad to  fly 
heliaoptor8 m d  itnrd-+frrp a i r p l ~ r a  fa fo tmtd  t$ iq&t  arm 
LUWSC u a a t l y  tba rune.. . Pb.80 #kill. rrr trra#iar&bfm. a 

"l'lyiag bolf coptern in  hovmt mode is df #faroat fmnu flying 
tbua fa fuward f l lvht  node. F r a ~  r traiaino rt.a&Ufat, f t 
i a  ..adbl. to  first t ~ c b  rotary-wing pilot8 forward C l i W  
$a 4 fixad-winq trafau. stud-t pilot# all) than POW t o  
h a l i ~ ~ t u 8  waero tbmy aaquir. a~aoi.af.ad f~iCt okill~. 



The Air Force a l ~ o  suppotta the concept of undsrgraduata, 
prima- fixed-wing training for it8 helicopter p i l o t r .  In 
December 1992 the A~eiatant secretary of the Air Porce atated, 
a ,  , , f ix,d - wing trai nl nq before ro t a w -  wirrq traiainq groduara a 
better trainad h a l i a o p t u  pitot Cor f 48r ~aoney, Though the Air 
Force prevlou8ly has not affordrd early-on fixed-win training to 
their hsliaopter pi lo ta ,  lebvinq that option t o  prov 1 do Air Force 
helico~ter pilots that training later at its fixad-wing 
trarzsition achool e t  Vanes AFIII, Oklahoma, the Air Foras ha6 now 
decided t o  provide the trainin up f r o n t  with the impimmta~,ion 
of Speciali~~d Undergraduate P ! l o t  ~rainidq (BUPT) program, BUPT 
alao providea the A i r  Force a tool f o r  track cla~oifiortion in a 
syatem identical to the Navy's current graatioa, 

Looking to tha future, the lfneb between fixed and rotary- 
wing aircraft begin to blur. 'rho DON plans to rrQlsca muoh of 
i t s  Marine Corps C H - 4 6  f leet  with tho V-22  tilt-rotor airoraft, 
Thin vehiala is unique in thrt i t  combiner flight chrraoterirtios 
of f ixed and rotary-wing aircraft, A Marine Corps rtud h8fi 

through hybfid of fixed and rotary-wing training. 
T ahown that the m o r t  affective means of training V-22  p i  dk8 is 

In addition, combat hrlicogter design i r  now inoorporating 
performance qualities eseential for modern waff are hrrstofoto 
only witneeeed in f ightar or attack aircraft, As theao design8 
become mora advanced, and helicoptrrr are omploysd in mirrions 
ouch as a ir -  t o -  air combat, the propor three-dimensional 
situational awarenear training, currrntly provided only by fixed- 
wing trainer aircraft, m o t  be afforded those crswmunbers. Given 
preoent trainer aircraft limitationr, and the path by which known 
t rainer aircraft procuromsntr are prooeading, only fully 
acrobatic trainer& much 81 the Joint  Primary Aircraft Training 
Syateq [JPATg) or the T-34C will be capable of in tqrat inq  these 
#)rills, Neither the NB TH-S? nor the Army m-6? i r  ablr $9 
~cconrglirh t h i s  deqrre 7 o rnaneuvefinq, Purhing thia training to 
a later point  i n  the training pipmline, using ddvurcrd 
helicoptara, would incresrr the cos t  t o  train siaoe operating 
coots for more advanced helicopterr are 3 t o  4 timer more than 
the T-34C or JPAT3. ~dditioncllly, the attrition rdte !lorn11 
~l(parlmcod durinq kha aotobatic phase o t  Crainlnq would nor 
axpcrionced after a greater mount o f  tame end rnonoy has b a a  
invented in  thm student. 

C o s t  o f  training i s  alway8 an irrus t o  ba weighed rgainrt 
requirements, Tho ~ r v y  T-34C i s  the leaat costly flight t r ~ i n e r  
i n  DoD and i t 8  uee renulta i n  the Navy having a lower CurZi~~lum 
f l i g h t  training cort than othcr sstvioar.  The impact of 
operating. coat8 f o r  JPATS ~amafna t o  ba determined follo~fnq 
eourcs selection and toating. 



tixrd-winq ~rimar training remain# a valuable coarmodity in 
underqrrduata nav~l av r ation training, and in m y  cared i 8  
critically necmr~ary. Thie ~ t b c t i m  for Navy, Warin8 Coxpa, A i r  
Force and Corrt  Guard primary training wa8 urdorreb by CJCB in 
the Fmbruary, 1993 nReoort on R01.6 and Misrionr,~ Currently, 
the T-34C i r  the lorit ~ 6 6 t f y  trainer, including helicopters, t o  
operate. Howover, once a JPATB candidate hae be- rolacted and 
rystem teating refines current preliminary JPATS operating cost 
ertimrtee, the ieaue will need to bo reviritr4l t o  detotiniae what 
amount of f ixed-wing instntotion ahould continue within the 
NIV'I rotary-wing training pipeline. The i n d u e  bl numrrous 
opttonr including tetaining P 3 4 C  a86cte for a portion of Navy 
grinwry flight tstzialnp. 



I .  The Mwine C o p  strungly supports prcsming Naval .4 ~liation He?;-opter Training at 
' NAS Whiting. 

The Army will nor he able to train Naval SeNice Rotary Wrng pilots to the srandcrrds that the 
Naval Services have come to cxpect. The bortom line on this plan is, if the Naval Services 
lose cognizance over their undergraduate helicopter pilot training philosophy and unfque 
infrastructure at NAS Whiting, it wonld have to  recunstrt~ct them in their Fleet 
.Replacement Squadrons (FRS) at  much higher costs t o  train . The Axmy plan does not 
address quality of t r a i k  and is simply asserting that, because ehe -4r1ny owns the majority of the 
Narion's helicopter assets, it should control them dl. 

2.  The Marine Corps docs nor support rnoling nny Nn.i~rd Service Undergrarluarc! Helicopter 
Pilot Trnin.ilrg to FOH Auckcr, a. 

To understand what this pro~osid would do for the Ywal Service Rotary Wing u:aifling, one must 
look ax the Army's training philosophy. ~ r m y  training is designed to produce a I q e  numher of 
pilots in rhe shoncst possible time, The Warrant Officer Trairling Caurse l a s s  about line weeks, 
consisting of basic aviarion ground school zqd bzsic military skills. Leadershp r.rainins is not 
emphasized. Army warrant officer pilots arc skilletL technicians, nor com~lissionrd oficer Icaders. 
The Army produces what the Naval Selviccs n o d d  consider conditionally qi l~l i f ied pilots 
wit11 minimum flight time arid vcty bnsic skiIls. Ncwly designated pilots are expected to 
per fon  only as copilots under the supewision of a senior warrant officer for :ha riexr few years. 
This tr*&ng philo.;opl~y nay woik w d  for the Army, bur is contrary to Naval Service 
requirements that have junior oficers operating whh rapidly increasing leveIs of responsibility as 
pan of small detachments at sea. 

a. Other areas of concern with h y  trainins: 

- Arm)? ins~mment flight training is directed LO t h t  FAA minimunl of 50 hours and Am~r 
pilers are 1101 no.?n3l!y expccterf LO hte;l:ioiia!!y fly m? S ? ~ d e r ~  ldavai A \ ~ E ~ c : s  fl'j Q ~ ~ I :  :.?C) 

hours of LFR in boih the aircraft and sinrttlatol- ( 80 hr simularor/60 hr in A/C). T o  trnnsfer 
training from flight school ro the FRS ~ v o u l d  increase cost by about 400% per Iloul: 

- Orher costs shift to the FRS to compensate for reduced rlizl~t rraininy. ,&my pilots g s  
whlgs with about 150 f l ~  hr's aid  30 simulator hours vice Nwal Aviators 208 flight hours and 80 
simulator hours. This training delta would have ro be compensated somewh.erc in Na.val Service 
training. 

- Aviators gl-aduaring f i u n ~  &my flight traininy would have to receive significant training 
in thc .FRS (more cost .hifling t o  FRS) on the "ser-vice unique missions" that the Army would not 
teach ar Fan Ruckcr. 

- Facilities n l  Fort Rucker are not rhc qualiry of RAS \Vhiling. Contrary i o  the Army 
starements, significant YILCON will be needed to  consolidare thc rraining (eg., movzrne~'lt of 



sirnula~o~-s and Ilclicoprers). .4lso, rhc qualiry and capacity of Rucker family housins is of 
cancern. 

C)  . The Army plan nmirs rhc ralulutionary emergerlce ofthe V-22 and tiIirotor rsch.nology 

As stated beIorc, the A m ~ y  has no interesr in tiluotor aviztion, the fururc of Marine medium lifi 
aviation and the Corps' largest vertical (if? requirement. The Army sees aviation fu'ueurc in 
helicoplells only. The lead on all aspects of tiltrotor maintenance, uaining, and doctrine lies with 
the Marine Corps. 

a. Aspects of the Tiltrotor Technological Revolution 

- MV-22 training/conversion. The Army insritutional focus is helicoprer on,ly. From the 
Amy's point of view, only helicopters can serve the &my's rcquiremcnts, The Mar.i.ne Corps 
anricipates no assisrancelproponcncy from the Army t o  assist in NPr-22 requirements. 

. .. - 1 ~lrrotor technology itself will force helicopter user-s (DnD and c-vi1) to reawluatc the 
way helicuplel-s u e  uscd and which eircrafi suit rhc veriical assault mission. ':l:'he tiltrotor is in a 
position to replace all helicopter Iunctions in all b u ~   he "heavy lift" (W-I) rrjssion. 

- The sixe of the initial buy, includiilg the Xa?. .GI. Force, and M'arine Corps, forces the 
Do.D t o  reevzluate flight training for this N C  (wha, how, where, and why), ~ s a i q  thc Mnrine 
Corps has rlle lead. 

- Tiltrotor is able to take on the lighr atrack helicopter and aerial obsewaricrr! mission will1 
a sin.gle airfranie. Tiltrotor could cva~tually fill all Marine Corps hdicopter missions, except 
HWCI. This could m& moot the Army's flisht training, vis-a-vis the Naval Services. 

4 .  The Marinc Cnrp.c,feels that scn~icc? requirenren~s slzou~d (hive  this discussiont rather than 
prospective econorlric savings. 

'The Marinc Corps is u~~equivoczil in i t s  po~itiar! on rFi; iopic. Co~~solidation benzfit .;he 
Army, but it would grea~ly rcducc the quality of training for the Nnvd Services,, cflecting horh 
operational readiness a.nd safsty. 



Train Like You Fight! 

The United States military must concentrate on how to train the best capable pilot predicated on 
mission requirements and economics, but never solely on economics. 

The United States A m y  and Navy each conduct their own respective helicopter flight training 
programs for a very good reason ... ine ultirnale combat enviicnment that each services operltec 
in is inherently different, demanding an emphasis on different aviation skills appropriately learned 
in their respective aviation programs. 'Train Like You Fight", is a reality based on 85 years of 
flight training experience. What differentiates Army and Navy Helicopter Flight Training is not the 
quality of the student, instructors or aircraft but the ultimate combat environment that each service 
operates in and the respective missions that its aviators are expected to accomplish. 

The Army Helicopter pilot is trained to support the Army mission on land, i.e. "in the field". 
Consequently, their training programs logically emphasize the daylnight contact (with visual 
reference to the horizon) flying under VMC (Visual Meteorological Conditions) rules, ground 
contact environment in which they operate. Their training necessarily emphasizes low-level 
tactical flyinglnavigation. slope and confined area landings/takeoffs, tactical formation flying and 
night vision goggle training. Their instrument flying qualification is consequently designed to meet 
only minimum FAA requirements. Upon graduation, the Army helicopte?piiot has accumulated 
157 hours of actual flight time plus an additional 30 hours in flight simulators. 

The Navy Helicopter Flight Training Program is conducted first in a fixed-wing T-34C then in the 
TH-57 helicopter. Both syllabuses are instrument intensive, emphasizing daylnight lnstrument 
Meteorological Condition [IMC rules), reflecting the capricious all weather environment in which 
Navy ships with their assigned aircraft operate. The Primary fixed-wing phase enables the Navy 
to accelerate the student pilots adaptation to an instrument environment by teaching unusual 
attitudes, out-of-control fiight and acrobatic flight thus facilitating consequent three-dimensional 
situation awareness that can only be achieved by training in a fully acrobatic fixed-wing aircraft. 
Also compelling is the fact that future military aircraft combine the flight characteristics of fixed- 
wing ard rotary-wing aircraft as in the V-22 Osprey and the AVSB Harrier. 

Obviously, Navy pilots fly at sea. In order to assure the ultimate accomplishment of their 
helicopter missions and because they often operate in areas of the world that do not have 
navigation aides, Navy ships create and maintain their own Instrument Air Traffic Control System 
comprised of shipborne TACANS, RADAR and Aircraft Controllers aboard every ship in the fleet 
at sea. Ships in Navy Battle Groups are tactically widely dispersed at sea often experiencing 
diverse weather phenomena at the same time. Consequently, Navy Helos frequently fly IFR while 
conducting their daily routine missions whatever the tactical environment. 

Upon graduation, the Navy Helicopter Pilot will have accumulated a total of 208.4 hours of actual 
flight time plus an additional 80.1 hours in flight simulators. Of the total 208.4 actual flight hours, 
87.5 actual flight hours (42%) are instrument flight hours. Additionally 50% of the academic 
syllabus (1 91 hours) is devoted to instrument training. 

Thus the Navy truly fulfills the ideal ... TRAIN LIKE YOU FIGHT! ... thereby producing a superbly 
trained helicopter pilot able to accomplish the mission. 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

May 8,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE , 

The Honorable Joe Scarborough 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Scarborough: 

Thank you for your recent letter in which you provided the Commission information on 
the consolidation of undergraduate helicopter pilot training (UHPT). I certainly understand your 
interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission raised several questions with regard to this issue at the 
Commission's April 17, 1995, hearing. You can be assured that the information you have 
provided will be considered in our review and analysis process. 

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

Sincerely, 
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H(1! MSAF 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 T$W 1' ' 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 -. - 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 19, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

Major General Jay Blume (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear General Blume: 

During our recent base visit to Brooks Air Force Base, we learned that HSC is irrvolved 
with a fair mount of work that is classified. To be able to lily evaluate the rnilim value of 
Brooks Air Force Base, we would like to receive a briehg on the scope and nature of this 
c l d e d  work. We understand fiom COL Binion at Brooks that a briefing is available and a 
location in the Pentagon can be arranged for the meeting. We anticipate that Les Farrington and 
Craig Hall of the DBCRC &will attend the briefing when it can be set up. 

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. If you have any questions, please call Les 
Farrington of our staff. 

Sincerely, 

Francis A Cirillo Jr., PE 
Fog Air Force Team Leader 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AIM) REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

INSTALLATION (s) DISCUSSED: 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

1 Prepare Reply for Chairman's S i e  1 Prepare Reply for Commissioner's Signature I 

DIRECTOR OF ADMINBTRATION 

CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER 

DIRECTOR OF TRAVEL 

DLR./INFORMATION SERVICES 

--- 

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Signature 

ACTION: ORer Comments andlor Suggestions 

NAVY TEAM LEADER 

AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER 

INTERAGENCY TEAM LEADER 

CROSS SERVICE TEAM LEADER 

1 

Subject/Remarks: 

-. 

L 

J 

- -  

rl 

- - - 

Prepare Direct Respoose -- 
FYI 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 .-, * . - .  . * .  .. # ;,,> & ,9-z3 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 . -,- . .-. 
> .  < . . U. 4 1 ' .  . 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

Mr. Bill Holly 
Executive Vice President 
Greater Columbus Chamber of Commerce 
37 North High Street 
Columbus, OH 432 1 5 

COMMISSIONERS: April 18, 1995 AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mr. Holly: 

I want to thank you for sharing your views with me regarding the Defense Construction 
Supply Center and the Defense Distribution Depot Columbus. The briefings and discussions with 
you and the other community officials provided me with a great deal of valuable information 
about the community support for the Columbus installations. This information will be very helphl 
to the Commission as we carry out our review of the recommendations of the Secretary of 
Defense in the months ahead. 

A1 Cornella 
Commissioner 



.- - THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E ~ ~ c u T m  CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (EcTs) # /9-25/ 

ORGANIZATION: 

INSLULATION (s) DISCU- 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

Prepare Reply for Chairman's Sigaature Prepare Reply for Commissioner's S i e  -- 
Prepare Reply for Staff Director's S i t u r e  Prepare Direct Response 

ACTION: Offer Comments and/or Suggestions ./ 

DIR./IrnRMATION SERVICES 

B 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 pk#y4? -d7r -c !\:s 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 . .: . -*- ,* , -:, r7;q~o~j~-2c/ 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: April 18, 1995 AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

Mr. Ron Poole MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Executive Assistant to Mayor Gregory Lashutka 
90 West Broad Street 
Columbus, OH 432 15 

Dear Mr. Poole: 

I want to thank you for sharing your views with me regarding the Defense Construction 
Supply Center and the Defense Distribution Depot Columbus. The briefings and discussions with 
you and the other community officials provided me with a great deal of valuable information 
about the community support for the Columbus installations. This information will be very helpfbl 
to the Commission as we carry out our review of the recommendations of the Secretary of 
Defense in the months ahead. 

Commissioner 
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TYPE OF ACTION REOUZRED 

EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT 

DIRECTOR OF ADMINWIXATION 

CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER 

DIRECTOR OF TRAVEL 

11 I Prepare Reply for chahmm's Signature 11 I Prepare Reply for Commissioner's Signatme II 

- 
DIR./INFORMATION SERVICES 

- -- - - 

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Signature Prepare Direct Response 

ACTION: Offer Comments andlor Suggestions 

SubjectlRemarks 

1 

ARMYTEAMLEADER 

NAVY TEAM LEADER 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 18, 1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

The Honorable John A Wolfe MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RLT) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mayor 
City of Whitehall 
360 South Yearling Road 
Whitehall, OH 432 1 3 

Dear Mayor Wolfe: 

I want to thank you for sharing your views with me regarding the Defense Construction 
Supply Center and the Defense Distribution Depot Columbus. The briefings and discussions with 
you and the other community officials provided me with a great deal of valuable information 
about the community support for the Columbus installations. This information will be very helpfbl 
to the Commission as we carry out our review of the recommendations of the Secretary of 
Defense in the months ahead. 

Al Cornella 
Commissioner 
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703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

Colonel James Larry Vick, USAF 
Commander 
Defense Distribution Depot Columbus 
3990 East Broad Street 
Columbus, OH 432 16-5000 

COMMISSIONERS: 
18, 1995 AL CORNELLA 

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

Dear CoIonel Vick: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to the Columbus 
Defense Distribution Depot. The briefings, discussions and tour with you and your staff provided 
me with a great deal of valuable information about the operations of the Columbus Depot. This 
information will be very helphl as the Commission carries out its review of the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. The 
briefings and tours I attended were very informative. 

A1 Cornella 
Commissioner 
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703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

Rear Admiral Ernest Elliot, USN 
Commander 
Defense Construction Supply Center 
3990 East Broad Street 
Columbus, OH 432 16-5000 

April 18, 1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Admiral Elliott: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to the Defense 
Construction Supply Center (DCSC). The briefings, discussions and tour with you and your staff 
provided me with a great deal of valuable information about the operations of DCSC and the 
Columbus Defense Distribution Depot. This information will be very helpfbl as the Commission 
carries out its review of the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. The 
briefings and driving tour were most informative. 

Sincerely, 
A 

" & Cornella 
Commissioner 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

Captain Teny J. Pudas 
Commander, Training Air Wing One 
10 1 Fuller Road, Suite 250 
Meridian, MS 39039-5403 

April 14, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Captain Pudas: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to Naval Air Station 
Meridian. The briefings and discussions with you, your staff, and the community officials 
provided me with a great deal of valuable information about the operations at Meridian. This 
information will be very helphl to the Commission as we carry out our review of the 
recommendations of the Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to your stag especially Mrs. Beverly Heimann, for a job 
well done. The briefings and tours led by yourself, Colonel Stephen L. Goff of the Regional 
Counterdrug Training Academy and Commander Melinda L. Moran of the Naval Technical 
Training Center were both professionally done and extremely informative. The information 
presented will be utilized by the Commission in our review and analysis process and will help in 
our assessment of Naval Aviation's basing requirements. Again, thank you for a job well done. 

Sincerely, 

Commissioner 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 14, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL C O R N E L U  
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

Captain Robert L. Leitzel 
Commanding Officer 

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

Naval Air Station Meridian 
1 155 Rosenbaum Ave., Suite 13 
Meridian, MS 39309-5003 

Dear Captain Leitzel: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to Naval Air Station 
Meridian. The briefings and discussions with you, your staff and the community officials provided 
me with a great deal of valuable information about the operations at NAS Meridian. This 
information will be very helphi to the Commission as we cany out our review of the 
recommendations of the Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to your staff, especially the Public Mairs Oficer, Ms. 
Susan Junkins, for a job well done. The briefings and tours led by yourself and Captain Terry J. 
Pudas were both professionally done and extremely informative. The information presented will 
help in our assessment of Naval Aviation's future basing requirements. Again, thank you for a job 
extremely well done. 

Sincerely, 

MG Josue Robles, Jr., USA(Ret.) 
Commissioner 
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April 14, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

Colonel Stephen L. Goff 
Director 
Regional Counterdrug Training Academy 
3000 Fuller Road 
Meridian, MS 39309-5020 

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

Dear Colonel GoR 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to Naval Air Station 
Meridian. The briefings and discussions with you, your staff and the community officials provided 
me with a great deal of valuable information about the Regional Counterdrug Training Academy 
at Meridian. This information will be very helphl to the Commission as we carry out our review 
of the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to your staff for a job well done. The briefings and tour 
you led were both professionally done and extremely informative. This information will be 
utilized in our assessment of Naval Aviation's future basing requirements. Again, thank you for a 
job extremely well done. 

Sincerely, ww MG Josue Robles, Jr., USA(Ret.) 

Commissioner 
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ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

April 14, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
9. LEE KLlNG 

Commander Melinda L. Moran 
Commanding Officer 

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

Naval ~echnical Training Center 
740 Fletcher Rd., Suite 100 
Meridian, MS 39309-5040 

Dear Commander Moran: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to Naval Air Station 
Meridian. The briefings and discussions with you and your staff provided me with a great deal of 
valuable information about the capabilities of the Naval Technical Training Center. This 
information will be very helpfbi to the Commission in our assessment of the recommendations 
provided by the Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to your staff for a job well done. Your briefings and tours 
were professionally done and extremely informative. The information provided will help in our 
assessment of Naval Aviation's fbture basing requirements. Again, thank you for a job well done. 

Sincerely, *- MG Josue Robles, Jr., USA(Ret.) 

Commissioner 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 14, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
GEN J. B. DAVIS, UBAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

Major Edwin L. Koehler RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 

Commanding Oficer WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

Marine Aviation Training Support Group 
740 Fletcher Rd., Suite 209 
Meridian, MS 39309-5054 

Dear Major Koehler: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to Naval Air Station 
Meridian. The briefings and discussions with you and your staff provided me with a great deal of 
valuable information about the capabilities of the Naval Technical Training Center and the Marine 
Aviation Training Support Group. This information will be very helpfil to the Commission in our 
assessment of the recommendations provided by the Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to your staff for a job well done. Your briefings and tour 
were professionally done and extremely informative. The information will be utilized in our 
assessment of Naval Aviation's future basing requirements. Again, thank you for a job well done. 

Sincerely, 

- 
MG Josue Robles, Jr., USA(Ret.) 
Commissioner 
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PAUL S. SARBANES 
MARYLAND 

9l3nited gitata Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-2002 

309 HART SENATE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 2 0 5  10 

202-224-4524 

April 17, 1995 

Honorable Alan Dixon F iL&x it, kit% i'i~$na;%: 
Chairman &4@-i ? ~ = ~ v p  Xnq -- 5gi?!!-.x- \ 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

As the Commission continues its deliberations on the 
Secretary of Defense's 1995 base realignment and closure 
recommendations, we wanted to bring to your attention our 
continuing concerns about the Department's proposal to close the 
Annapo1i.s Detachment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC). 

NSWC-Annapolis has been a vital part of our National Defense 
efforts for over 80 years. It is the Navy's only facility for 
machinery research and development. It is home to many large, 
highly specialized experimental facilities unavailable anywhere 
else in the world and has a specially-trained and experienced 
staff, whose skills will be required to maintain the Navy's 
technical superiority for years to come. The work of this 
research center is absolutely critical to our nation's leadership 
in such key areas as submarine silencing, ship survivability, 
combat readiness and environmental compliance. 

Two years ago, DoD proposed "disestablishing" the Annapolis 
Detachment, keeping its critical facilities operational but 
moving all personnel to Philadelphia -- a recommendation which 
the 1993 BRAC Commission unanimously rejected for cause. This 
year, DOD has recommended closing the Detachment, abandoning two 
major facilities and relocating the remaining functions, 
personnel, and equipment principally to Philadelphia. This 
decision, in our view, is as seriously flawed now as it was two 
years ago. 

First, the Navy has significantly underestimated costs and 
overstalsed potential savings associated with closing NSWC 
Annapolis. The Navy's estimates of the cost to move NSWC 
Annapolis to Philadelphia ($25 million) are identical in 1 9 9 3  and 
1995 even though the 1995 recommendation calls for relocation of 
most facilities as well as personnel. How can the Navy move over 
$300 million worth of machinery and personnel for the same cost 
that it planned to move just personnel in 1993? Clearly, the 
1 9 9 3  Conunission's conclusion that all costs were not "included" 
and "potential savings were overstated" must apply to an even 
greater extent to the 1 9 9 5  recommendation. A review of the 
certified data submitted to the Base Structure Evaluation 
Committee (BSEC) confirms that this "estimate" is at least $58 
million too low. This appears to be a substantial deviation from 
Final Selection Criteria 4 and 5. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



Second, the Navy has failed to adequately consider the 
military value of the personnel at NSWC Annapolis and the 
critical capabilities which would be lost as a result of the 
recommended closure. It appears that, similar to the findings of 
the 1993 BRAC Commission, one of the primary motives of this 
recommendation is to achieve a reduction in personnel. This is 
evidenced by the fact that a major source of claimed savings in 
the 1995 recommendation is a reduction in personnel. What the 
DoD's analysis fails to recognize however is the significant 
reduction in the Navy's machinery R & D capability which would 
result from the recommendation. The staff at Annapolis has a 
great deal of technical expertise and experience, with tenure 
averaging about 20 years. Approximately 80 percent of the 
machinery R & D personnel are scientists and engineers, 10 
percent are technical and the remaining 10 percent 
administrative. A survey of personnel at Annapolis indicates 
that fewer than half would relocate to Philadelphia. The loss of 
these people and their corporate memory will reduce the Navy's 
machinery R & D capability to an unacceptable level which would 
take many years to reconstitute. A substantial deviation from 
Final Selection Criteria 1 and 4 appears to be the case. 

Third, the Navy has failed to adequately consider the 
military value of the facilities at NSWC Annapolis and the 
critical capabilities which would be lost as a result of the 
recommended closure. It is distressing if not ironic that the 
Navy is seeking to modernize and expand its fleet of submarines 
in response to a perceived threat stemming from advances in 
Russian submarine silencing and other capabilities at the same 
time that it is proposing to dismantle the one technical center 
and team which has been largely responsible for our nation's 
superiority in this area. The Navy's recommendation would 
completely abandon two major facilities valued at over $60 
million -- the Deep Ocean Pressure and Submarine Fluid Dynamics 
facilities -- considered in just the past two years by NSWC and 
NAVSEA to be essential to the Navy's future mission. The 
continued need for these facilities was dismissed by the BSEC on 
the basis that tests "aboard submarines" or "at sea" are 
possible. While possible, a minimum of a 10 to 1 cost increase 
is likely to be borne by Navy R & D programs now using these 
facilities in addition to the safety risks of testing critical 
unproven undersea equipment for the first time at sea, in the 
absense of the above more easily configured and controlled land 
based facilities. Moreover, this added cost and exposure of the 
Navy to safety risk does not appear as a BRAC cost, but 
nevertheless will increase the Navy's cost of conducting deep 
ocean and submarine equipment experiments and tests in the 
future. This would appear to be another departure from Final 
Selection Criteria 1 and 4. 



Fourth, the Navy's rationale for the recommendation -- that 
there is excess capacity in this technical center and a declining 
workload -- is simply wrong. While there may be excess capacity 
and declining budgets for technical centers as a whole, there is 
none in machinery R & D. NSWC (customer funded) machinery R & D 
programs have been level or growing and the work level is not 
related to the size of the fleet. Indeed, existing machinery R & 
D facilities at Annapolis have been expanded signficantly over 
the past two years, and new ones have been added, all funded by 
and for Navy R & D sponsors. Moreover, BRAC 91 actions have 
reduced infrastructure at Annapolis to a minimum and streamlined 
the organization with the resultant claimed savings already 
taken. In addition, the Navy's force structure plan allows for 
over 400 Navy civilian personnel at this site through 2001. 

Finally, we believe that DoD missed an important 
opportunity to achieve cost savings, make more use of this site, 
and at the same time be responsive to cooperative thrusts between 
the services. The Annapolis Detachment is currently home to the 
Joint Spectrum Center (JSC) headquarters, formerly the 
Electromagnetic Compatibility Analysis Center (ECAC), a DoD 
joint-service organization. Approximately 100 JSC staff are now 
located at the Detachment with the preponderance of the more than 
550 other Center staff located in leased commercial space in the 
Annapo1i.s area. The JSC would like to consolidate at the 
Annapolis facility. This would not only save more than $1.5 
million a year in lease costs but provide the JSC with better 
security and improve efficiency. Given that the Annapolis site 
recommended for closure is completely surrounded by the Annapolis 
Naval Academy/Naval Station Complex, there is no other non- 
military use for the land and buildings and no land cost recovery 
prospect for DoD. The consolidation of the JSC to NSWC Annapolis 
could be accomplished with renovation of existing spaces and in 
full compliance with BRAC '91 directives. The resultant 
consolidation efficiencies, improved security and rental costs 
savings for the JSC, coupled with retention of the Navy's R & D 
facility investment and avoidance of machinery program 
disruptions for NSWC make this an extremely attractive prospect 
for the DoD and the taxpayers. The resultant continuing savings 
can be secured with minimal up front costs and no dispersion of 
skilled personnel. 

In summary, we believe that the DoD, once again, deviated 
substantially from its own criteria in recommending closure of 
NSWC Annapolis. In our view the staff and extensive laboratories 
of the Machinery R & D Directorate should remain for all the 
reasons identified in the BRAC '93 decision and underscored 
above. Joint Spectrum Center personnel now in nearby rental 
space should be relocated to the Annapolis site. We are 
confident that a full and thorough appraisal of the Annapolis 
situation will lead the Commission to the same conclusion and 
that the Commission will, once again, reject DoD's recommendation 
to close this vital facility. 



We appreciate your attention to our concerns and hope you 
will not hesitate to contact us directly if we can provide any 
additional information on the Annapolis facilities. 

With best regards, psy& 
Barbara A. Mikulski Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senator United States Senator 

Member of Congress 
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April 2 1, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 5 .  DAVIS. USAF (RETI 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN ' RET\ 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA 'RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Barbara A. Mikulskj 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 205 10 

Dear Barbara: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the military value of the Naval Surface 
Warfare Center, Annapolis, Maryland. I appreciate your continued interest in the base closure 
and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its base closure and realignment recommendations. The 
additional information you have provided on the NSWC, Annapolis will be helpfbl as the 
Commission continues its review and analysis process. 

I look forward to working with you during this dficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of s e ~ c e .  

Sincerely, 
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ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

April 2 1, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 3. DAVIS. USAF (RET)  
S. LEE i<LING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN t RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Wayne T. Gilchrest 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205 15 

Dear Representative Gilchrest: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the military value of the Naval Surface 
Warfare Center, Annapolis, Maryland. I appreciate your continued interest in the base closure 
and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its base closure and realignment recommendations. The 
additional information you have provided on the NSWC, Annapolis will be helphl as the 
Commission continues its review and analysis process. 

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

Sincerely, 
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April 2 1, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Steny Hoyer 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205 15 

Dear Representative Hoyer: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the military value of the Naval Surface 
Warfare Center, Annapolis, Maryland. I appreciate your continued interest in the base closure 
and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its base closure and realignment recommendations. The 
additional information you have provided on the NSWC, Annapolis will be heipfbl as the 
Commission continues its review and analysis process. 

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

Sincerely, 

S an J. ixon 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMM~SS~ON 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

p m a  refor X, this 
r 2 E  pddir 

April 21, 1995 

The Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 205 10 

Dear Paul: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the military value of the Naval Stdace 
Warfare Center, Annapolis, Maryland. I appreciate y o u  continued interest in the base closure 
and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its base closure and realignment recommendations. The 
additional information you have provided on the NSWC, Annapolis will be helpful as the 
Commission continues its review and analysis process. 

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

Sincerely, 



.! THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGiWIENT COMBIISSION 

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TUCKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 9 5 0 - 2 ,  

GENERAL COUNSEL OMMISSIONER KLING 

TYPE OF ACTION REOUIRED 

11 I &pare R ~ W  for  hairm man's Signature ! I Prepare Reply for Commissioner's %gnatme I 
Y 

-- - - - -- - - - -- 

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's S i e  Prepare Direct Response 

ACTION: Otter Comments andlor Suggestions FYI 
I. L 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

Mr. Paul Roberson 

20 April 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

Senior Vice President, Military Affairs 
The Greater San Antonio Chamber of Commerce 

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLlNG --- - 

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., U S A  (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

--- -. -..------- -- 
P. 0. Box 1628 
San Antnnin Texaa 78296-1 628 ~ . q t ~ . , .  ..$ 2 ... c-;* --- - ------- , - . - - -- - ,.. :< .,\,, r,,;: 8,.2,g-, * Y .,Off.'+' c,L-dsf - .C?C 

q ~ u a o - a  \.,.?;d.>-, ;?:<?:?$:v?P?$,- "* ,, ; -,---,-. ., 
Dear Mr. Roberson: 

W e  rec~nt lv  recpived finm Air Fnrce n rpcnnnce tn the r n R R  A nnalvsic nrnvided tn  I I C  hv .' - '---""J .---. . -- "-a" '" -.-- - 'V" r-.."- .' ... - ----- - -..-. , W." r .  ' . .--- " -" - J  

the Brooks AFB community. The Air Force stated they have serious concerns with several of the 
assumptions. In addition, the Air Force stated they could not provide any analysis of the concept 
of operations supporting the community's proposal since such a concept had not been provided. 

T n  he nhle tn  f i~l lv ~ v n l ~ i n t e  the m~r i tc  n f  vniir nrnnnsal as well a s  Air Fnrcc? view9 w e  - .,- --... .- --..J -.-.--... a=.--.-- -- J - - -  r--r-"- -- ..--- -- --- - ---- .--..- 9 -.- 
would like you to provide to the Commission as soon as possible the concept of operations that 
supports your cantonment proposal for Brooks Air Force Base. Please be as specific as possible 
on the assumptions you used in developing the proposal and associated COBRAS. 

WP R ~ P  pnrlncino fnr vn11r infnrmntinn niir r ~ n ~ ~ ~ c t  tn t h ~  Air F n r r ~  and a rnnv n f t h ~ i r  

reply. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. If you have any questions, please contact Les 
Farrington of our staff. 

Sincerelv 

/* Fmnric A ririlln T r  PF * ..-..'."A -. V I.... - ".., * I 

,-' 1 + 
, ' ' Air Force Team Leader 

Enclosures: As stated 



DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR F O R C E  
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  U N I T E D  S T A T E S  A I R  F O R C E  

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 1 3 Apb /ggg 

SUBJECT: Request for Information (AFIRT Tasker 355) 

Thank you for your letter of April 3, 1995, providing us with an opportunity to comment on 
the assumptions made by the Brooks AFB community advocates in their COBRA run supporting 
their altemative to the DoD recommendation. We have serious concerns with several of the 
assumptions. In addition, since we do not know their concept of operations, we cannot provide any 
analysis as to the validity of that concept. 

As you note, the community assumes the elimination of 391 positions, identical to those 
eliminated from a complete base closure. The COBRA reviewed leads to assuming their alternative 
is based on transferring BOS support to Kelly rather than Lackland. In any case, substantial transfers 
of personnel would be required. While some reductions are potentially available, the retention of 75 
percent of the personnel and most of the activities would require most of the BOS positions to be 
transferred to Kelly. Thus, the manpower savings appear to be significantly overstated. 

The proposal from the Commission to reconsider the retention of housing at Brooks AFB for 
use of other San Antonio personnel has merit, and the Air Force is considering the issue of retention 
of housing in conjunction with the site survey for the Brooks closure. We will provide a position on 
the Commission proposal after the process is complete in mid-May. If the percentage of personnel at 
Brooks AFB are retained, as assumed by the community, this housing would be absolutely essential. 
and could not be closed. If the housing were close:! withou: loss of personne!. the housing shorcaz~ 
in the San Antonio are2 would bs increased. 

We note that there are MILCON estinates of S5 hliliior. a: 3rooi;s -ATE and 2 1 Mii i ix  L: 
Kelly AFB. Since we do not h o w  the basis for these estimates we cannot comment on their 
accuracy, but would note that some MILCON would be required. This is particulariy m e  if a 
c,wtonment is developed for Brooks AFB, and current perimeters are altered. 

As a final point, please note that, apart from the cost issues, the failure to reduce laborator) 
capacity by altering the closure of Brooks AFB, and consolidating functions at Wright-Patterson 
AFB, would leave additional excess capacity within the Air Force. Furthermore, Brooks AFB was 
rated the lowest of the Lab and Product Center installations. As a result, the Air Force would not 
favor this alternative. 

I trust this responds to your request. Maj Mike Wallace, 695-6766, is my point of contact. 

Jr., Maj Gen, USAF 
to the Chief of Staff 

for Realignment and Transition 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
April 3, 1995 AL CORNELLA 

REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

Major General Jay Blume (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realignment and Transition 

Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1 670 

Dear General Blume: - 
Request you provide a review of the attached COBRA run submitted by the Brooks AFB 

community through the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. This COBRA run 
shows better Return on Investment (ROI) numbers with one-tenth the One-Tie Cost compared 
to the DoD submission on Brooks AFB. We have reviewed the community's Brooks AFB 
COBRA run and have found two areas that we would like you to specifically evaluate. 

The first area is with regards to Family Housing. The Brooks AFB community shuts 
down 10Vh of the family housing even though they create a contonement and leave 75% of the 
personnel at Brooks AFB. The second area is with regards to positions eliminated. In the 
community's COBRA run, they eliminate the same number of positions (391) as in the DoD 
recommendation. We would appreciate your views on these assumptions. 

Additionally, in testimony to the Commission regarding Famiiy Housing at Brooks AFB, 
you provided for the record a response that AETC and AFMC are evaluating the possibility of 
transferring the responsibility for Brooks AFB housing to Kelly AFB or Lackland AFB. We 
would l i e  Gupdate to this evaluation so that we may include it in our analysis of the Brooks 
AFB action. 

To assist the Commission in its work, we respectfully request this information be provided 
to this office no later than April 12, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Air Force Team Leader 

Enclosure: Community COBRA Run on Brooks AFB 



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

0 3 MAY 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT /, 

SUBJECT: Brooks AFB Cantonment COBRA Taskers Update (RT Takers 378 & 48 1) 

We are in the process of responding to your FAXs of April 20, l  
May 3,1995 (Taker 950504-3). We have found serious miscalculations 1 

submittal to us. Upon receipt of the designated command's final submission, it will need to be fully 
coordinated within the Air Force so we will be unable to meet your suspense of 8 May, 1995 for this 
COBRA. Additionally, we have been tasked to provide a COBRA for a community version of a 
Brooks AFB cantonment with a suspense of May 15,1995. Please note we believe there is a conflict 
between the first two assumptions with Brooks AFB being cantoned within 15% of the base and having 
HSC, Armstrong Lab, USAF School of Aerospace Medicine, AFCEE, and HSCrYA retained in their 
current configurations. We assure you any such conflicts will be resolved prudently. Both the Air 
Force and Community COBRAS on a Brooks AFB cantonment will be provided NLT May 15,1995. 

I trust this responds to your request. Maj Mike Wallace, 695-6766, is my point of contact. 

0 6 5 '  
. BLUME, Jr., Maj Gen, USAF 

cia1 Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Realignment and Transition 



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

1 5 MRY 19% 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) 

FROM: HQ USAFjRT 

SUBJECT: Brooks AFB Cantonment COBRA Taskers Update (RT Taskers 378 & 48 1) 

We are still in the process of responding to your taskers of April 20, 1995 (950420-2) and 
May 3, 1995 (950504-3). The MAJCOM certified package is expected to arrive in RT on 16 May. It 
will need to be fully coordinated within the Air Force. We will be unable to meet our May 15, 1995 
suspense. Both the Air Force and Community COBRAS on a Brooks AFB cantonment will be 
provided NLT May 19,1995. 

Maj Mike Wallace, 695-6766, is my point of contact. Please call if you have any questions. 

to the Chief of Staff 
and Transition 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

11 4 MAY 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSlTRE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) 

FROM: HQ USAFJRT 

SUBJECT: Brooks AFB Cantonment COBRA Taskers Update (RT Taskers 378 & 48 1) 

We are still in the process of responding to your taskers of April 20,1995 (950420-2) and 
May 3, 1995 (950504-3). We will need to again postpone the delivery beyond our May 19,1995 
suspense. We appreciate your understainding in this matter Both the Air Force and Community 
COBRAS on the Brooks AFB cantonment will be provided NLT the afternoon of May 23,1995. 

Maj Mike Wallace, 695-6766, is my point of contact. Please call if you have any questions. 
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- THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 N O R T H  MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

A R L I N G T O N ,  VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 19, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)  

Major General Jay D. Blume, Jr. (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) MC JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  

Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1 670 

Dear General Blume: 

We request you conduct some alternative COBRA runs on Homestead AFB. We would 
like three different COBRA runs with the following assumptions. 

a. Relocate 301 RQS from Patrick AFB to Homestead AFB. 

b. Close Homestead AFB and deactivate 482 FW. 

c. Close Homestead AFB and relocate 482 FW to MacDill AFB 

To assist the Commission in its work, we request this information to be provided by May 
5, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely. 
I 

rancis A. Cirillo, Jr., PE 
/i Air Force Team Leader 
I/ 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20310- 1670 

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

Dear Mr. Cirillo 

This is in response to your letter of April 19, 1995, three COBRA runs related 
to Homestead AFB, Florida ( ~ o m m i s s i o ~ ~ 0 4 2 0 - 3 ,  AF 

The requested COBRA runs w epttoird / your (letter a.) are at attachment 1. As 
a result of BRAC 1993 decision, the 301st from Patrick AFB will relocate to Homestead so there 
is no additional BRAC 1995 cost. When the 482 Fighter Wing was moved to MacDill, we 
assumed that the Malmstrom AFB realignment of KC- 135 aircraft had already taken place. The 
manpower to operate the airfield was assumed to already be in place. 

Sincerely 

D. BLUME, Jr. 

Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realignment and Transition 

Attachment: 
1. Requested COBRA Runs 



6 - 
c COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 112 

Data As Of 15:34 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:35 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12401.CBR 
Std F c t r s  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  Year : 1997 
R O I  Year : 1998 (1 Year) 

NPV i n  2015($K): -228,611 
1-TimeCost($K):  12,590 

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

Mi lCon 0 
Person 0 
Overhd 356 
Moving 0 
Miss io  0 
Other 0 

TOTAL 356 3,998 -17,259 -17,259 -17,259 -17,259 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 247 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 247 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 127 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 127 0 0 0 0 

Tota 1 

Tota 1 
* - - - -  

Beyond 

Summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
COMMISSION REQUEST: 950420-3 
b .  Close Homestead AFB and deac t i va te  482 FW 



1 b .  
c COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 

Data As Of 15:34 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:35 05/05/1995 

Department : Ai  r Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12401.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

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

Mi lCon 0 0 
Person 0 650 
Overhd 356 7,119 
Mov i ng 0 4,575 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 356 12,343 110 110 110 110 

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

Mi lCon 0 0 
Person 0 5,760 
Overhd 0 2,585 
Moving 0 0 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

Tota 1 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

0 
51,842 
25,980 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 

Beyond 

TOTAL 0 8,345 17,369 17,369 17,369 17,369 



1 b .  . NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 15:34 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:35 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12401.CBR 
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 

Cost ($) 
- - - - - - - 
356,581 

3,998,494 
-17,259,210 
-17,259,210 
-17,259,210 
-17,259,210 
-17,259,210 
-17,259,210 
-17,259,210 
-17,259,210 
-17,259,210 
-17,259,210 
-17,259,210 
-17,259,210 
-17,259,210 
-17,259,210 
-17,259,210 
-17,259,210 
-17,259,210 
-17,259,210 

Adjusted Cost ($) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

351,777 
3,839,049 

-16,127,473 
-15,695,838 
-15,275,755 
-14,866,915 
-14,469,017 
-14,081,768 
-13,704,884 
-13,338,086 
-12,981,106 
-12,633,680 
-12,295,552 
-11,966,474 
-11,646,203 
-11,334,504 
-11,031,148 
-10,735,910 
-10,448,575 
-10,168,929 



6 # TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 15:34 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:35 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12401.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i  l 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  Const ruc t ion  
Family Housing Const ruc t ion  
In format ion  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - Const ruc t ion  

Personnel 
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 res  
E l iminated Mi li t a r y  PCS 
Unemp loyment 

T o t a l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothba l l  1 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 re igh t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

Other 
HAP 1 RSE 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

T o t a l  - Other 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Costs 12,589,807 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
To ta l  One-Time Savings 0 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 12,589,807 



I 1 .  TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 15:34 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:35 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12401.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

ALL Costs i n  $K 
Tota 1 I MA Land Cost T o t a l  

Base Name Mi lCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  
HOMESTEAD 0 0 0 0 0 
BASE X 0 0 0 0 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tota 1s: 0 0 0 0 0 



6 .  
v PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 

Data As Of 15:34 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:35 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12401.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: HOMESTEAD. FL 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 584 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 
En l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 -210 0 0 0 0 -210 
TOTAL 0 -210 0 0 0 0 -210 

BASE POPULATION ( P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0  374 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: BASE X 

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

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 127 0 0  0  0 127 
TOTAL 0 127 0 0 0 0 127 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  HOMESTEAD, FL): 
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 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 127 0 0 0 0 127 
TOTAL 0 127 0 0 0 0 127 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En l i s t e d  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
C i v i  l i a n s  0 -247 0 0 0 0 -247 
TOTAL 0 -247 0 0 0 0 -247 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BASE X 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

736 3,263 0 11,455 



' . PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 15:34 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:35 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12401.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: HOMESTEAD, FL 

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 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 127 0 0 0 0 127 
TOTAL 0 127 0 0 0 0 127 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  BASE X ) :  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 127 0 0 0 0 127 
TOTAL 0 127 0 0 0 0 127 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

736 3,263 0 11.582 



b .  TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 15:34 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:35 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12401.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% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i  Lian Pos i t i ons  Avai Lable 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear l y  Retirement 10.00% 
Regu l a r  Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Avai l a b l e  t o  Move 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 
127 
13 
6 
19 
8 
8 1 
46 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN  0 1 2 7  0 0 0 0 127 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 0 91 0 0 0 0 91 
New C i v i  l i a n s  H i  r ed  0 3 6 0 0 0 0 3 6  
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 38 0 0 0 0 38 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 2 3  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 148 0 0 0 0 148 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 36 0 0 0 0 36 

* E a r 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 re  not app l i cab le  f o r  moves under f i f t y  m i l es .  

+ The Percentage o f  C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  t o  Move (Vo luntary  RIFs) v a r i e s  from 
base t o  base. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements i nvo l ve  a Permanent Change o f  S ta t i on .  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



* .  
TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 113 
Data As Of 15:34 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:35 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12401.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - - ($K) - - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 

Civ RIF 
Civ R e t i r e  

C I V  MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi l es  
Home Purch 
HHG 
M i  sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F re igh t  
Veh ic les  
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i r e  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
E l im  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



a .  
TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 213 
Data As Of 15:34 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:35 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12401.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
0&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Sa lary  
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

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

0 0 

TOTAL COST 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental  
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - - ($K) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En 1 Sa lary  
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 Beyond 
- - - -  - - - - - - -  

0 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 8,345 17,369 17,369 



Department 
Opt ion Package 
Scenario F i  l e  
Std F c t r s  F i  l e  

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

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
Civ R e t i r I R I F  
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi L Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi ronmenta L 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
- - - - - ( $K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Sa lary  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi 1 Salary 
House A L Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 313 
Data As Of 15:34 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:35 05/05/1995 

: A i r  Force 
: COMMISSION REQUEST 
: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12401.CBR 
: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL NET COST 



I . .. PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data A s  Of 15:34 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:35 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12401.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

Base 
- - - - 
HOMESTEAD 
BASE X 

Base 
- - - - 
HOMESTEAD 
BASE X 

Base 
- - - - 
HOMESTEAD 
BASE X 

Personnel 
Change %Change 

SF 
Change %Change ChgIPer 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

.5,393,000 -100% 14,420 
0 0% 0 

RPMA($) BOS($) 
Change %Change ChgIPer Change %Change ChgIPer 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

0 0% 0 -5,848,873 -100% 15,639 
0 0% 0 110,237 0% 868 

RPMABOS($) 
Change %Change ChgIPer 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

-5,848,873 -100% 15,639 
110,237 0% 868 



. RPMAIBOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 15:34 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:35 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12401.CBR 
Std F c t r s  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 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BOS Change 0 -2,474 -5,739 -5,739 -5,739 -5,739 -25,429 -5,739 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
TOTAL CHANGES 0 -2,474 -5,739 -5,739 -5,739 -5,739 -25,429 -5,739 



a ,  
INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 

Oata As Of 15:34 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:35 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12401.CBR 
Std F c t r s  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 
- - - - - - - - - 
HOMESTEAD, FL 
BASE X 

St ra tegy:  
- - - - - - - - - 
Closes i n  FY 1997 
Realignment 

Summary : 
- - - - - - - - 
COMMISSION REQUEST: 950420-3 
b. Close Homestead AFB and deac t i va te  482 FW 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
HOMESTEAD, FL 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - - 
BASE X 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers  from HOMESTEAD, FL t o  BASE X 

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( tons) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( t ons ) :  
M i l i t a r y  L i g h t  Veh ic les :  
HeavyISpecial Veh ic les :  

Distance: 
- - - - - - - - - 
1,000 m i  

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: HOMESTEAD, FL 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 0 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 0 
Tota 1 Student Employees: 0 
T o t a l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 584 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 0. 0% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 0 
En l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 0 
T o t a l  Base Faci  l i t i es (KSF) :  5,393 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 142 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 11 1 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 107 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) :  0.07 

RPMA Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  



. INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 15:34 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:35 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12401.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BASE X 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 736 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 3,263 
Tota 1 Student Employees: 0 
T o t a l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 11,455 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 54.0% 
C i v i l i a n s 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  A v a i l :  0 
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 0 
T o t a l  Base Faci  li ties(KSF) : 13,709 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 66 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 50 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 69 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) :  0.07 

RPMA Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing  ear) : 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: HOMESTEAD, FL 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

1-Time Unique Cost ( $ K ) :  
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-mi LCon Reqd($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 
Misc Recur r ing  Cost($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X ) :  
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts IYr :  
Faci  1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: BASE X 
1996 
- - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 100% 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 0% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  0 
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts IYr :  0 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 

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% 
100% 0% OX 0% 

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

Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

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

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX 0% OX 

100% OX 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: 

6,147 
3,887 

21,001 
0 

6,225 
1 .oo 

0 
0 

20.9% 
AFX 

Yes 
No 



. INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 15:34 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:35 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12401.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: HOMESTEAD, FL 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - 

O f f  Force St ruc  Change: 
En1 Force St ruc  Change: 
Civ Force St ruc  Change: 
Stu Force St ruc  Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En 1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sa l  Save): 
En1 Change(No Sa l  Save): 
Civ Change(No Sa l  Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied:  76.80% 
Percent E n l i s t e d  Marr ied:  66.90% 
En l i s t e d  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
O f f i c e r  Salary($/Year) : 78,668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
E n l i s t e d  Salary($/Year) :  36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment E L i g i b i  li ty(Weeks): 18 
C i v i  l i a n  Salary($/Year) :  46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  E a r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Regular R e t i r e  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor :  39.00% 
SF F i  l e  Desc: F i n a l  Factors  

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA B u i l d i n g  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs popu la t i on ) :  0.54 

( I nd i ces  a re  used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor :  10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF1Care): 162.00 
Mothba l l  Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF):  256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF):  1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ E a r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor :  9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service:  60.00% 
PPS Act ions  I n v o l v i n g  PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Home Pr i ce ($ ) :  114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i  l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 0.00% 
I n f o  Management Account: 0.00% 
MilCon Design Rate: 0.00% 
Mi [Con SIOH Rate: 0.00% 
Mi lCon Contingency P Lan Rate: 0.00% 
MilCon S i t e  Prepara t ion  Rate: 0.00% 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 2.75% 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Mater ia  l /Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb):  14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Fami l y  (Lb):  9,000.00 
HHG Per Mi 1 S ing le  (Lb):  6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb):  18,000.00 
T o t a l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport  ($/Pass M i l e ) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($ /D i rec t  Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mi 1 L i g h t  Vehicle($/Mi l e ) :  0.43 
HeavyISpec Vehicle($/Mi l e ) :  1.40 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years):  4.10 
Rout ine PCS($/Pers/Tour) : 6,437.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5,761.00 



. 
INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 

Data As Of 15:34 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:35 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12401.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category UM $/UM Category UM $/UM 
- - - - - - - - 
Ho r i zon ta l  
Waterfront 
A i r  Operat ions 
Operat iona l  
Admin i s t ra t i ve  
Schoo 1 Bui l d i  ngs 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quar ters  
Fami l y  Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Din ing F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreat ion F a c i l i t i e s  
Communications Faci  1 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical  F a c i l i t i e s  
Environmental 

- - - - - - - - - - - - 
o ther  (SF) 
Op t i ona l  Category B ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category C ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category D ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category E ( ) 
O p t i o n a l C a t e g o r y F  ( ) 
O p t i o n a l C a t e g o r y G  ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category H ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category I ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category J ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category K ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category L ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category M ( ) 
O p t i o n a l C a t e g o r y N  ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category 0 ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category P ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category Q ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category R ( ) 



. 
COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 112 

Data As Of 09:02 05/04/1995, Report Created 15:38 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12402.C8R 
Std F c t r s  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  Year : 1997 
R O I  Year : 2001 (4 Years) 

NPV i n  2015($K): -84,028 
1-Time Cost($K): 24,202 

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

Mi lCon 577 5,197 
Person 0 990 
Overhd 557 8,236 
Movi ng 0 9,721 
Miss io  0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 1,134 24,145 -8,031 -8,031 -8,031 -8,031 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

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

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 584 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 584 0 0 0 0 

Summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
COMMISSION REQUEST: 950420-3 
c. Close Homestead AFB and re loac te  482 FW t o  MacOi l l  AFB. 

T o t a l  
- - - - - 
5,775 
990 

- 23,331 
9,721 

0 
0 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
0 

-8,031 
0 
0 
0 

Assumes Malmstrom t o  MacD i l l  recommendation i s  approved. Ac t i ve  duty  
operates t he  a i r f i e l d .  I f  AFRES operates then i t  w i l l  cos t  115 c i v i l i a n  
au tho r i za t i ons .  



. . . COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As Of 09:02 05/04/1995, Report Created 15:38 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

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

Mi lCon 577 5,197 
Person 0 990 
Overhd 557 8,236 
Mov i ng 0 9,721 
Miss io  0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 1,134 24,145 1,102 1.102 

Savings ($K) Constant Do1 Lars 
1996 1997 
- - - - - - - -  

Mi lCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Movi ng 0 0 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 0 0 9,133 9,133 

Tota 1 Beyond 
- - - - - - - - - - - 
5,775 0 

990 0 
13,200 1,102 
9,721 0 

0 0 
0 0 

Tota 1 Beyond 
- - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 
0 0 

36,532 9,133 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 



. . . NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 09:02 05/04/1995, Report Created 15:38 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

Year Cost ($) 
- - - - - - - 

1,134,300 
24,144,854 
-8,031,191 
-8,031,191 
-8,031,191 
-8,031,191 
-8,031,191 
-8,031,191 
-8,031,191 
-8,031,191 
-8,031,191 
-8,031,191 
-8,031,191 
-8,031,191 
-8,031,191 
-8,031,191 
-8,031,191 
-8,031,191 
-8,031,191 
-8,031,191 

Adjusted Cost($) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

1,119,018 
23,182,050 
-7,504,563 
-7,303,711 
-7,108,234 
-6.91 7,990 
-6,732,837 
-6,552,639 
-6,377,264 
-6,206,583 
-6,040,470 
-5,878,803 
-5,721,463 
-5,568,334 
-5,419,303 
-5,274,261 
-5,133,100 
-4,995,718 
-4,862,013 
-4,731,886 



. . . TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Oata As Of 09:02 05/04/1995, Report Created 15:38 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

(A1 1 values i n  D o l l a r s )  

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

T o t a l  - Const ruc t ion  

Personnel 
C i v i  l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i a n  E a r l y  Retirement 
C i v i  l i a n  New H i res  
E l iminated Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

T o t a l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothba l l  / Shutdown 

T o t a l  - Overhead 

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 re igh t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

T o t a l  - Other 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Costs 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 24,201 ,604 



. - .  TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 09:02 05/04/1995, Report Created 15:38 05/05/1995 

Department : Ai r Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

ALL Costs i n  $K 

Base Name 
- -  - - - - - - -  
HOMESTEAD 
MACDILL 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

T o t a l  I MA Land Cost Tota 1 
M i  lCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

0 0 0 0 0 
5,775 0 0 0 5,775 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

5,775 0 0 0 5,775 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 09:02 05/04/1995, Report Created 15:38 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: HOMESTEAD, FL 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 

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

584 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: MACDILL, FL 

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 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 584 0 0 0 0 584 
TOTAL 0 584 0 0 0 0 584 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  HOMESTEAD. 
1996 1997 1998 
- - - - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 584 0 
TOTAL 0 584 0 

, FL): 
1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: MACDILL, FL 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

51 6 1-91 1 0 

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

0 

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

841 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: HOMESTEAD, FL 

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 
Students  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 584 0 0 0 0 584 
TOTAL 0 584 0 0 0 0 584 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  MACOILL, 
1996 1997 1998 
- - - - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 584 0 
TOTAL 0 584 0 

FL) : 
1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 584 
0 0 0 584 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

51 6 1,911 0 

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

1,425 



. . TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 09:02 05/04/1995, Report Created 15:38 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12402.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  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons  Avai l a b l e  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear l y  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  P Lacement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Avai l a b l e  t o  Move 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

584 
5 8 
2 9 
88 
35 

374 
21 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN  0 584 0 0 0 0 584 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 0 374 0 0 0 0 374 
New C i v i  l i a n s  H i red  0 2 1 0  0 0 0 0 210 
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 58 0 0 0 0 58 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 3 5 0 0 0 0 3 5  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 210 0 0 0 0 210 

* E a r l y  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move a re  not app l i cab le  f o r  moves under f i f t y  m i l es .  

+ The Percentage o f  C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  t o  Move (Vo luntary  RIFs) va r i es  from 
base t o  base. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements i nvo l ve  a Permanent Change o f  S ta t i on .  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 113 
Data As Of 09:02 05/04/1995, Report Created 15:38 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 
- - - - - ($K) - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 577 5,197 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 0 0 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 0 637 0 0 
Civ R e t i r e  0 243 0 0 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 957 0 0 
POV Mi l es  0 2 0 0 0 
Home Purch 0 3,538 0 0 
HHG 0 2,426 0 0 
Mi sc 0 262 0 0 
House Hunt 0 631 0 0 
PPS 0 0 0 0 
RITA 0 1,514 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 93 0 0 
F r e i g h t  0 231 0 0 
Vehic les 0 33 0 0 
D r i v i n g  0 14 0 0 

Unemployment 0 110 0 0 
OTHER 

Program Plan 557 41 8 0 0 
Shutdown 0 6,741 0 0 
New H i r e  0 0 0 0 
1-Time Move 0 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 0 0 0 0 
POV Mi l es  0 0 0 0 
HHG 0 0 0 0 
Mi sc 0 0 0 0 

OTHER 
E l im  PCS 0 0 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP 1 RSE 0 0 0 0 
Environmental 0 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 1,134 23,067 0 0 

Tota 1 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 213 
Data As Of 09:02 05/04/1995, Report Created 15:38 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
0&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En 1 Sa lary  
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

TOTAL COST 1,134 24,145 1,102 1,102 1,102 1,102 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - - ($K) - - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1 -Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
I -T ime Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - - ($K) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Sa lary  
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Mi sc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 9,133 9,133 9,133 9,133 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 313 
Data As O f  09:02 05/04/1995, Report Created 15:38 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12402.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 

O&M 
Civ Re t i r /R IF  
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Movi ng 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  
- - - - - 

RECURRING NET 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi 1 Salary 
House A1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

TOTAL NET COST 1,134 24,145 -8,031 -8,031 



. . - PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 

Data As Of 09:02 05/04/1995, Report Created 15:38 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\HOM12402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

Base 
- - - - 
HOMESTEAD 
MACDILL 

Base 
- - - -  
HOMESTEAD 
MACDILL 

Personnel 
Change %Change 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

-584 -100% 
584 18% 

SF 
Change %Change ChgIPer 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

.5,393,000 -100% 9,234 
43,750 1% 75 

RPMA(8) BOS($) 
Change %Change ChgIPer Change %Change ChgIPer 

RPMABOS($) 
Base Change %Change ChgIPer 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
HOMESTEAD -9,133,000 -100% 15,639 
MACDILL 1,101,808 8% 1,887 



4 6 .  RPMAIBOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 09:02 05/04/1995, Report Created 15:38 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

Net  change($^) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  Beyond 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  
RPMA Change 0 0 24 24 24 24 9 7 2 4 
BOS Change 0 1,077 -8,055 -8,055 -8,055 -8,055 -31,144 -8,055 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - -  

TOTAL CHANGES 0 1,077 -8,031 -8,031 -8,031 -8,031 -31,047 -8,031 



* s INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 

Data As Of 09:02 05/04/1995, Report Created 15:38 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  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  Construction1Shutdown: No 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - - 
HOMESTEAD, FL 
MACDILL, FL 

St ra tegy:  
- - - - - - - - - 
Closes i n  FY 1997 
Rea l ignment 

Summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
COMMISSION REQUEST: 950420-3 
c .  Close Homestead AFB and re loac te  482 FW t o  MacD i l l  AFB. 

Assumes Malmstrom t o  MacD i l l  recommendation i s  approved. Ac t i ve  duty  
operates t he  a i r f i e l d .  I f  AFRES operates then i t  w i l l  cos t  115 c i v i l i a n  
au tho r i za t i ons .  

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
HOMESTEAD. FL 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - - 
MACDILL, FL 

Distance: 
- - - - - - - - - 

295 m i  

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers  from HOMESTEAD, FL t o  MACDILL, FL 

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  
En l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( t ons ) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( t ons ) :  
Mi l i t a r y  L i g h t  Veh ic les :  
HeavyISpecial  Veh ic les :  

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: HOMESTEAD, FL 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 0 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 0 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 0 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 584 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 0. 0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  0 
En l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 0 
T o t a l  Base Faci  li ties(KSF):  5,393 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 142 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 11 1 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 107 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) :  0.07 

RPMA Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  



a -  INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 09:02 05/04/1995, Report Created 15:38 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: MACOILL. FL 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i  1 l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
T o t a l  Base Fac i  li ties(KSF):  
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) :  

RPMA Non-Payro 11 ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: HOMESTEAD, FL 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts IYr :  
Faci  1 ShutOown(KSF) : 

Name: MACOILL, FL 
1996 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi [Con Reqd($K) : 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 
Mi sc Recurr ing Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recur r ing  Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoi dnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts IYr :  
F a c i l  ShutOown(KSF): 

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

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

90% OX OX OX 
100% OX OX OX 

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

Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

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 OX OX 
100% 0% OX OX 

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

Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 



C ' 1  s INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 09:02 05/04/1995, Report Created 15:38 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: MACOILL. FL 

Desc r i p t i on  Categ New Mi lCon Rehab Mi lCon Tota 1 Cost ($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - m e  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Squad Ops OTHER 43,750 0 5,300 

OTHER 0 0 475 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied:  76.80% 
Percent E n l i s t e d  Marr ied :  66.90% 
En l i s t e d  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
O f f i c e r  Salary($/Year) :  78,668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
En l i s t e d  Sa lary($ lYear ) :  36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment E L i g i b i  li ty(Weeks): 18 
C i v i l i a n  Salary($/Year) :  46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  E a r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Regular Re t i  r e  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i  Lian RIF Pay Fac to r :  39.00% 
SF F i l e  Oesc: F i n a l  Factors  

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA B u i l d i n g  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs popu la t i on ) :  0.54 

( I nd i ces  a re  used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor :  10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF1Care): 162.00 
Mothba l l  Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF):  256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ E a r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor :  9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  P Lacement Service:  60.00% 
PPS Act ions  I n v o l v i n g  PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($) :  28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Home Pr ice($) :  114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191 .OO 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
Mi lCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
Mi (Con Contingency P Lan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Prepara t ion  Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Mater ia l IAss igned Person(Lb): 71 0 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb):  14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Fami l y  (Lb):  9,000.00 
HHG Per Mi 1 S ing le  (Lb):  6.400.00 
HHG Per C i v i  l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
T o t a l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport  ($/Pass M i l e ) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($ /D i rec t  Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mi 1 L i g h t  Vehic le($/Mi l e )  : 0.43 
HeavylSpec Vehic le($/Mi l e )  : 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Rout ine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($):  5,761.00 



17 .., . INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 

Data As Of 09:02 05/04/1995, Report Created 15:38 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\HOM12402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Ho r i zon ta l  
Waterfront 
A i r  Operat ions 
Operationa 1 
Admin i s t ra t i ve  
Schoo 1 Bui l d i  ngs 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quar te rs  
Fami l y  Quar te rs  
Covered Storage 
Din ing Faci  L i t i e s  
Recreat ion F a c i l i t i e s  
Communications F a c i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E Faci  l i t  i es 
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical  F a c i l i t i e s  
Environmental 

Category 

other 
Op t i ona l  Category B 
Op t i ona l  Category C 
Op t i ona l  Category D 
Op t i ona l  Category E 
Opt iona l  Category F 
Op t i ona l  Category G 
Op t i ona l  Category H 
Op t i ona l  Category I 
Opt iona l  Category J 
Op t i ona l  Category K 
Opt iona l  Category L 
Op t i ona l  Category M 
Op t i ona l  Category N 
Op t i ona l  Category 0 
Op t i ona l  Category P 
Op t i ona l  Category Q 
Op t i ona l  Category R 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
April 19, 1995 AL CORNELLA 

REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

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

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

Dear General Blume: 1 
We request you conduct some alternative COBRA runs on the 30 1 st Fighter Wing, NAS 

Ft Worth (Carswell). We would like two different COBRA runs with the following assumptions. 

a. Deactivate 301 FW, NAS Ft. Worth. 1 
b. Relocate 301 FW to Bergstrom ARS. 1 
To assist the Commission in its work, we request this information to be provided no later 

than May 5, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely, I 

' Air Force Team Leader 



HQ USAFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHING1 ON, DC 

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

Dear Mr. Cirillo 1 
This is in response to your letter of April 19, runs related 

to the 301st Fighter Wing at NAS Carswell 
requested COBRA runs are at attachment 1. 

D. BLUME, Jr. 
ajor General, USAF /v 

Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realignment and Transition 

Attachment: 
1. Requested COBRA Runs 



COERA REALIGNMENT S U W R Y  (COBRA v5.08) - Page  112 
O a t s  A s  Of 15:43 0510511995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  15:43 05/05/1995 

D e p a r t m e n t  : A i r  F o r c e  
O p t i o n  Package  : COMMISSION REQUEST 
S c e n a r i o  F i  Le : C: \ C O B R A \ R E P O R T ~ ~ \ C O M - A U D T \ C A R I ~ ~ ~ ~  .CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\coM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Yea r  : 1 9 9 6  
F i n s l y e a r  :I997 
ROI Yea r  : 1998 (1 Y e a r )  

~ e t  c o s t s  ($K) C o n s t a n t  D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

M i  lCon  0 0 
P e r s o n  0 -4,546 
O v e r h d  195 2,574 
Uov i ng 0 1,901 
Yissio  0 0 
O t h e r  0 0 

-13,195 -13,195 -13,195 -13,195 TOTAL 195 -71 

1996 - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 
E n  1 0 
C i  v 0 
TOT 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 
E n  l 0 
stu 0 
C i  v 0 
TOT 0 

B e y o n d  

T o t a l  - - - - -  

Sumnsr y : -.----- - 
COMMISSION REQUEST: 950420-4 
a. D e a c t i v a t e  301 FW, NAS F t .  W o r t h  



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Oata As O f  15:43 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:43 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\CAR12401.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

Costs ( 8 K )  Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

M i  lCon 0 0 
Person 0 561 
Overhd 195 5,289 
Yovi ng 0 1,901 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 195 7.751 0 0 0 0 

Savings (SK) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

MI LCon 0 0 
Person 0 5,107 
Overhd 0 2,715 
Moving 0 0 
Y iss io  0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 0 7,822 13,195 13,195 13,195 13,195 

To ta l  Beyond 

To ta l  Beyond 



7 A 
NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 

Data As Of 15:43 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:43 05/05/1995 

Department : Air  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\CAR12401 .CBR 
Std Fctrs 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 
2014 
201 5 

cost (t) 
- - - - - - -  
195,007 
-71,064 

-13,194,941 
-13.194.941 
-13,194.941 
-13.194.941 
-13.194.941 
-13,194,941 
-13,194,941 
-13,194,941 
-13,194,941 
-13,194,941 
-13,194.941 
-13,194,941 
-13,194.941 
-13,194.941 
-13,194,941 
-13,194.941 
-13,194,941 
-13,194,941 

Ad j usted Cost ($) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

192,380 
-68,231 

-12,329.710 
-11,999,718 
-11,678,557 
-11,365,993 
-11,061,793 
-10,765,736 
-10,477,602 
-10,197,179 
-9,924,262 
-9,658.649 
-9,400,145 
-9.148.560 
-8,903.708 
-8,665.409 
-8,433,488 
-8,207,774 
-7,988.101 
-7,774,308 



I 4 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  15:43 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:43 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : CO(rMISSION,REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\CAR12401.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

(ALL values i n  Dol lars)  

Category 

Construction 
M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Fami Ly Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Tota l  - Construction 

Personne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C iv i  l i a n  Ear l y  Retirement 
C iv i  Lian New Hires 
El iminated Mi t i  t a r y  PCS 
Unemp loyment 

Tota l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothba L L / Shutdown 

Tota l  - Overhead 

Moving 
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 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

To ta l  - Moving 

cost 
- - - -  

Sub-Total 
- - - - - - - - -  

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Tota l  - Other 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tota l  One-Time Costs 7,946,006 ________.__________----------------------------------------------------------- 
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 
Fami ly  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 0 _____._____________----------------------------------------------------------- 
Total Net One-Time Costs 7,946,006 



f 
TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5 .08)  

Data As O f  15:43 05/05/1995. Report Created 15:43 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\CAR12401.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

ALL Costs i n  $K 
Tota l  I MA Land Cost Tota 1 

Base Name Mi lCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  
CARSWELL 0 0 0 0 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Totals: 0 0 0 0 0 



1 
PERSONNEL SUWARY REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  

Data As O f  15:43 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:43 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\CAR12401.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: CARSWELL, TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students Ci v i  li ans - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 429 

FORCE STRUCTURE 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 
En l i s ted  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i ans  0 -210 0 0 0 0 -210 
TOTAL 0 -210 0 0 0 0 -210 

BASE POPULATION (Pr ior  t o  BRAC Action):  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 21 9 

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

O f f i ce rs  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 ans  0 -219 0 0 0 0 -219 
TOTAL 0 -219 0 0 0 0 -219 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action):  
O f f  l cars En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 0 



I 
TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  

Data As O f  15:43 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:43 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\CAR12401.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C iv 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 i v i  l i a n  Posi t ions Avai lab le 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear Ly Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Ret i  r m e n t  5.00X 
C iv i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i ans  Avai l ab le  t o  Move 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

2001 To ta l  
- - - -  - - - - -  

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

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i  Lians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New C iv i  l i ans  Hired 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 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 2  
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 2  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 131 0 0 0 0 131 
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 RIFs) 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 r a t e  
o f  PPS placements invo lv ing  a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 113 
Data As Of 15:43 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:43 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\CAR12401.C8R 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

obM 
CIV SALARY 

Civ  RIF 
Civ  R e t i r e  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi l es  
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F re igh t  
Vehicles 
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i r e  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi l es  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 213 
Data As Of 15:43 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:43 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\CAR12401.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS - - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OW 

RPMA 
00s 
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 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

TOTAL COST 195 7,751 0 0 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - - (W) - - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

OW 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A1 tow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 7,822 13,195 13,195 13,195 13,195 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 313 
Data As Of 15:43 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:43 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\CAR12401.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET - - - - -  ($K) - - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

OW 
Civ Ret i r IRIF 
C i v  Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi L Moving 

0 1  HER 
HAP I RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE -TIME 

RECURRING NET - - - - -  ($K)- - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
ow 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Salary 
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 195 -71 -13,195 -13,195 -13,195 -13,195 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 



I PERSONNEL. SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  15:43 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:43 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM;AUOT\CAR12401.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~S\COM-AuDT\FINAL.SFF 

Base - - - -  
CARSWELL 

Base - - - -  
CARSWELL 

Base - - - -  
CARSWELL 

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

-219 -100% 

SF 
Change XChange ChgIPer 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

-4,114,000 -100% 18,785 

RPMA($) BOS(8) 
Change %Change ChglPer Change %Change ChglPer - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  --.---- 

-506,000 -100% 2,310 -2,474,343 -100% 11.298 

RPMABOS(8) 
Change XChange Chg/Per - - - - - -  -----.- - - - - - - -  

.2,980,343 -109% 13,609 



RPMAlBOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data A s  O f  15:43 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:43 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgS\COM-AUDT\CAR12401.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

Net Change(8K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  Beyond 
- - - * - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  .--- - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
RPMA Change 0 -240 -506 -506 -506 -506 -2,264 -506 
BOS Change 0 -2,474 -2,474 -2,474 -2,474 -2,474 -12,372 -2.474 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
TOTAL CHANGES 0 -2,715 -2,980 -2,980 -2.980 -2,980 -14,636 -2,980 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  15:43 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:43 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C : \ C O B R A \ R E P O R T ~ ~ \ C O M - A U D T \ C A R ~ ~ ~ O ~ . C B R  
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name - - - - - - - - -  
CARSWELL. TX 

Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - -  
Closes i n  FY 1997 

Suruary : - - - - - - - -  
COMlISSION REQUEST: 950420-4 
a. Deactivate 301 FW. NAS F t .  Worth 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: CARSWELL, TX 

To ta l  Of f icer  Employees: 
Tota l  En l i s t e d  Employees: 
Tota l  Student Employees: 
To ta l  C iv i  l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i  l ians Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
To ta 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/Mi le)  : 

RPMA Non-Payroll (8KIYear): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($KIYear): 
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: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

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

Name: CARSWELL. TX 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MiLCon Reqd($K): 
Act iv  Mission Cost ($K): 
Act 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($K): 
Fan Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients IYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

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

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX 0% OX 

100% 0% OX 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2 
Data As O f  15:43 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:43 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\CARI24OI.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: CARSWELL, TX 
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: 0 -210 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 
Of f  Scenario Change: 0 0 
En L Scenario Change: 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 -219 
Of f  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Married: 76.80% 
Percent En l i s ted  Married: 66.90% 
En l i s ted  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
Of f i ce r  Salary($/Year): 78,668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($) : 7,073.00 
Enl istedSalary($/Year):  36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i th  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Uneolploy Cost($/Week) : 174 .OO 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  lity(Weeks): 18 
Civ i l ianSalary($/Year) :  46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i  l i a 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  Desc: F i n a l  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 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

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 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 Reinburs($): 11,191.00 
C iv 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 MilCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
Mi lCon Design Rate: 
Mi lCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon 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.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

MateriaUAssigned Person(Lb): 71 0 
HHG Per Of f  Fami Ly (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Fami l y  (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mi 1 Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i  l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Tota l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi le ) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack 8. Crate($/Ton): 
Mi 1 L igh t  Vehicle($/Mi le):  
HeavyISpec Vehicle($/Mile): 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 
Routine PCS($IPers/Tour): 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  15:43 05/05/1995. Report Created 15:43 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\COM-AUDT\CAR~~~O~.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgS\COM-AUDT\FINAL.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 

Hor izonta l  
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 Faci l i t i e s  
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  
Comaunications F a c i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
ROT & E Faci li t i e s  
POL Storage 
Annunition Storage 
Medical Faci l i t i e s  
Envi ronnenta 1 

Category UM - - - - - - - -  - - 
other (SF) 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 
Optional Category C ( ) 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 
Optional Category E ( ) 
Optional Category F ( ) 
Optional Category G ( ) 
Opt ionalCategoryH ( ) 
Optional Category I ( ) 
Optional Category J ( ) 
Optional Category K ( ) 
Optional Category L ( ) 
Optional Category M ( ) 
Optional Category N ( ) 
Opt ionalCategoryO ( ) 
Optional Category P ( ) 
Optional Category Q ( ) 
Optional Category R ( ) 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 112 
Data As O f  15:48 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:48 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C : \ C O B R A \ R E P O R T ~ ~ \ C O M - A U D T \ C A R I ~ ~ O ~ . C B R  
Std F c t r s  F i  l e  : S: \COBRA\AFRES~~\LEVEL. SFF 

S ta r t i ng  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1997 
ROI Year : 1999 (2 Years) 

NPV i n  2015($K): -121,717 
1-Time Cost($K): 18,454 

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

Mi icon 575 5,179 
Person 0 -3,267 
Overhd 382 6,349 
Moving 0 6,214 
Miss i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 957 14,475 -10,124 -10,124 -10,124 -10,124 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 169 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 169 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 260 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 260 0 0 0 0 

T o t a l  - - - - -  
5,755 

-34.797 
-2,235 
6.214 

0 
0 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

-7,882 
-2,242 

0 
0 
0 

Summary : - - - - - - - -  
COWISSION REQUEST: 950420-4 
b. RELOCATE 301 FW TO BERGSTROM ARS. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As Of 15:48 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:48 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgS\COM-AUDT\CAR12402.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\AFRES95\LEVEL.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 575 5,179 
Person 0 674 
Overhd 382 8,511 
Mov i ng 0 6,214 
Mi ss i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 957 20,579 

Savings ($K) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 --.- - - - -  

Mi icon 0 0 
Person 0 3.941 
Overhd 0 2,162 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

Tota l  - - - - -  
5.755 
674 

21,339 
6,214 

0 
0 

Tota 1 - - - - -  
0 

35,471 
23,574 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 
0 

3.111 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

7,882 
5,353 

0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 0 6,104 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  15:48 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:48 05/05/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario FiLe : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\CAR12402.CBR 
Std Fctrs  FiLe : S:\COBRA\AFRES95\LEVEL.SFF 

Year - - - -  
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
201 1 
201 2 
201 3 
2014 
201 5 

Cost ($) - - - - - - -  
957,500 

14,475,182 
-10,124,115 
-10,124,115 
-10,124,115 
-10,124.115 
-10,124.115 
-10,124,115 
-10,124,115 
-10,124,115 
-10,124,115 
-10.124.115 
-10,124,115 
-10.124.115 
-10,124,115 
-10,124,115 
-10,124,115 
-10,124.115 
-10,124,115 
-10,124,115 

Adjusted Cost($) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

944,600 
13,897,967 
-9,460,247 
-9,207,053 
-8,960,636 
-8,720.813 
-8,487,410 
-8,260,253 
-8,039.1 75 
-7,824,015 
-7,614,613 
-7,410.81 6 
-7.21 2,473 
-7,019,438 
-6,831,570 
-6,648,730 
-6,470,783 
-6,297,599 
-6.1 29,050 
-5,965,013 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  15:48 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:48 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\CAR12402.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\AFRES95\LEVEL.SFF 

( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

Category - - - - - - - -  
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction. 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

To ta l  - Construction 

Personne 1 
C i v i  l i a n  RIF 
C iv i  l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
El iminated Mi li t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

To ta l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program P tanning Support 
Mothbal l  / Shutdown 

To ta l  - Overhead 

Movi ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C iv i  l i a n  PPS 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

To ta l  - Moving 

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

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

To ta l  - Other 0 --.--------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Tota l  One-Time Costs 18,453,956 

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i  t i  ta ry  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 ---------------------------------------.-------------------------------------- 

Tota l  One-Time Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
To ta l  Net One-Time Costs 18,453,956 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA 6.08) 
Data As Of 15:48 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:48 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\CAR12402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\AFRES95\LEVEL.SFF 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 
T o t a l  IMA Land Cost 

Base Name Mi lCon Cost Purch Avoid 
- - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  
CARSWELL 0 0 0 0 
BERGSTROM 5.755 0 0 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tota ls :  5,755 0 0 0 

T o t a l  
cost 



PERSONNEL SUWRY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 15:48 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:48 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario 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 \ C A R ~ ~ ~ O ~ . C B R  
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\AFRES95\LEVEL.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: CARSWELL, TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Pr io r  t o  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l ians - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 429 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: BERGSTROM. TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
O f f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  l ians 0 260 0 0 0 0 260 
TOTAL 0 260 0 0 0 0 260 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out 
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 0 
Enl is ted 0 0 
Students 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 260 
TOTAL 0 260 

o f  CARSWELL, 
1998 - - - -  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

TX) : 
1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 260 
0 0 0 260 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
- - A  - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  l ians 0 -169 0 0 0 0 -169 
TOTAL 0 -169 0 0 0 0 -169 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En l i s t e d  Students C iv i  l ians 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 0 

PERSONNEL SUWRY FOR: BERGSTROM. TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, 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 ians 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: CARSWELL, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
- - - -  - - - a  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl is ted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  l iens 0 260 0 0 0 0 260 
TOTAL 0 260 0 0 0 0 260 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  BERGSTROM, 
1996 1997 1998 - - - - - - - -  - - - - 

O f f i ce rs  0 0 0 
En l i s t e d  0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 
Civ i  l ians 0 260 0 

. TOTAL 0 260 0 

TX) : 
1999 2000 2001 Tota l  



PERSONNEL SUWRY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 15:48 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:48 05/05/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgC\COM-AUDT\CAR12402.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : S:\COBRA\AFRES95\LEVEL.SFF 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Officers En l i s ted  Students Civ i l ians 

- - - - - - - - - -  
827 



- \ -  TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5 .08)  
Data As Of 15:48 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:48 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\CAR12402.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\AFRES95\LEVEL.SFF 

Rate 
- - - - 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regu tar Retirement* 5.00% 
C iv 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 ELIMINATE0 
Ear Ly Retirement 10.00% 
Regu Lar Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C iv i  l i ans  Avai lab le t o  Move 
C iv i  l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

Tota l  
- - - - -  

260 
26 
13 
39 
16 

166 
94 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 260 0 0 0 0 260 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 1 7 4  0 0 0 0 174 
New C i v i l i a n s  Hi red 0 8 6 0 0 0 0 8 6  
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 4 3 0 0 0 0 4 3  
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 2 6 0 0 0 0 2 6  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 101 0 0 0 0 101 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 8 6 0 0 0 0 8 6  

Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C iv i  l i a n  Turnover. and C iv i  l i ans  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 RIFs) var ies from 
base t o  base. 

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



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 113 
Data As of 15:48 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:48 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\CAR12402.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S: \COBRA\AFRES~~\LEVEL.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 
ow 
CIV SALARY 

Civ RIF 
Civ Re t i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Oiem 
POV Mi les 
Hole Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Dr i v ing  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i re  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Oiem 
POV Mi les 
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
El im PCS 

OTHER 
HAP I RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As of 15:48 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:48 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
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 \ C A R ~ ~ ~ O ~ . C ~ R  
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\AFRES95\LEVEL.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - - ($K)- - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 
RPMA 
BOS 
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 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

TOTAL COST 957 20,579 3.111 3,111 3,111 3.111 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fan Housing 

OM( 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Movi ng 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi ronmenta 1 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

To ta l  
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  ($K) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
08M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa la ry  
En1 Salary 
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 6,104 13,235 13,235 13,235 13,235 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 313 
Data As Of 15:48 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:48 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\CAR12402.C8R 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\AFRES95\LEVEL.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  ($I()----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

om 
Civ Ret i r lRIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (8K) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
ow 
RPMA 
80s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Salary 
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 95 7 14,475 -10,124 -10,124 -10,124 -10,124 

To ta l  
- - - - -  

To ta l  Beyond - - - - -  - - - - - -  
0 0 



I *  PERSONNEL. SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA ~5 .08)  
Data As Of 15:48 05/05/1995, Report Created 15:48 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COERA\REPORTgS\COM-AUDT\CAR12402.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\AFRES95\LEVEL.SFF 

Base - - - -  
CARSWELL 
BERGSTROM 

Base - - - -  
CARSWELL 
BERGSTROM 

Base - - - -  
CARSWELL 
BERGSTROM 

Personne 1 
Change %Change 
- - - - a -  - - - - - - -  

-429 -100% 
260 46% 

SF 
Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  ---..--- - - - - - - -  

~4,114,000 -100% 9,590 
43.750 1% 168 

RPMA(8) BoS($) 
Change %Change ChglPer Change %Change ChglPer - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  ---.--- - - - - - - -  

-506.000 -100% 1,179 -4,847,000 -100% 11,298 
28,984 1% 111 3,082,398 46% 11,855 

RPMABOS($) 
Change %Change ChgIPer - - - - - -  -.----- - - - - - - -  

-5,353,000 -100% 12,478 
3,111,383 34% 11,967 



4 ! -3 
I RPMAlBOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 

Data As Of 15:48 05/05/1995. Report Created 15:48 05/05/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : COMMISSION REQUEST 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\CAR12402.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\AFRES95\LEVEL.SFF 

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 To ta l  -.------------ - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
RPMA Change 0 -253 -477 -477 -477 -477 -2,161 
BOS Change 0 1,173 -1.765 -1.765 -1,765 -1,765 -5,885 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
TOTAL CHANGES 0 920 -2,242 -2.242 -2,242 -2,242 -8,046 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

-477 
-1,765 

0 



- THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSL'RE .OD REALIGh3IEN'l" COhDLISSION 

EXEC'LTnE CORRESPOiVDENCE TTWCKilVG SYSTEM (ECTS) # . K O ~ \ ~ ! !  -5 
v 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

I Repare Reply for Chairman's S i  

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Sigoahrre 

ACTION: OKer Comments andlor Suggestions 

Prepare Reply for Cr ' ' 's S m  
I I 

L 

Prepare Dired Response 

FYI 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 19, 1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)  

Major General Jay D. Blume, Jr. (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  

Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 k r  Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1 670 

Dear General Blume: 

We request you review the COBRA run closing Bergstrom ARS. Our analysis of the 
certified COBRA run (scenario file BERGSTRO.CBR) has identified two areas of particular 
concern. First, the overhead (RPMA non-payroll, communications, BOS non-payroll) for 
Bergstrom is $9.16 M for 357 people and only $5.35 M to support 420 people at Carswell. The 
higher cost (approximately 75% higher) to support fewer people at Bergstrom appears 
inconsistent. Second, the summary of the scenario states that the force structure change is not 
taken as BRAC savings, however screen 6 reflects 263 civilian authorizations eliminated as a 
scenario change. This input generates an annual salary savings of $12.3 M. This result appears 
inconsistent with the scenario description. We would appreciate your comments on both findings. 

To assist the Commission in its work, we request this information to be provided by May 
5, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely, +&-< Francis A. Cirillo, Jr., PE 

0 Air Force Team Leader 



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

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

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

Dear Mr. Cirillo 

This is in response to your letter of April 19, 1995, which requested that we review the 
COBRA run for closing Bergstrom ARB. 

The overhead (RPMA non-payroll, communications, BOS non-payroll) for both 
Bergstrom ARB and Carswell are correct. In the revised COBRA run attached, the force 
structure change of 210 civilians was taken from the COBRA screen seven. In the earlier 
COBRA run the 210 personnel were taken from the COBRA screen four which resulted in the 
high cost per person. 

The 263 civilian authorizations eliminated are Base Operating Support (BOS) positions 
that would not be needed any longer. 

Sincerely 

ajor General, USAF 
special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realignment and Transition 

Attachment: 
1. Bergstrom COBRA 



< 
COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMWARY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page  112 

D a t a  A s  O f  12:45 02/20/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  09:35 04/28/1995 

D e p a r t m e n t  : A I R  FORCE 
O p t i o n  Package  : BERGSTROM FOCUSED 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\BER11801.CBR 
S t d  F c t  rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL. SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Yea r  : 1996 
F i n a l  Yea r  : 1997 
ROI Yea r  : I m m e d i a t e  

NPV i n  2015($K): -256.941 
1 - T i m e C o s t ( $ K ) :  12,969 

N e t  C o s t s  ($K) C o n s t a n t  D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

M i  lCon  -12,727 2.457 
P a r s o n  0 -5,517 
O v o r h d  365 2,089 
M o v i n g  0 4,384 
M i  ssi o 0 0 
O t h e r  0 0 

TOTAL -12,362 3,413 -18,388 -18,388 -18,388 -18,388 

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

O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
E n  1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i  v 0 263 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 263 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
E n  1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
s t u  0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v  0 94 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 94 0 0 0 0 

Summary : 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

-10,270 
-54,585 
-22,029 
4,384 

0 
0 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

Beyond  
- - - - - -  

0 
-12,267 
-6,121 

0 
0 
a 

- - - - - - - -  
BERGSTROM CLOSES, 10 AF TO CARSWELL, FORCE STRUCTURE NOT TAKEN AS BRAC 
SAVINGS 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As Of 12:45 02/20/1995, Report Created 09:35 04/28/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BERGSTROM FOCUSED 
Scenario F i  te : C:  \ C O B R A \ R E P O R T ~ ~ \ C O M - A U D T \ B E R ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  .CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 
- - - - - - - -  

Mi lCon 273 2,457 
Person 0 616 
Overhd 365 5,421 
Mov i ng 0 4,384 
Mi ss i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 638 12,878 550 550 550 550 

Savings ( 8 K )  Constant Do 1 Lars 
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 13,000 0 
Person 0 6,133 
Overhd 0 3.332 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 13,000 9,465 18,937 18,937 18,937 18,937 

Tota l  
- - - - -  
2,730 
61 6 

7.984 
4,384 

0 
0 

Tota l  - - - - -  
13,000 
55,201 
30,013 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
0 

550 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 12:45 02/20/1995, Report Created 09:35 04/28/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BERGSTROM FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\BERl1801.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Year 
- - - -  
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
201 0 
201 1 
201 2 
201 3 
201 4 
201 5 

cost ($) - - - - - - -  
-12,362,004 

3,412,951 
-18,387,605 
-18,387,605 
-1  8,387,605 
-18,387,605 
-18,387.605 
-18,387.605 
-18,387,605 
-18,387.605 
-18,387,605 
-18,387,605 
-18,387,605 
-18.387.605 
-18,387,605 
-18,387.605 
-1 8,387,605 
-18,387.605 
-18,387,605 
-18,387,605 

Adjusted Cost($) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

-12,195,453 
3,276,856 

-17,181,877 
-16.722.021 
-16,274,473 
-15,838.903 
-15,414,991 
-15,002.424 
-14.600.900 
-14,210,121 
-13,029,802 
-13,459,661 
-13,099,427 
-12,748,834 
-1 2,407,624 
-1 2,075,547 
-1 1,752,357 
-1  1.437.81 7 
-11,131,695 
-10,833,767 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  12:45 02/20/1995, Report created 09:35 04/28/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BERGSTROM FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\BER11801.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

(ALL values i n  Dol lars)  

Category 
- - - - - - - -  
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
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  Retirement 
C i v i  Lian New Hires 
El iminated Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemp Loyment 

To ta l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothbal l  / Shutdown 

To ta l  - Overhead 

Movi ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C iv i  l i a n  PPS 
M i  t i  t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

To ta l  - Moving 

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

Other 
HAP I RSE 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

To ta l  - Other 0 _._________________--~~--~-----~---------------------------------------------- 
Tota l  One-Time Costs 12,968,929 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 13,000,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i  L i ta ry  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
To ta l  One-Time Savings 13,000,000 
_ - - . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Tota l  Net One-Time Costs -31,071 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) 
D a t a  As Of  12:45 02/20/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  09:35 04/28/1995 

Department  : AIR  FORCE 
O p t i o n  Package : BERGSTROM FOCUSED 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\BER11801.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

ALL Cos ts  i n  $K 
T o t a l  IMA Land Cost  

Base Name M i  lCon Cos t  Purch  Avo id  
- - - - - - - e m  - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  
CARSWELL 2,730 0 0 0 
BERGSTROM 0 0 0 -13,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a  1s: 2,730 0 0 -13,000 

T o t a l  
c o s t  



PERSONNEL SUWRY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As O f  12:45 02/20/1995, Report Created 09:35 04/28/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BERGSTROM FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\BER1180l1C8R 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: CARSWELL, TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
Froa Base: BERGSTROM, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  

O f f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl i s ted  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  l i ans  0 94 0 0 0 0 94 
TOTAL 0 94 0 0 0 0 94 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  CARSWELL, TX): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl i s ted  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 94 0 0 0 0 94 
TOTAL 0 94 0 0 0 0 94 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s t e d  
- * - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BERGSTROM, TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
Of f i ce rs  En l i s ted  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 0 0 
En l i s t e d  0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 
Civ i  l i ans  0 -210 0 
TOTAL 0 -210 0 

BASE POPULATION (Pr ior  t o  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s t e d  -.-------- - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: CARSWELL, TX 

1996 1997 1998 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 0 0 
Enl is ted 0 0 0 
Students . 0 0 0 
Civ i  l i ans  0 94 0 
TOTAL 0 94 0 

Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 

Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 

Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 

Civ i  l i ans  
- - - - - - - - - -  

523 

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

567 

2001 Tota l  

C iv i  l ians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

357 

2001 Tota l  



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 12:45 02/20/1995, Report Created 09:35 04/28/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : EERGSTROM FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\EER1180l1CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  
1996 1997 
- - - - - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 0 
En l i s t e d  0 0 
Students 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 94 
TOTAL 0 94 

BERGSTROM, TX): 
1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 94 
0 0 0 0 94 

SCENARIO POSITION 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 
En l i s ted  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i ans  0 -263 0 0 0 0 -263 
TOTAL 0 -263 0 0 0 0 -263 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Studants C iv i  l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 0 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  12:45 0212011995, Report Created 09:35 04/28/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BERGSTROM FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\BER11801.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5 .Om 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C iv i  l i ans  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posi t ions Avai l ab le  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear l y  Ret i  renent 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i  l i ans  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) 

2001 Tota l  
- - - - - - - - - 

0 94 
0 9 
0 5 
0 14 
0 6 
0 60 
0 34 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 9 4 0 0 0 0 9 4  
Civ i  l i ans  Moving 0 7 1  0 0 0 0 7 1  
New C iv i  l i ans  Hired 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 2 3  
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 3 5 0 0 0 0 3 5  
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 2  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 158 0 0 0 0 158 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 2 3  

* 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 fo 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 RIFs) 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 r a t e  
o f  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 113 
Data As O f  12:45 0212011995. Report Created 09:35 04/28/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BERGSTROM FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\BER118Ol.C8R 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS - - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Far, Housing 
Land Purch 

OIW 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 
Civ Re t i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
Holae Purch 
nHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packi ng 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
Dr i v ing  

Unemployment 
OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i re  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
El im PCS 

OTHER 
HAP I RSE 
Envi ronmenta 1 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 - - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 213 
Data As O f  12:45 0212011995, Report Created 09:35 0412811995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BERGSTROM FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\BER11801.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - -  ($K)- - - - -  
FAU HOUSE OPS 
OW 

RPU4 
BOS 
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 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COST 638 12,878 550 550 550 550 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  ($K) - - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fan, Housing 

ow 
1-Tine Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (8K) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

To ta l  Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 13,000 9,465 18,937 18,937 18,937 18,937 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 313 
Data As Of 12:45 02/20/1995, Report Created 09:35 04/28/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BERGSTROM FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\BER1180l1CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET --.-- ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Farn Housing 

OW 
Civ Retir /RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi L Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota l  
- - - - -  

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SK) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OMc 
RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operst 
Caretaker 
Cfv Salary 

C W U S  
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Salary 
House A L Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

To ta l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL NET COST -12,362 3,413 -18,388 -18,388 -18,388 -18,388 



PERSONNEL. SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 12:45 02/20/1995, Report Created 09:35 04/28/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BERGSTROM FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\BERll801.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Base - - - - 
CARSWELL 
BERGSTROM 

Base ..-- 
CARSWELL 
BERGSTROM 

Base - - - -  
CARSWELL 
BERGSTROM 

Personnel SF 
Change %Change Change %Change Chg/Per ----.- - - - - - - -  - - * - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

94 22% 20,000 0% 213 
-357 -100% -3,680,000 -100% 10,308 

RPMA(8) BOS($) 
Change %Change ChglPer Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  -.----- - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

2,287 0% 24 547.323 11% 5,822 
-2,438,000 -100% 6,829 -4,232,370 -100% 11,855 

RPMABOS($) 
Change %Change ChglPer - - - - - -  --.---- - - - - - - -  

549,611 10% 5,847 
-6,670,370 -116% 18.684 



4 .  

RPMAlBOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  12:45 02/20/1995, Report Created 09:35 04/28/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BERGSTROM FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:tCOBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\BER11801.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  Beyond - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  . - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
RPMA Change 0 -1,158 -2.436 -2.436 -2,436 -2,436 -10,901 -2,436 
BOS Change 0 -1,626 -3.685 -3,685 -3,685 -3.685 -16.366 -3,685 
b u s i n g  Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ------------------------------------------.----------------------------------- 
TOTAL CHANGES 0 -2.784 -6.121 -6,121 -6,121 -6,121 -27,267 -6,121 



' " . 
INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  

Data As O f  12:45 02/20/1995, Report Created 09:35 04/28/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BERGSTROM FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\BER11801.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  ConstructionlShutdown: No 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - -  
CARSWELL, TX 
BERGSTROM. TX 

Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - -  
Realignment 
Closes i n  FY 1997 

- - - - - - - -  
BERGSTROM CLOSES. 10 AF TO CARSWELL. FORCE STRUCTURE NOT TAKEN AS BRAC 
SAVINGS 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: -.-------- 
CARSWELL, TX 

To Base: - - - - - - - - 
BERGSTROM. TX 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from BERGSTROM. TX t o  CARSWELL, TX 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En l i s t e d  Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
HeavyISpecia 1 Vehicles: 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: CARSWELL, TX 

Tota l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 0 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 0 
Tota l  Student Employees: 0 
Tota l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 429 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  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% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Ava i l :  0 
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  0 
Tota l  Base Faci li ties(KSF) : 4,114 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 0 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 0 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 105 
Freight Cost ($ITon/Mile): 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payrotl ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (8KIYear): 
Family Housing (8KIYear): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /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: 

Distance: - - - - - - - - -  
206 m i  

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  12:45 02/20/1995, Report Created 09:35 04/28/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BERGSTROM FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\BER11801.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BERGSTROM, TX 

Tota 1 Of f i ce r  Eap loyees: 
To ta l  Enl is ted Employees: 
To ta l  Student Employees: 
To ta l  C iv i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 F u i  l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i  l i ans  Not W i  L l ing To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
To ta l  Base Faci t i  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): 

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

H u e :  CARSWELL, TX 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi icon Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Mi sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 10% 90% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 0 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Name: BERGSTROM, TX 
1996 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1 -Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-MiLCon Reqd($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/ -Sa les) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 100% 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 0% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 13,000 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients fYr :  0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsfYr: 0 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 3,680 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% OX OX OX 

100% 0% OX 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 ' 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  12:45 02/20/1995, Report Created 09:35 04/28/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BERGSTROM FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  - : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\BER11801.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: BERGSTROM, TX 

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): 
Clv Change(No Sal 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: CARSWELL, TX 

Descript ion Categ New Mi [Con Rehab Mi lCon Tota 1 Cost($K) - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
lOTH AF HEADQUARTERS OTHER 20.000 0 2,500 
1OTH AF P 8 0 OTHER 0 0 230 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 76.80% 
Parcent En l i s ted  Married: 66.90% 
En l i s ted  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
Off icerSalary($/Year):  78,668.00 
Of f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
En l i s ted  Salary($/Year): 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i th  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  Lity(Weeks): 18 
C i v i l i a n  Salary($/Year): 46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Ear ly  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i  l i a 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  Le Oesc: F i n a l  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 
Mothbal l  Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1.320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ 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 i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ( 8 ) :  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 Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
Mi lCon Design Rate: 
M i  lCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon 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 f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
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Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BERGSTROM FOCUSED 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\BER11801.cBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

MateriallAssigned Person(Lb): 710 
HtUl Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
Hff i  Per En1 Fami Ly (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHQ Per Mi 1 Single (Lb): 6.400.00 
HHO Per C iv i  l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Totat Hffi Cost ($1100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Past Mi le) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($hi r r c t  Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack 8 Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mi 1 L ight  Vehicle($lMi le):  0.43 
HeavyISpec Vehic le($/Mi le )  : 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($/Mi le) : 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($) : 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5,761.00 

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 
Bache lo r  Quarters 
Fami 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  
Conauni c a t i  ons Faci 1 
Shipyard Maintenance 
ROT & E Faci l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Uedical Faci l i t i e s  
Envi ronmenta 1 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
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 ( ) 
Optional Category J ( ) 
Optional Category K ( ) 
Optional Category L ( ) 
Optional Category M ( ) 
Optional Category N ( ) 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 
Optional Category P ( ) 
Optional Category Q ( ) 
Optional Category R ( ) 
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b. The model will maintain r h r  c u r r 2 n t  split between a:rc:-aft 
assigned to the Atlantic and Pacific fleecs. 

c. CONUS space will be provided for rollback of squadrons 
homeported overseas. 

3 .  Space  w i l l  be prcvided f o r  Reserve squadrons c 1 a r z . s n t l l /  
located a t  active bases. 

. The model will plactl a squadron o n l y  where there i s  an 
appropriate hangar type (I or 11) f o r  that squadron. There are 
some activities t h a t  do, in f a c t ,  hangar aircraft (Type T I )  a-, 
hangars which do not meec t h e  NA'JFAC standards. For purpcses of 
configuration, the BSEC decided to consider those facilities as 
capable of hangaring t h e  aircraft that t h e y  historically have. 
Thus, Cherry Point was give11 credit for one additional type 11 
module since there are currently C-9 and C-130 aircraft (both of 
which require trpe 11 hangars )  opera t  iny from there. Similarly, 
Jacksonville was given credi'  for t w o  addieional Kyi?e II modules 
based on aircraft hangared there. This is consistent w k c h  the 
approach takcn for Naval Station p i e r s .  

f . Select speciaiized squacirons (HXX-i, TACAMO, T&E squad rocs )  
are located outside t h e  model. 

g.  To ensure some k i n d  of support exists,  squad^-on3 c a n  ocly 
be located wb.ere t t 2 t  type of squadron has  beeR stctionec r n  t h e  
pas= or wili be stationed as a result of E P J C - 3 .  

The BSZC concurred with the configur~tion parameters. 

8 ,  Mr. Nance briefed t h e  BSEC on the results produced by C h e  model 
for  NAS/MCRS. See enclosure ( 2 ) .  The rnodel produced ~ h r  tol1owir.g 
s01ut i0n.s :  

a .  I n i r i a l  S o l u t i o n .  The  model's first solution would c l o s e  
7 air stations (Adak, Roosevelt Roads, Key West, a runswick,  
Beaufort ,  and Mayport) t o  reduce excess t o  4 9  squadron modules. 
Average military va lue  would increase t o  7 0 .  Q . 

b. Second S o l u ~ i o n .  The model's seccnd so1u:ion w o u l d  close 
6 a i r  s t a t i o n s  (Adak, E l  Cenr ro ,  F!ooselielt Rozds, Key Wesc, 
Brunswick, Beaufort, and P!ayport! to reduce excess to 50 scpadron 
modules. Average military valce  would lncrease to 65.5. 

c .  Third Solution. The model's third solution wouid c l c s r  LJ 

air s t a t i o n s  (Adak,  E l  CenLro, Roosevelt Roads, Brunswick, 
Beaufort, and Mayport) to reduce excess co 52 squadron mcdul+s. 
Average military value wculd i n c r e a s e  Lo 6 9 . 4 .  
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The a ~ d i t o r s  are still reviewing the data for a i r  starrcns, so 
these n u m b e r s  could change sli~htly. 

9 .  M r .  Nancs p resen ted  a d r a f t  approach f o r  Reserve A i r  S t a t io r l  
(RAS) Configuration Analysis which  i s  based ijn t h e  same c G p a r i t y  
analysis methodology approved by t h e  BSEC for r\rAS/i4C?.S. Tn: 
c o n f i g u r a t i ~ n  a n a l y s i s  a p p r o a c h  i s  similar to t h a t  f o r  x.xs/;irrs 
except  a s  n o t e d  below. 

a .  The C - 2 0  squadrons w e r e  placed at NAS Washington to s u p p o r t  
senior DON officials Loca~sd t h e r e .  

b .  Five  of t h e  RAS are j o i n t  facilities. The analysis 
excludes hangar space belonging to other Military Dspar tmznrs  and 
DON hangar space occupied by oihzr Military Departments. 

c. The analysis also excludes squadrons locate5 a t  DON 
Testing and Evalcatio~ facilities and non-DON activities. 

a. Only one C - 9  zcd cne C-130 s q ~ a d r o n  can he placed a t  any 
one station. Since these are used and scheduled by t h e  C I N C s ,  rr.hey 
s h o u l d  n o t  a l l  b2 locatzd at one Icca:ion. 

e .  As with NAS/MCAS, NAS Washington w a s  given credit f o r  two 
type 11 modules because i t  presently h a n g a r s  two type? T I  sircraft 
squadron modules though it does not meet NAVFAC t y ~ d i .  I1 h a n g a r  
standards. 

See enclosure (3) . The o u t p u t  of t h e  model w i l l  b s  t h r s e  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  w h i c h  close bases so as  to reduce e x c e s s  s ~ u s d r o n  
nodules. The BSEC concurred with the model parameters acd rules. 

10. r .  Nance briefed ehe  BSEC on t h e  r e s u i i s  produced by :he 
model fo r  R9S. See enclosure ( 3 ) .  The model prcduced  t h e  
following solutions: 

a. Initial Solution. The model's f i r s t  solution would ciose 
one RAS (Atlanta) KO reduce excess to 4 squadron modules. Average 
military value would increase to 63.7. 

b .  Second and Third Solutions. The model's second and third 
solutions would close no Us. 

Captain N o r d e ~ - n ,  Colonel Stockwell, C a p t a i n  V a n d i v o r t ,  Captain 
Rose, C a p t a i n  Ferguson, Commander Souders, C o m r n a n 2 s r  Eeckelman, M r .  
Nance, and L i e u t e n a n t  Commander Leinberry departeb t h e  
deliberations. 

11. The BSEC decided K h a t  d e c ~ s l o n s  s e g a r d ~ n g  PJAS,'P!;.~S may ~?ff'?c!. 
decisions rsgard lng -5. Ccnseqdezt?;,r, the @SEC declaed to dciay 
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Island, and Cherry Point), with t he  lowest four bases r n a l n t a ~ n i n c  
the same ranking (Roosevelt Roads. Ei Centro, K e y  West, and Adak) 
Beaufo r t  decreased 1 . 6 3  due to the existence of unusuz?  f?:ght 
petterns (Question 45) and Brunswick decreased 1.49 because DoD did 
not manage t h e  airspace ( Q u e s t i o n  12). NAS Adak (the c ~ l y  c l o s c r e  
recommendetion) and Key West (NAF reconnendation: ratxiiced at t h e  
bottom of the ranklngs. The BSEC accepced t h e  data rfvisicns a:; 
p r e s e n t e d .  

10. Captain Nordeen 
Air Staticn Military 
Audic Service check 

briefed data revisions to the Reserve Nzval 
Value Analysis. See enclosure '(11) . A Neval 
of Military Value scores resulted I n  15 

revisions (l.e7%) out 804 cquestions (100% review). O n e  bzse 
maintained the same score (Willow Grove ( 6 4 . 3 6 )  ) ; 3 bases cai;lea is 
military value (New Orleans had the largest gain (1.64)); and t ~ o  
bases decreased in military value ( F o r t  Worth had the izrgest loss 
( 2  2 I . Washington maintained its top ranking (65.16) and 
Atlanta maintained its bottom ranking (51.14). The BSEC accepted 
the  data revisions as presented. - 
15. Commafider Eeckelman briefed data revisions to the Fleet and 
I n d u s t r i a l  S u p p l y  Centers (F ISC)  Military Value ?.nalysls. e e  
enclosure ( 1 2 1 .  Certified data cali revisions r e s u l t e d  in t h r e e  
changes t o  m i l i t a r y  v a l u e  ma t r ix  scoring. The Naval Audit S ~ r v i c e  
rsview identified one e s r ~ i ~  in t h e  data call response whicn 
resulted in a revision and two changes LG miiitzry value zatrix 
s c o r i ~ l g .  There were no changes in military value rankings. Kc 
systemic prablems were found to exist in the F I S C  Millrary value 
Analysis. Specific F I S C  military value cha~ lges  are reflecce2 I n  
enclosure ( 1 2 ) .  Com,ander Heckelman t h e n  b r ie fed  a revis:sn to tke 
FISC Capacity Analys i s .  See enclosure ( 1 3 1 .  The capacity measures 
included capac; ty sad r e c y c l i r e m e n c s .  C a p a c i ~ j .  is the h i s t o r i c  " h i c k A  
water mark" in 4 ereas from the czgacity daca call: requisirion 
volume: ccncrccts; fuel ; and workyearc. F.eq~irernenc is a direct 
l i f  C f r o r r ,  a c t ~ v i r ; .  p r c j e c t i o l ; ~  i:: t h e  capacl~y da:a czll. T 3 e  
capaci tL- ~ - ~ a i y s i ~  SL-mncrq-  L-eiLec~ed pi -  , - excess  ccipacify existe3 ir. 
el1 4 z r e n s  t h e  d a ~ a  cal:. C ~ j ; ~ ~ , h : - ; d c ~  se.;:<&-:a;-. :;',red r 1;;:: -::~ . . error har, ;~f:? f jc::& i r i  ~ 5 6  cagsc;;j: C B ~ S L ~ ~ ~ L ~ , ~ T J  f v l -  J:o:-: t Y ~ C  .'j 

Tfie-correc-ek ;i~rc-;.~~al;-t of e;tcess ,-;>;ci:.; ; - c c : - . t ~ - ~  - -  - . : a  - -. *...L,-> i-.'%S - ;: . 
P-- ~e pl-eL:i.-x5j.,. n-: . Lds ijrcislgr, 7;;  3 : - 0 ~ e y ? ,  i r,:ll t&:hf .,.1 :US 
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after F Y  1597. Subsequect tc that decision CIKC?AS?i,T de:e=mine< 
the need  to kezp a cadzc of s u k r n a z i n ~ s  La Sari Dirge. F A C F ~ ~  is 
actively pursuing f ur idinq an2 personr,el resou rces  f o r  SVBASE San 
Diego th rough Lhe estclblished program review p r o c e s s ;  h ~ w e v e r ,  the 
initiative to r e t a i n  a presence  a t  S U ' A S E  San Dieso w i l l  nor be 
resolved u n t i l  June 1995. CIYCPACFLT expressed his concern  that 
the resource data p r ~ v i d e d  in the data call resDonse collld be 
interpreted tc suggesc t h a t  SUSASE San i j i ~ g o  i s  already p l a ~ n e d  for 
closure by CIXCPACFLT,  and C O L ! ~ ~  resuit in a doubie cut in funding 
and personnel, cnce to PR-55 and asail? wher ,  bu6gets zre p u t  
c o g e t h e r  basci on COBFA derivV-ee sa-cings e x p e c t a t i o ~ s .  CX?JC'?I=.CFLT 
f u r r b e r  provided that since che  program re-vrie!~ derision will r l c t  be 
made until Jute 1'395, zny EFJ-C-95 s c e n a r i o  t o  cicss SUEhSZ Sar? 
Diego should assme funding will be r e s t o r e d  to operate t h e  base 
until closure. The BSZC decided that its decisiocg c o ~ l d  rot be 
made on t h e  Sesis cf unexscuce3 budget a s s m p t i c r s .  Accsrdirisl:,., 
t h e  BSEC decided that the  costs as soc i a t ed  w i ~ h  r e ? o c a t i r , ~   he 
operational urritzi shcull5 not bs borcc by BFAC since SZS1;CZ 562  
Dieqo was essentially clcse? outside t h e  B W C  process. 

13. Mr. W~nnerqren briefed c k  r e s u l t s  of the CC!3XJ. analysis for 
the closing of NAS Atlanta. See enclosure (13). T5e f o l l o w i n g  
scenarios w e r e  r e -~ i ewed .  

a. Close P!XS AtlanTa, ncve C - 9  5c;lle-ror.s tr̂  5 a ~ t h  \~j~;:p. lc;uth 

and H-1 squzdroa to i<C?.s, N e i v  RIvsr. The! i ? c a l ~ y . ~ i ~  :-eflected ace- 
time c c s t s  cf $ 5 7 . 5  nilllon ar.c a r e c u z n  on ixves:ment i:: c;:le y ~ i . 2 .  . . - -  
The scenaric  rosulred i ~ .  the eliminatian o f  506 f i : i i e t s / ~ o s l : i . o n s  ,- - . - .  . 
and the movemer-c of 4 0 6 .  ~ ' n p  analysis includcb S;.  -. m l ~ , l o r ;  . - .  
r r , l l l t a r : i  CCnStr~rtior. c 9 s t  fcr. 2 TSzval A i r  Rcslar-JE; C e r . t e r  !N.k?CEN! 
a t  Dobbins A i r  Force  3 2 . s ~ .  The 3SAT adq1ise5 t h e c  the XiLIC'EX . , would 
serve the approximats 800 air related reserve biliets r s z & i z l n g  i n  
the demograph ica l ly  productive Atlanta area .  M r .  W e n ~ e r ~ r e n  
ad~r ised  t h z t  $ 5 0 , O C ' O  in c o s t s  for taking down dissLaj. aircraft ar?.c 
sh ipp ing  them to N.qS Pensacola ha2 been disallowed. Regardin5 t h e  
move to MCAS New River, the a n a l y s i s  reflected r n i i i t s r y  
c o n s t r u c t i o n  (new requirements)  c o s t s  of $ 3 0 . 7  m i l l i o n ,  with the 
construction of a F.esarve C e n t e r  ( $ 0 . 2  m i l l i o n ) ,  ~ a i n t e n a n c e i k i a f i q a y  
T--qe 1 (56.9 million), and F a m i l y  Kcusing ( 5 3 . 9  m i l i i o n )  
constituring t h e  major  c o s t s .  Tha ESAT advised the BSEC t h a t  there 
w a s  concern tha t  MCXS Piew Ri-"-er c o u l d  cot demographically s u p p o r t  
t h e  Reszrve u n i t s  b e i n g  moved theze .  The data reflected t h a i  o n l y  
69.0% of t h e  Marine Corps Reserve unit billets in the N e w  River 
area are currently filled. Should t h e  ~arine C o r p  Resezve units 
from Atlantz be move2 to New River, the estimated arcnuai s k c r c f a l l  
is 2 6 0  drillins r e s e r v i s t s .  The Commanding G e n e r a l ,  Marine Corps 
Recruittng Ccrmand, co~siders the iaovement cf the ~ a r i r l e  C o v s  
Eiessrve units at I.1X.S A t l a n t a  to MCXS Ns7.d P i -  t o  be 
demograph ica l ly  insupportzbie. The BSAT a k ~ i s e d  the  BSEC thar. the 
P.eserve Force c o n s i d e r e d  Jacksonville to be demographically capable 
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cf su~portics t h e  squadrons. The  BSEC ciscussed t h e  h i c h  r n i i L t z r y  
construction costs and the demographic issues i n - ~ o i v e d  in a move t o  
MCAS N e x  i i iver.  The i3SEC then discussed che rnoliing of t h e  C - 9  
squadrons to South Wemouth. The molie  required new mi1ita.w 
construction c o s t s  of $ 3 . 5  m i l l i o n  fi3r a  runway- extension t o  
accommodate C-3 o p e r a t i o n s  undsr adverse conditions and the 
building of a new t r a i n i n g  b u i l d i n g  . Upon discussing the above 
t h e  9SEC directed the BSAT Co run another scenaric which closed hJAc 
Atlanta, moved t h e  C - 9  squadron to NAS 3runswick,  m d  moved the H-1 
s q - u a k ~ n  to Nzval Station Mayport. 

b. The BSEC then re~r iewed the analysis of the  scenario, Close  - 
NAS Atlanta, C - 9 s  to Dobbins =B, and E-1  to MC-A.5 N e w  River. In  
discussing  his scenaric the  ESEC noted the low inilitc~f 
construction costs involved i n  movizq t h e  C-9s to aobbins Air F o r c e  
B ~ s s ,  and its renaini~g i2 ths Atlanta demogrz?hic a r e a .  

c. The SSEC then reviewed t h e  analysis of the  sce~aric, C l c s ~  - .  
NAS Atlanta, C - 9 s  t o  N e w  (3rit?ans,  . and . E - 1  . . to MCAS N e w  sjr;sr. L:= A: 

d i s c x s s i o r . ,  t k e  SSEC z o t e d  t h e  r,:~h m:llEar,- c3r,s:r1~ctior, c s s t s  
($13.2 million: :nvcived ir: rnc3.7iz~ the C - 3 s  z o  NAS ? Jew  Crleans . 

Upon discussion, the BSEC directed t h e t  a scenari~ be run wnlch 
sends che (2-9s to ~obbins AF'B and r e loca t e s  t h e  E-1 s q ~ e ~ o n  tc 

Naval Station Mzyport. 

14. The meeting adjcurned at 1 5 0 0  

C-3-PT, J A G C ,  USN 
Recording Secretary 
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SPECIAL REPORT - UNCOVERINQ MK S H ~ U  GAME 

As a final iilustration of the lack of planning and coordination in the 
Carswell case, Do0 will be forced to spend millions building a new 
medical facility at the base since Carswell's hospital has already 
been promised to another federal agency - the Bureau of Prisons. 

Summary of Estimated Costs to the Taxpayer 

CARSWELL AIR FORCE BASE (In millions of dollars) 

Up-front Costs .*2 
- 
C 

Unnecessary mllitary construction 
at receiving bases $22.7 

New construction at Carswell $1 30.0 
W Q  transfer Q P W ~ J O ~ S  $7Q,Q 

Total Up-front Costs 

Recurring Costs 

Annual Airfield Maintenance 
Annual Payroll 
annual m r r i n q  Costs 

Five year recurring total (197 X 5 yrs.) 

Estimated Grand Total, five 

_.' - 
*.. r4 [\ . L..>~' ' 
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y e a r s  
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

April 13, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE Colonel Michael G .  Jones 

Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Waskington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission received the attached 
correspondence fiom Congressman Jim Chapman. He is commenting on Brigadier General 
Shane's testimony to the Commission on 7 March 1995. 

Request your comments on the above no later than 28 April, 1995. Thank you for your 
assistance. I appreciate your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

' Edward A. ~ r 6 w n  I11 
Army Team Leader 

- *..-. 
EABIrmm 
encl. 



'- JIM &APMAN 
FIRST DISTRICT 

I t X A S  

March 7, 1995 

.The tionorable Alan J. Dlxon, Chalrrnan 
The Defense Base Closure and '~eali~nment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear M r .  Chairman: 

Thank you for presenting my questions for the record at this morning's 
Commission hearing with senior officials from the Department of the Army. I n  
addition to those questions previously submitted, I wauld appreciate the 
questions listed below being included in questions submitted for the record. 

General Shane testified today that the Air Force approach to 
depots (downsizing each maintenance depot to seduce excess 
capacity and while maintaining core workload cequirements) was riot 
even coneidered by the Army. Why not? 

General S h a n e  must be aware that Major General Dennis 
Benchoff, Commanding General of the U.S. Army Industrial 
Opecations Command and former Depot System Commander, -- the man 
hired by the Army to run the depot system -- recommended t h e  A r m y  

take the exact same approach as the  Air Force. Gen .  Benchoff 
recommended the Army keep all five maintenance depots downsized to 
core workload requirements and maintain surge capacity. Why would 
the A r m y  not only not follow, but not even consider, the 
recommendation of the Commander of the 1-0-C-. particularly if it 
would reduce costs? 

X would be particularly interested in Gen. Sullivan's a n d  
Secretary West's comments on this matter. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your willingness to accommodate my request 
that these questions be submitted for the d With warm regards, I am 
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CASE FOR THE RETENTION OF 
THE LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD 

IN THE 1995 BRAC ROUND 

As the Navy realigns its force structure to concentrate 70% of the Pacific Fleet in San Diego, it becomes 
critical to maintain a full-service public shipyard less then 83 nautical miles away, with the capacity to 
drydock any ship in the Navy and with the infrastructure in place to homeport a nuclear aircraft carrier. 

The closing of Long Beach Naval Shipyard would mean that the nearest Naval Shipyard to the Pacific Fleet's largest 
concentration of ships, is Puget Sound Naval Shipyard -- located nearly 1500 sea miles away. The next closest 
Navy yard would be Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard -- located more than 2300 sea miles away. Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard, located just 83 sea miles from San Diego, has traditionally acted as San Diego's "home yard," since San 
Diego has never enjoyed the advantage of a collocated Navy yard. 

The closing of Long Beach Naval Shipyard would mean that onlv one CVICVN-cavable drvdock remains on the 
entire West Coast of the United States; and it is located in Puget Sound. There are no private industry drydocks 
having the capability of docking these very large ships, half of which are based in the Pacific. The Puget Sound 
drydock would also be the only remaining West Coast naval facility capable of drydocking the very large 
amphibious ships (LHAILHD's). Though possibly three private floating drydocks may boast the lift capacity for 
such work, such is not proven nor certified. These floating docks are located in Seattle (Todd), Portland (Portland 
Port Authority) and San Francisco (Southwest Marine); none near the ship's homeport or adjacent to naval repair 
facilities. 

Long Beach Naval Shipyard possesses very distinct advantages over other options. For example, it is not necessary 
to build an Intermediate Maintenance Activity (IMA) at Long Beach -- an expensive addition the Navy considers 
mandatory should CVN's be added to the San Diego homeport list. The Navy requested $250 million to build an 
IMA, but was denied by OSD as OSD expected the Navy to use Long Beach. Long Beach already possesses 
virtually all required facilities as well as sufficient floor space to add what minor capability additions may be 
considered necessary. Thus, the cost avoidance gained by using Long Beach, along with Long Beach's other major 
advantages make Long Beach an obvious choice. 

Nuclear plant related work 9 be performed at Long Beach piers and in the Long Beach drydock. It must simply 
be performed by and under the supervision of nuclear qualified individuals, who are brought in from a nuclear 
qualified yard (either a commercial yard or a military yard) on a case by case basis. This type of situation occurs 
at naval stations and other ports all the time -- actually not a day passes when such is not true somewhere. The 
ports of San Diego, Norfolk and New London are prime examples. This type of situation also occurs overseas, and 
is handled in the same manner. To contend that nuclear work must be conducted in a nuclear facility is incorrect. 
Furthermore, except in major modernization/nuclear refueling overhauls - which occur infrequently, only a very 
small portion of regular maintenance and repair involves the nuclear components. The vast majority of the work 
(even on a nuclear submarine) is not nuclear plant related at all, and can be accomplished by any qualified firm or 
group of individuals. 

The Pacific Fleet Commander is on recent record, CINCPACFLT Ltr 4690 Ser N4311J9410 of 20 Nov 1994, 
stating the unequivocal need for retention of the drydock at Long Beach. The Navy Department and the Secretary 
of Defense stated in their BRAC-93 submittal that Long Beach Naval Shipyard ranked &d of eight yards, only 
behind the Navy's two large yards (Puget Sound and Norfolk) in strategic importance, making specific mention of 
the presence of, and need for, the CVN-capable drydock. There has been no change in the numbers of large Pacific 



Fleet ship types that require access to a large graving dock such as found only in Long Beach and Puget Sound. 
Nor is there any scheduled reduction in these ship numbers. There is, in fact an increase over the next 10-15 years. 
There are several carrier and large amphibious ship, major maintenance drydocking availabilities, presently 
scheduled for Long Beach in the next few years. Considering the work scheduled into Puget Sound, there appears 
little possibility Puget Sound could accept this work. Also. Puget Sound certainly does not qualify under the Navy's 
"Quality of Life" 75 mile radius rule, exceeding the rule by over 1000 miles! 

CV63 Kitty Hawk, Regular Overhaul 4/7/97 - 10/10/97 

CV64 Constellation, Dock Selective Avail. 12/5/97 - 5/1/98 

LHA5 Peleliu, Complex Overhaul 5/21/98 - 4/19/99 

All of the above is to use drydock #1 

BRAC has the Shipyard mission to close by March 1997 (essentially all work 
will be completed) 

Tiger Team (Closure Team) will stay until Sept 1997 

Question: Where will the availabilities mentioned above 80 for their drvdock ueriod? 

Long Beach is adjacent to the Navy's most used Pacific Fleet Operating Areas, thus eliminating the 3-day each way 
transit required of Puget Sound based ships and the 1-112 day transit required of San Francisco based ships. The 
operating areas, as opposed to the Op-Areas found in the Northwest, enjoy benign weather most of the time, and 
operational weather all of the time. The area is in close proximity to NAS Miramar and NAS Lemoore. 

Using Long Beach Naval Shipyard at a reasonable level of work will be a net benefit to the taxpayer. Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard's annual operating costs average about $280 million, in six years the Shipyard has returned 
approximately $70 million to the Federal government. The Shipyard is fully capitalized. 

The Long Beach Naval Shipyard is a recognized leader in using excess capacity in innovative ways to offset 
operating expenses. Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides services for other Federal agencies and private 
contractors. The Shipyard repairs diesel engines for the Army, turbine engines for the Air Force and manufacturers 
doors for Federal prisons. Several private contractors lease selected Shipyard facilities. Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard meets safety, security, EEO and environmental requirements. The Shipyard possesses state-of-art 
hazardous material treatment and storage facilities. 

The quality of life in the Long Beach and Greater Los Angeles Metropolitan area, is excellent, while costs are 
generally below that found in San Diego. Recreational opportunities are unmatched anywhere. Available quality 
housing abounds, and the military presence remains adequate to support the homeporting of aircraft carriers along 
with ships that would be scheduled into the yard. The oft-stated quality of life issue "Long Beach is over 75 miles 
from the Sailors' San Diego homes") has never been an issue incapable of adequate solution. Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard has traditionally worked 4-day110 hour work schedules on San Diego based ships, providing San Diego 
residents a "1200 Thursday depart - 1200 Monday return" schedule; a quite good deal really, and quite popular. 
Those that did not prefer to travel the short distance once a week, or who had a residence in the area, as many 
sailors did, could opt to a different work schedule to accommodate their needs and desires. Very cooperative 



arrangements always evolved, with the full cooperations of the Shipyard Commander, and which led to even greater 
efficiencies in work accomplishment. 

PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD 

Portsmouth NSY can perform about one SSN 688 refueling overhaul per year; and starting in fiscal year 1997 Pearl 
Harbor NSY will have brand new defueling and refueling facilities and is also scheduled to perform about one SSN 
688 refueling overhaul per year. If the submarine new construction program is delayed, curtailed or canceled and 
either Portsmouth NSY or Pearl Harbor NSY were to be closed in fiscal year 1997 or 1998, additional refueling 
overhauls would have to be scheduled into the workload of Norfolk NSY andlor Puget Sound NSY. During the 
FYDP, the maximum would be one and a half refueling overhauls per year, i.e.. the one not performed at the closed 
shipyard and the one half due to the cancellation of the entire new construction program. 

Norfolk NSY is coming to the end of the cruiser defueling work and ought to be able to accomplish one or two of 
the SSN 688 refueling overhauls before 2000. Puget Sound NSY will have considerable capacity to make up any 
difference after the SSN 637 Class disposal work completes a couple of years after 2000. 

The following chart shows a summary of the naval shipyards' SSN 688 RefuelingIDefueling Drydocks: 

Portsmouth 1 Refuel12 Defuel 

Norfolk 1 Refuel12 Defuel 

Puget Sound 5 RefuelIDefuel 

Pearl Harbor 1 RefuelJDefuel (FY 97) 

Therefore, Portsmouth NSY is not the only shipyard that can refuel SSN 688 class submarines, and the capacity 
to pick up either its or Pearl Harbor's SSN 688 refueling overhaul workload over the FYDP is available from the 
other nuclear qualified naval shipyards. 

An analysis can also be done which bounds the problem beyond the FYDP. A substantial number of the SSN 688 
and SSBN submarines planned for refueling overhauls are already in the naval shipyards' workload. Portsmouth, 
Puget Sound, Norfolk and Pearl Harbor are all planned to perform such work in parallel and continuously. 
Portsmouth NSY and Pearl Harbor NSY can each do only one refueling overhaul per year. As mentioned above, 
the worst case would be no more than an additional two SSN 688 refueling overhauls per year. If either 
Portsmouth NSY or Pearl Harbor NSY were to be closed, the three remaining nuclear shipyards could absorb three 
more refueling overhauls among the three of them each year. 

Thus, either Portsmouth NSY may not be needed or it may not be necessary to facilitize Pearl Harbor NSY to 
perform refueling overhauls of SSN 688 submarines. 

Therefore, the BSEC conclusion that Portsmouth NSY must be preserved is without basis. Portsmouth is not 
unique; Electric Boat is the planning yard and the other nuclear qualified shipyards have the capability to do the 
refueling overhauls of the SSN 688 Class. Furthermore, if either Pearl Harbor NSY or Portsmouth NSY was closed 
the remaining shipyards have the capacity to absorb not only its workload, but also the additional workload 
associated with a slowdown or complete stoppage of the attack submarine new construction program. 



PEARL HARBOR NAVAL SHIPYARD 

The Pearl Harbor seaward drydock is often mentioned as a back-up CVICVN-capable drydock. Proponents of this 
view have cited (erroneously) the reported emergency docking of USS ENTERPRISE (CVN-65) in 1968 as proof 
of their position. First, there has never been a modern carrier or large amphibious ship in the Pearl Harbor drydock 
- EVER. The USS ENTERPRISE was not drydocked in 1968. Secondly, although theoretically possible to 
drydock a CVN at Pearl Harbor, if one looks at the ship and the drydock dimensions, such is hardly practical, and 
certainly could not be performed in an emergent situation if the ship had any trim or list. Thirdly, the drydock is 
not certified for such an event, and possesses inadequate utility features. Fourthly, the channel leading to the 
drydock sill would have to undergo significant dredging all the way out to the main ship channel (which itself is 
just barely able to accept a CVN). Fifth, the drydock dockside portal cranes would have to be removed (no minor 
job) in order to accommodate a carrier's physical dimensions, and would thus be unavailable for use. Lastly, but 
also importantly, the drydock's physical dimensions are such that wall and end clearances are extremely 
constraining, allowing for little underwater work. It appears doubtful, for example that shafting could be removed, 
as removal equipment could not be placed into the drydock once the ship is inside. The same may prove to be true 
for propellers, and cranes of any type could not work the floor of the dock. 

Per COMNAVSURFPAC Message 231502 Feb 95, Pearl Harbor is already a total of 14 months late in the 
cumulative work on these three destroyers, with one (USS CUSHING) already 9.5 months late, and with delays 
continuing to grow on USS LEFTWITCH and USS FLETCHER. This lack of adherence to contract schedule has 
already cost the Navy more than a ship-year of operational time, and a large overrun in cost. In contrast, Long 
Beach has a superb record of on-time, on (or under) cost completion of DD-963 class ships. 

Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard's physical plant is suffering from age and poor maintenance, Pier 0-1 
is deterrorated beyond economical rep& and is planned for disposal. Additional drydock repairs are estimated to 
cost over $5 million. There is ESQD Arc enchroachment on Bravo Pier 21. 

The Shipyard does not do interservicing and is not suited for a Regional Maintenance Concept. The Shipyard 
workforce does not maintain the necessary skills to do basic non-nuclear surface ship repair, Lon Beach presently 
has tiger teams (approximatly 100 workers) in place to assist Pearl Harbor. 

Therefore, Pearl Harbor NSY and Portsmouth NSY should be added to the Base Closure and Realignment 
List for further study. 

PUGET SOUND NAVAL SHIPYARD 

The Puget Sound Naval Shipyard (PSNSY) workload is at or near full capacity. The workload is expected to 
continue at this level for several years as the yard performs the inactivation of nuclear submarines. Demand for 
SSN and SSBN deactivation at Puget Sound may severely cut into DoD capability. 

Without Long Beach, repair of large ships must be accomplished at Puget Sound, with immense crew dislocation 
occurring, or with partial relocation occurring at high cost, and then only for long duration (greater than 6 month) 
availabilities. Dislocation is never pleasant for some members of the crew. Dislocation from San Diego to Long 
Beach is far less a burden than is dislocation anywhere else. Long Beach's reputation for on-time, on cost 
completion is superior to that of any other yard, and has traditionally been a good planning benchmark. Nothing 
upsets a Navy man more, as does uncertainty away from home base. Neither Pearl Harbor nor Puget Sound share 
LBNS's reputation for on-time completion. 



SAN DIEGO PRIVATE SECTOR 

The private shipyards in San Diego have limited drydock capabilities. While NASSCO possesses a building dock 
sufficient to construct the AOE class ships, but not sufficient to drydock a fully loaded AOE. Its shallow, 22 ft. 
draft only can accommodate ships of 18 feet or less in draft; hence, it is not large enough to repair any big deck 
ships nor anything larger than an LPD. Southwest Marine floating dock capabilities are limited - Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard has the only drydock within 1000 miles of San Diego that can dock every class of ship in the Navy. 

A Navy-owned floating drydock (AFDB-8) has been prepared for movement to San Diego in order to drydock 
LHA's and LHD. In San Diego the relocation costs and feasibility for this option were studied and a report 
prepared by the Navy Public Works Center in San Diego, CA in August 1991, which assumed that use of AFDB-8 
(for LHAJLHD docking) was feasible. This report is incorrect and did not look at the dock itself. A Naval Sea 
Systems Command study and report dated 26 Sept 1990 (NAVSEA 11420 OPR 070222 Ser 070121 1 of 26 Sept 
1990) states that use of AFDB-8 for drydocking LHA-2 class ships, even in a totally light condition, is not feasible. 
Once modified to accept the LHA-2 load distribution, (with an LHA-2 in a completely light condition) the AFDB-8 
loading would be ". . . approximately 8,980 LT in excess of the 25,000 (LT) structured lift capacity certification 
(136% of structural load). " This report also states the dock cranes would be unusable for any work below the flight 
deck of the ship, and that schedule inefficiencies and bottlenecks would result, and high risk would be present. 

WHAT ALTERNATIVES ARE THERE TO THE OUTRIGHT CLOSURE OF THE LONG BEACH NAVAL 
SHIPYARD? 

1. Homeport at least one CVICVN in Long Beach, make LBNS a detachment of Puget Sound. 
Puget Sound is nuclear qualified and could support nuclear work in Long Beach much as it now 
does in San Diego, in the San Francisco area, and overseas. This. option would reduce 
management overhead, while coordinating functions and adding flexibility between the two 
facilities, to also save on ship time and direct labor man hours. This option would retain a 
capable Navy shipyard in close proximity to the Pacific Fleets largest concentration of ships while 
fulfilling the Fleet Commander's (and Title 10 USC) intent that the strategic CVN-capable drydock 
remain, open, certified, and in Navy hands. This option would conform to the Navy's present 
direction toward central management of distributed maintenance infrastructure. This option would 
also eliminate the enormous expense anticipated in facilitating San Diego to receive carriers. 

2. A second option would be to make LBNS a part of a San Diego-centered Regional Maintenance 
Hub, along with homeporting at least one CVICVN in Long Beach. Some overhead could be 
reduced, while Puget Sound would continue to provide nuclear workers to both San Diego 
Submarine Base and to Long Beach. A lot of unnecessary duplication between San Diego and 
Long Beach could be eliminated whilst retaining Long Beach's strategic value to the Fleet 
Commander and the Nation. 

3. A third realignment option would be to make both Long Beach and Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyards 
part of a Puget Sound-centered management structure. With today's rapid means of 
communication and data exchange, there is no reason why numerous functions (design, 
engineering, fmancial, etc.) could not be consolidated or even core workers be shared. Pearl 
Harbor and Long Beach would become - in effect - Ship Repair Facilities, and funded as such, 
with considerable control and oversight evolving to the Fleet Maintenance Officer, who would be 
technically supported by Puget Sound. Overhead could be greatly reduced. Integrated workload 
management could be achieved. The Fleet Commander would have one basic provider of services 
to deal with, who could optimize the use of resources and facilities. This option would also carry 
the advantage of allowing much closer coordination between the Submarine Force Commander and 



the shipyard at Pearl Harbor, since the shipyard could now absorb the not-verycapable Sub- 
surface Intermediate Maintenance Activity as well as the equally limited Surface IMA, and would 
permit uniformed personnel to work side-by-side with shipyard workers, in both Long Beach and 
Pearl Harbor - and in San Diego - as opposed to the present rule of separation. 

Long Beach Naval Shipyard, and selected naval base facilities, should be retained as a homeport for one or 
more Pacific Fleet Aircraft Carriers: 

With the BRAC-93 decision to close Alameda Naval Air Station and move the Alameda-based carriers to San Diego 
and, the outyear replacement of USS KITTY HAWK (CV-63) and USS CONSTELLATION (CV-64) with CVN's, 
major military construction projects will be required at North Island Naval Air Station in San Diego to accommodate 
homeporting of up to three CVN's. 

However, there is an alternative. Long Beach Naval Shipyard is an important asset to the Pacific Fleet, and the 
Nation as a whole, since it can efficiently accommodate the Navy's largest and heaviest classes of ships. The 
Shipyard is capable of drydocking every class of ship the Navy owns. Drydock #1 (the largest of three) is one of 
two drydocks on the entire West Coast that is capable of docking the Navy's largest CVICVN aircraft carriers. 
With minor additional training, Long Beach Naval. Shipyard employees could perform an estimated 90% of all work 
on a nuclear carrier excluding only reactor maintenance and overhaul. Long Beach Naval Shipyard has the 
capability to berth five aircraft carriers without affecting their ship repair capabilities. It is important to remember 
that, the nuclear cruisers Long Beach (CGN-9), Truxton (CGN-35). and Bainbridge (CGN-25) were overhauled at 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard, except for the reactors. 

Closure of Long Beach Naval Shipyard will eventually lead to the construction of significant maintenance facilities, 
and large ship piers, in San Diego harbor. The Navy has a plan for this, and has had such in mind for some time. 
Conservative cost estimates for this plan exceed $700 Million. In addition to dollar cost, many (possibly 
insurmountable) environmental issues will have to be settled. And this plan does not include a drydock. 
Reproducing the Long Beach graving dock in San Diego would cost at least a half a billion dollars, not to mention 
the ban on such designs contained in present day environmental law. Yet perfectly useable facilities exist in Long 
Beach, and these facilities are the newest in the Navy's infrastructure inventory. 

Long Beach Harbor boasts a 70 foot deep ship channel that abuts the shipyard. Entry or exit from the Shipyard 
to open sea is but a short distance. The Shipyard including Pier E, which can accommodate two CVICVN's (both 
CONSTELLATION and KITTY HAWK were berthed simultaneously in the past), is protected by a Mole and the 
Mole by a breakwater, with a deep water anchorage between the two. The Seal Beach Naval Weapons Station is 
adjacent to the Anchorage. Normally, weapons must be unloaded before going into a shipyard if any "hot work" 
is going to be done and reloaded afterwards for safety reasons. Pier E is characteristically ideal for berthing aircraft 
carriers, with few relatively inexpensive upgrades required. 

Pier space and pierside ship services currently exist at Pier E, Pier 2 and Pier 6, however, ship services are 
insufficient for long-term industrial periods when nuclear plants would be shut down and the ship would be 
dependent on shore support systems. However, pier service upgrades of approximately $7 million would support 
two CVN homeportings. 

Both San Diego and Puget Sound require significantly more dredging than Long Beach Naval Shipyard to 
accommodate big deck ships. Dredging at Long Beach is performed routinely at no charge to the Navy or to the 
Federal government. The Navy estimates the cost to dredge San Diego to accommodate the proposed homeporting 
of nuclear aircraft carriers at $245 million. 



CVN maintenance and support facilities pose no major problem, since shipyard facilities already exist, and nuclear 
support (pure water, radioactive waste, nitrogen gas, etc.) can be provided, based on need, by local contractors, 
as is routinely done at other work sites. 

Independent Engineering Studies and the Navy's own analyses have consistently supported the idea of homeporting 
CVICVN-class ships in Long Beach. Independent studies used Navy specific requirements in conducting surveys, 
and in reaching determinations. A most recent study updated December 7, 1994 was conducted by Lee and Ro 
Consulting Engineers, Inc. of Pasadena, CA; and is available for review. This report was prepared under Navy 
contract for the Western Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command. The Executive Summary of this Report 
contains the following conclusion: "After a thorough review of costs, berthing requirements, and facilities at NSLB 
(Naval Shipyard Long Beach) it was determined that the concept of homeporting CVICVNs at Pier E is feasible." 

Facilitating Puget Sound would also be costly, and such costs could be avoided. There is no available land. 
Although there is a pier available (Pier D) that could be upgraded, the shipyard area, and the community would be 
heavily impacted. Very large vertical parking facilities would have to be built. (The Navy has for years, had to 
carry both workers and ship's crews to and from the shipyard by bus from remotely located, leased (or fee payment) 
parking lots -- at large expense and inconvenience. The community is small. Recreational facilities and 
opportunities that do exist are seasonal, and are limited. Getting to Seattle is a major inconvenience, requiring 
planning, time and money. There is less available housing and schools, and far fewer spousal job opportunities. 
CVN homeporting at Everett, Washington also has many of the same disadvantages as does Bremerton. This 
initiative has always been politically driven and has never been viewed as in the Navy's interest by the Navy. 
Operationally speaking, homeporting in the Northwest is among the worst of homeporting options. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

Status of DoD contingency and surge requirements is uncertain and may not be supported by current and planned 
Navy ship repair capabilities. Former DoD policy called for 250% surge capacity above peacetime use. Changed 
about two years ago to language supporting "two regional conflicts simultaneously," however, no definition of 
capacity for such conflicts is provided. In January 1994, Navy war games identified insufficient shipyard capacity 
to support maintenance of aircraft carriers if the Navy were to engage in two nearly simultaneous regional conflicts. 
Shipyards' capabilities to support a single large war happening in the Pacific is also uncertain. Finally, as part of 
the hearing process for the 1995 Defense Authorization Act, it was said that the Committee was mindful of the fact 
that "organic capability must be maintained." Organic capability presumably refers to public sector yards. From 
a financial, environmental, and operational standpoint, Long Beach Naval Shipyard should remain open and should 
be a designated Southern California homeport for CVNs. 



1995 Fleet Scheduling Conference \ 
Major Drivers 

Closure of Long Beach NSY 

lmpact of 120 month cycle on SSN DSRA's 

Elimination of FY 98 Refueling 
- lmpact on Portsmouth NSY 

Trident Program 
- Fourteen vice Eighteen 
- lmpact on Puget Sound NSY FY 01 + 
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Specific Issues 
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Portsmouth 
- Extremely low workload in FY97. No submarine 

compensation. Surface ship work? 
- Portsmouth's FY97198 workload consists entirely of 

inactivations and DSRA's. 
- SSN 700 work package si-ze. 320k - 300k 

Norfolk 
- FY97 is seriously underloaded. 
- No input as yet from SURFLANT. 
- Delay of CV 66? CGN 40? 

I 
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LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD 
MILITARY VALUE MATRIX 

BRAC-95 

This is an analysis of the Navy's BRAC-95 military value matrix. 

DRYDOCKS 

Can the NSY drydock 4 or more SSN-688s, simultaneously? 
YES. In actuality LBNSY can drydock 10 SSN-688, simultaneously. 

Can the NSY drydock 4 or more CG/DDG/DD, simultaneously? 
YES. LBNSY can drydock five (5) CG/DDG/DD simultaneously. 

With a carrier in drydock can the NSY drydock 3 or more SSN-688? 
YES. LBNSY can drydock four (4) SSN-688 with a carrier in drydock. 

With 3 SSN-688 drydocked, can the NSY drydock 2 CG/DDG/DD? 
YES. LBNSY can drydock 2 - 3 CG/DDG/DD with 3 SSN-688 in drydock. 

Can the NSY drydock 3 or more LPH/LPD/LSD, simultaneously? 
YES. LBNSY can drydock four (4) LPH/LPD/LSD simultaneously. 

Can the NSY drydock 4 or more SSN-637, simultaneously? 
YES. 



COST AND MANPOWER 

LBNSY is penalized for not spending on capital improvements. LBNSY does not spend 
money on capital improvements due to the fact LBNSY is the youngest and most 
modem of all the NSYs. If you have more modem facilities and therefore spend less on 
capital improvements you are penalized for being a newer shipyard. 

Average experience level in years. Does this mean in the position listed or experience in 
the shipyard. What is so special about 14 years vis 13 years or 15 years? 

STRATEGIC FACT'ORS 

Please verify distance from Portsmouth to Norfolk. 

According to Portsmouth's data call, they do not participate in the RMC program but 
would like to. Their answer was changed four months after submitting the data call. 
According to Pearl Harbor's data call, they also do not participate in the RMC program. 

OPERATING FACTORS 

Average age of industrial plant in 1993 data calls was 15 and 20 years, the question was 
changed this year to 20 and 25 years. 

ENVIRONMENT AND ENCROACHMENT 

Long Beach has no encroachment problems. They received credit in 1993. No credit in 
1995. In addition, LBNSY has more than 100,000 lbs. of excess emission credits. 

CONTINGENCY 

Can CVNs be berthed at this NSY for surge berthing? LBNSY received credit in 1993, 
but no credit in 1995. 



PRODUCTION WORKLOAD 

Last question in this section states- The NSY has DON unique facilities, equipment, or 
skills? LBNSY did not receive credit. (this is a new question) Please look at the 
attached response to this question in the data call. What about HITCO? 

QUALITY OF LIFE 

Is there sufficient off-base housing? The answer in 1993 was no. However, with the 
closing of the Naval Station and Hospital and no ships homeported in Long Beach 
anymore, sufficient housing has opened up . The present vacancy rate in Long Beach is 
approximately 22%. 



Portsmouth Naval Shrpyard 
ACTMTY: NO0102 

9.3 Rail Netwok Is your activity serviced by rail trackage providing direct access to 
commercial rail network? 

Yes 

If not, idenufy the road miles separating your facility from the nearest railhead access. 
Distance = N/A Miles 

9.4 Regional Maintenance Concept. Has your activity been chosen to be a part of the 
Navy's Regional Maintenance Concept? If so, provide the details as currently known, and list 
orhe; DON industrial activities (both intermediate and depot level) that are l&td within a 25 
mile range of your activity. 

While only in its formative stages, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard has assumed a leading 
role in implementing the Regional Maintenance Concept within the Northeast region. ~n 
initiative is currently underway to consolidate motor repair performed at Naval Submarine 
Support Facility (NSSF) New London in Pommouth Naval Shipyard. Given the broad range 
of facilities and skills possessed by Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, it is likely the shipyard could 
accommodate workload residing at other DoD industrial facilities in the Northeast Region. 
Commodity p u p  workload residing at rpglfc  activities has yet to be quantified due to the 
early stage of RMC roll-out in this region. The concept has been approved in phases with phase 
I being preliminary intermediate level consolidations. Pommouth and NSSF New London are 
in the process of evaluating steps to be taken to achieve this objective to include potend 
operation of the NSSF's proposed new Controlled Industrial Facility. In view of 
CINCLANTFLT message 2714002 May 94, that attack submarines will continue to be 
homeported at SUBGROUP Groton and in view of the fact that Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
specializes in attack submarhe maintenance, consideration may well be given to establishment 
of a Northeast Regional Maintenance Center for submarines. This is reinforced by the relative 
~eographic proximity of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and SUBBASE New London. b 

There are no other DON industrial acivities within a 25 mile range. 
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Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
ACTIVITY: NO0102 

9.3 Rail Networkr Is your activity serviced by rail trackage providing direct access to 
commercial rail network? 

Yes 

If not, identibthe road miles separating your facility from the nearest railhead access. 
'\ 

\. Distance = NIA Miles 
\ 

9.4 Regional M Concept. Has your activity been chosen to be a part of the 
Navy's Regional Concept? If so, provide the details as currently known, and list 
other DON (both intermediate and depot level) that are located within a 25 
mile range of your activi 

No definitive role, re or functions to include workload transfers under the 
Regional Maintenance for Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. 
Naval Shipyards are a center p n tenance Concept. Portsmouth can 
accommodate workload residing at ties in the Northeast Region. 
Commodity group workload residing to be quantified. The concept 
has been approved in phas intermediate level consolidations. 
In view of CINCLANTFLT message 271 May 94, that attack submarines will continue to 
be homeported at SUBGR t that Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
specializes in attack submarine maintenance, eration may well be given to establishment 
of a Northeast Regional es. This is reinforced by the relative 
geographic proximity of SUBBASE New London. 

There are no other DON industrial acivities wi in a 25 mile range. a 
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2.1 Special Equipment and Skills. Identify any specialized, unique, or peculiar characreristics 
about the facilities, equipment, or skills at this activity. Highlight those capabilities that are one 
of a kind within the DON/DoD. 

(a) Drydock #I - other than Drydock #6 at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, Drydock #1 at 
LBNSY is the only dock on the west coast capable of docking CVfCVN's and is the designated 
west coast emergency drydock for CVN's. This drydock is the only drydock south of San 
Francisco capable of docking LHD's. Drydock 2 and 3 provide docking capability for every non- 
nuclear vessel in the USN inventory with the exception of aircraft carriers, large-deck amphibious 
assault and combat logistics support ships. All docks are certified. 

(b) Electric motor rewind xepair and test facility is one of a kind for testing 440VAC 3 phase 
60 Hz induction motors that serve horizontal and vertical applications. The motors range in size 
from fractional to 350 horsepower. The facility includes five microprocessor based test consoles, 
a Hewlett-Packard lOOOE central computer, four eddy current dynamometers for loading motors 
and a eiectrical distribution center for motors under test. In addition to the normal measurement 
parameters for electric motors (i-e. temperature. speed, voltage, current and torque), measurements 
are also made on phase winding resistance, friction and windage losses, and vibrational levels. 
Included is a specialized vacuum pressure impregnation capability for water proofing electric 

~ 

motors. 

(c) Generatodblotor-Generator set test facility is the only known West Coast test facility to test 
motor-generator sets which provide 400 Hz power at ratings up to 300 KW. A 300 KW 
resistive-reactive load bank is used for absorbing power from the motor-generators sets in test. 
The facility also includes a 110 foot YFN type electrical test barge used in the load testing of 
shipboard generators up to 2500 KW and shore power stations with a rating of 450 VAC, 3 phase 
to 5000 amps with various power factors. The major equipment on the test barge are three 1500 
KW, one 750 KW and one 300 KW resistive/reactive test units. 

(d) Diesel engine repair test and analyzer facility is one of a kind, state of the art industrial 
diesel complex dedicated to depot level maintenance of diesel engines up to 2,000 HP and to 
diesel components (i.e. cylinder heads, turbochargers, fluid pumps, injecrors, governors, etc.) 
Access to the diesel repair/test facility is supported by a 15-ton crane plus rail, road and water 
transportation. The diesei repair facility includes 2,664 square foot temperature controlled "Clean 
Room" repair space with two (2) 4,000 pound capacity overhead cranes. The unique diesel 
testianalyzer facility adjoins the Clean Room and provides: simultaneous testing of four (4) 
engines in separate soundproof test cells; computer-controlled data acquisition system w i ~ h  
automated central test reponing: dynamometer testing of engines up to 2.000 horsepower: generic 
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testing hardware is independent of engine model; automatic failsafe system includes warning and 
shutdown by individual parameters; environmental control of engine emissions by means of a 
natural gas rooftop incinerator; and remote-control and monitoring of all four (4) test systems 
from a central. sound-proof control room. Test cells are currently being modified to permit 
testing of the Isotta Fraschini diesel engines which provide main and generator power for the 
MCMIMCH craft. Personnel have depot level maintenance, repair and testing skills for all 
applications of diesei equipment. 

(e) MK-86 and 92 Gun Fire Control System (Above Deck) with special built one of a kind in- 
house test console, 561 & 562 Network Anaiyzers, various test fixtures. Depot level repair and 
testing expertise exist at LBNSY, which is the designated overhaul point for the above deck 
equipment. 

(f) Electronic Module Repair and Test Facility capable of a full spectrum of electronic 
component repairs to a wide variety of electronic systems including the following: 

(1) SPS-55 Radar and Antenna Test Station is one of a kind used to test and align all 
printed circuit cards, modules and sub-assemblies of the entire SPS-55 Surface Search 
Radar system and other. Depot Ievet repair and testing expertise exist at LBNSY. 

(2) SPS-40 Radar and Antenna Test Station is one of a kind used to test and align all 
sub-modules of the SPS-40 Air Search Radar. Depot level repair and testing expertise 
exist at LBNSY. LBNSY is the only facility capable of wind load analysis, repair and 
testing of the AB- 1 144/SPS-40B antenna pedestal. 

(3) Modular Oriented Automated Test System (MOATS) is one of a kind with capability 
of repairing and testing all types of modules and printed circuit boards. Depot Ievei repair 
and testing expertise exist at LBNSY. 

(4) UQN-1 and UQN-4 Fathometer repair and test station is one of a kind, use in the 
overhaul, repair and test of the ANNQN-lH, ANIUQN-4 and 3 A ,  SM- 698/UQN, 
ID- I566NQN-4, CV-2465/UQN-4 and DO-55 surface mount printed circuit boards. This 
work is not done at other facilities. 

(5) AIU/SRC-23(V) Radio Frequency Tuner Repair and Test Facility is one of a kind and 
the most advanced test fixture for the repair, analysis and overhaul of RF tuners. This 
facility has the flexibility to be utilized on other systems. This facility is unique to the 
Navy. Depot level repair and testing expertise exist at LBNSY. 

(6 )  .1\31-379O/SRC-33(V) Power Amplifier Repair and Test Facility is one of a kind and 
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has advanced equipment for the overhaul and testing of AM-3790lSRC-23(V) Power 
Amplifier. It is the only DON repair facility of its type. Depot level repair and testing 
expertise exist at LBNSY. 

(7) Electronics repair center capable of repair and test of elecmcaVeiectronic devices and 
printed circuit boards incfuding rnultilayer and flexible circuit repair up to t 8 layers thick. 
The Pace PRC-2000 Process Control System and the specialized 400 MHZ oscilloscope 
and computer controlled test equipment enhance this process. 

(8) High frequency radio communication equipment expertise to repair and test: 
AN/URT-24, AN/URT-23 and AN/URA-38 for transmitters and antenna couplers and R- 
105 1 MF receivers. , 

(g) Anechoic Chambers test facility capability to eiectronically testing antennas in an 
interference-free environment 

(h) Optical and navigational instrument test and repair facility is the only known DON facility 
which provides collimation and calibration of optical instruments and systems (i-e. stadimeters, 
sextants and theodolites) to within 2 arc seconds traceable to the National Bureau of Standards. 
The facility provides back engineering of lens systems, including grinding, polishing, coating, 
filter wavelength design, and testing for lenses and lens systems where replacement parts or 
technical data does not exist. 

(i) Gym System Test Facility is one of a kind with the largest Scorsby Test Stand (ships motion 
simulator) in the Naval repair system, capabie of handing gyros and other equipment up to 10,000 
pounds. It tests, repairs and overhauis the MK-19, MK-23 and MK-27 "Speny" gyro compass 
systems with it's eiectronic controls and power supplies. The facility also tests, repairs and 
calibrates the newer WSN-2 and WSN-5 systems. A clean room to disassemble, clean and 
balance associated gyro parts is also available. This asset also gives us the ability to overhaul, 
tesi'and calibrate the MK-19 Meridians and slave gyros. The facility is the designated overhaul 
point for the MK-19, MK-23 and MK-27 gyro compass systems. 

Cj) Hydraulic transmissions, motors and cylinden repair and test facility is one of a kind wirhin 
DON/DOD/lndustry capable of simultaneous testing two units in separate test cells. Special 
features include: Gomputer controlled data acquisition system with automated central test 
reporting; dynamometer testing of transmissions up to 200 HP input, with variable drive speeds: 
testing to 5000 psi dynamic pressure: generic testing hardware that is independent of transmission 
model, and provides emulation of operational environment: specialized test fixtures; automatic 
failsafe system includes warning and shutdown by individuai parameters; environment protecting 
built in fluid recovery system; graphical touch screen control of test systems and remote conrrol 
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of test systems from soundproof room; interactive video disk system for training of test cell 
operators; and built in material handling system. Personnel have depot level maintenance, repair 
and testing skills for all applications of the equipment. 

(k) Dehydrator repair and test facility capable of overhauling, refurbishing and performance 
testing both low pressure and high pressure dehydrators. It is the only West Coast dehydrator 
repair facility. 

(1) A i r  flasks test facility for test and certification of air flasks using the displacement and 
expansion method. This is the only west coast public-sector facility. 

(m) Air compmssor repair and test facility has the only West Coast Shipyard compressor test 
cell. This facility includes the following unique features: automatic monitoring of 46 individual 
compressor parameters, with automatic warning when any parameter reaches a preset limit; 
automatic shutdown when any of the 46 parameters exceeds maximum compressor limits (does 
not require constant operator attention); testing of both LPAC and HPAC compressors, with 
testing of HPAC compressors up to 5000 PSI; extended break in running under selected, 
regulated back pressures; automatic computation (and verification) of CFM rating for compressor 
under test, and it simulates unloader test; opentor modification of a test specification file permits 
adaptation of system to test any type of compressor in automatic (computer controlled ) mode; 
test reports that can be printed out in several formats for a permanent record, and also stored in 
a hard disk drive for future use; test control and monitoring of all compressor pressures and 
temperatures can be done from video console in a soundproof, air conditioned room. The 
foiIowing new features were added in 1994: provision for testing (verification) of compressor 
mounted, over temperature and low oil pressure sensors with automatic shutdown and visud 
indicator lights: and provision for condensate drain build up monitoring, with automatic shutdown 
and visual indicator light. LBNSY has certified and trained compressor analyzer technicians- 

(nj- Air conditioning and Refrigeration (AC&R) repair and test facility has the only West Coast 
Shipyard AC&R compressor test cell. This facility has the following unique features: testing of 
compressors up to three hundred (300) tons; testing of both centrifugal and reciprocal 
compressors in either automatic or manual mode; computer monitoring of nine critical compressor 
parameters, with automatic warning and shutdown when any parameters exceed a preset limit; 
capability of preforming volumetric, leak-back, and run-in tests; display of compressor diagram 
on color CRT screen that simplifies hook up and monitoring by operators; operator modification 
of a test specification file that permits easy adaptation of the computer program to allow new 
types of compressors to be tested automatically; test reports that can be printed out and stored 
on a hard disc drive for future use and evaluation; computer database program that allows for test 
results to be queried in various modes i.e by date, ship, compressor type. job order number. serial 
number; test control and monitoring of a11 control pressures and temperatures can be done from 
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video console in a sound proof, air conditioned room during testing; and a video tape instruction 
system for operator training. LBNSY has certified and trained AC&R technicians. 

(0) Automatic combustion controls and pneumatics facility for overhaul. test. and calibrate of 
all pneumatic controls for: Main plant boilers; 300-1200 psi; waste heat boilers; auxiliary and 
main steam systems; air conditioning and refrigeration units; air compressors; and high pressure 
air manifolds and components to 7,000 Ibs. LBNSY has certified and trained ACC technicians. 

(p) Nationally Recognized California Environmental laboratory certification provides full 
service testing for processing and disposal of hazardous wastes and materials- Capable of 
complex chemical, metallurgical and physical property analyses using state-of-the-art gas 
chromatography, spectral analysis, scanning electron microscopy, and strain gage/hardness/tensile 
tests. 

(q) Winch repair and testing facility is one of a kind within DON capable of repairing and 
testing portable and stationary weight handling equipment. It has specialized testing fixtures to 
accommodate spanwire, highline and inhaui/outhaul winches. It is capable of testing to a 
maximum static load of 39,000 psi and 500 feet per minute. Personnel have depot level repair 
and testing skills. 

(r) E l e c ~ s l a g  surfacing (ESS) facility has the only DON/DOD certified equipment to do 
electroslag propulsion shafting repairs using 625 Iconel. The special equipment used to support 
this process is the Electroslag welding head. This welding head is unique to DON/DODI The 
qualified welders/operators that operates this equipment have highly specialized skills that are 
unique within DON/DOD. LBNSY is also the only shipyard that is certified to use this process 
for the following applications: Hawse Piping. Large Diameter Valves, Carrier Launch Rails, 
Missile Launch Tubes, Hatch Covers, and Corrosion Control of critical underwater bearing 
surfaces. 

(s) Closed loop steel shot abrasive blasters are transportable and drivable; they comply with 
environmental regulations. 

(t) Pressure Firtd Boiler repair and refurbishment facility (REFIT) is the only DO D/DON faciIity 
that possesses the skills, personnel, and technical expertise to refurbish Pressure Fired Boiler 
Superheater Units for FF and FFG Class ships. This facility is also capable of training foreign 
nationais in Pressure fired boiler repairs. 

(u )  Two Elwell Parker Platform Lifts are unique hydraulic platform lifts capable of lifting 
120,000 Ibs. These lifts are designed so the platforms move laterally in addition to vertically. 
Shaft fixtures have dual posts which operate independent of each ocher. This allows one fixture 
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to position a shaft section for removaYinstallation vice two. 

(v) Mobile Hazardous Material Waste Spill Capability is designed to responsd to land and water 
spills. Hazardous material response team is California certified for level A entry. Rapid 
deployment capability for containment and pick-up of spills. Able to assist Coast Guard and 
other agencies with spill containment and cleanup. Equipment includes: 

(1) Hazardous material spill response van equipped to support spill team for containment 
and clean-up of land based spills. 

(2) 26' Skimmer boat used to pick-up oil floating in the water. While able to operate 
alone the use of other boats with water pumps to direct oil towards skimmer has increased 
the efficiency of oil spill clean-up. 

(3) 40' Trash boat specially fitted to dean up solid waste debris from inland waters. 

(w) Certified Undenvater welding and UT capability is the only Naval Shipyard diving unit 
certified to perform underwater welding and Level I1 UT. 

(x) Certified Hyperbaric Chamber is the only west coast Naval Shipyard with an on site 
hyperbaric chamber for treating diving and altitude bends cases. LBNSY provides pressure 
testing services for potential divers and pilots in Southern California. 

(y) Flexible Computer Integrated Manufacturing Center is a Centralized programming/process 
planning facility (direct numerical controi capable DNC) with state of the art equipment utilizing 
Integraph client server technology supported by machine language output processors, computer 
assisted process planning, and modular fixturing technology. Twenty six computer numericd 
control machine tools equipment with tool changes, modular tooiing shop floor conversational 
programming, and graphical user interfaces. Manufacturing library contains over 1100 
manufacturing work packages. Unique equipment includes: 

(1) Horizontal CNC bar turning/milling center capability (3 axis) 

a) .I25 to 1.250 dia. x 10.0" long 
b) 2.0" to 10.0" dia x 29" long 

(2) Horizontal CNC turningshafting (2 axis) 

a) 20" swing x 90" length 
b) 76" swing over bed x 33'1 1" long 
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(3) Vertical CNC turninghoring (3 axis) 

33" dia. x 47" long 

(4) Horizontal machining/drilling (4 axis) 

12" cube size up to 48" cube size with face milling capability. 

(5) Vertical machining/drilling (4 axis) 

4" cube size up to 36" cube size. (10' length on traveling column) 

(6) Computer coordinate measurement machine technology (50" cube size) 

Inspection and reverse engineering 

(7) CNC vertical wire elecmcal discharge machine 300mm x 650mm table size. 

(8) CNC vertical die sink elecmcal discharge machine 12" x 16" x 48" table size. Both 
machine tools are used for die forming, gear cutting, tool and die manufacturing and 
irreguiadunique part as well as one of a kind part manufacturing. 

(z) Industrial Waste Treatment Plant (IWTP) and Laboratory is the largest facility for storage 
and treatment capacity in Southern California and is able to provide a comprehensive range of 
industrial waste water treatment technology and lab analysis. Heavy metals and chemicals 
removed include chromate waste, lead, copper, zinc, cadmium generated from the sandblasting 
and chrome plating processes. The IWTP incorporates state-of-the-art technology including the 
extensive use of electronic and microprocessor controls to monitor influent and effluent waste 
streams that meet the requirements of the receiver. Additional lWTP capabilities include boiler 
w&h treatment, i.e. destruction of nitrites, CHT waterblast treatment and sewer treatment. 
Personnel assigned to the IWTP possess the ability to treat sewage for dissolved sulfides and 
maintain contractual oversight of same. The IWTP Laboratory and assigned personnel provide 
a comprehensive range of diagnostic lab support including dissolved sulfides. water hardness 
analysis, silica, chlorides, PH, conductivity, volatile organic compounds, heavy metals by AA and 
ICP, microwave digestion, oiVgrease totals, nitrites, nitrates and hexavalent chrome in support of 
the waste treatment process. The treatment plant possess a holding capacity of 600,000 gallons 
with a discharge rate of 50 gallons per minute. 
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(a) State Celtified Asbestos Plan developers, inspectors, and abatement/removal personnel 
services provide a cost effective resource due diminishing availability of contract resources 
meeting very stringent California environmental and CALOSH regulations. LBNSY has provided 
services to the Federal Prison at Boron and the Coast Guard. 

(ab) Battleship Regunning Facility is the only facility to regun a battleship since 1954. The 
facility has custody of a complete set of 16" regunning gear, and developed the Industrial Process 
Instruction (No. 71 1 1-60 1 A), Regunning 16"/50 Caliber Guns. Also, six 16" gun barrels are in 
inventory. 

(ac) Cableway Training Facility is the oniy West Coast activity providing mandatory shipboard 
electrical cableway installation technical training. The Cableway Training Facility provides 
training for pubIic and private shipyards, vendors. Navy shipboard and land based intermediate 
level maintenance activities, Supervisor of Shipbuilding Quality Assurance personnel, and forces 
afloat. The facility uses a 25'x15' mock-up shipboard compartment to provide hands-on training 
in a classroom environment. This training and quality control program is in full compliance with 
NAVSEA instructions (NAVSEAINST 9304.18), and has been consistently evaluated as 
outstanding by the NAVSEA Inspector General. 

(ad) Hardfacing of catapult valves with the flux-cored arc welding (FCAW) process. This ability 
is unique within DON/DOD. 

(ae) Pump repair and test facility with centralized functional overhaul work area featuring 
dedicated machine tools, grinding, balance support. Dedicated testing facilities for steam or 
motor driven pumps and purifiers, utilizing macro cell technology. Pump testing capacities to 
5000 gallons per minute up to 400 amps and pump pressures to 2000 PSI. Steam generators 
rated at 30,000 pounds per hour, 1000 degrees superheated steam at 1550 PSI. 

(af) Propeller and shaft repair facility the oniv_facilitv (on either coast) with state of the art 
computerized numerical control extended length shaft lathes. This dedicated facility (100'x2001) 
utilizes macro cell technology while all other facilities utilize manual equipment. The building 
was designed for the sole purpose of accomplishing shaft, propeller and rudder repair. All 
remaining shipyards utilize space within their machine shops to do this type of work, which ties 
up their cranes that are also utilized for general lifting within the shop. This facility has a 
dedicated lifting dual crane system, bridge type, 50 and 100 ton capacity; dedicated welding and 
stress relief equipment; dedicated balancing machine wich a capacity of 44  ton 100 RPM; dusr 
control and ventilation system; and a dedicated rail car and track system for transportation and 
movement to paint/sandblast facility and to Non-destructive testing facility. LBNSY has certified 
and trained propeller repair technicians. 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

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

Dear Colonel Jones: 

COMMISSIONERS: 
April 6, 1995 A L  CORNELLA 

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

The Army Team has completed the base visit and initial review of the data relating to the 
relocation of the Concepts Analysis Agency and Information Systems Software Center. I i;*ould 
appreciate your responses to the following questions raised during the base visit and data review 
by April 19, 1995. 

Concepts Analysis Agency 

I 1. The Office of Development, Fort Belvoir is planning new construction for C'C=li, however, 
the Army recommendation is based on minimum renovation within the PLt', hcadq:i: rters 
building under construction. Please reconcile the discrepancy. 

2. The A m y  included a one-time cost of $2.1 million to relocate a Cra!? conpuler, but CCA 
has no such computer. However, they do have a requiremen; for a local 2rc3 network which 
would cost $1 million to install. Please update COBRA to reflect these chzr,nes. 

3 .  The FY96 authorized strength for CCA is 178 (54 military and 124 ci \.~!~ar?s), the 
recommendation is based on 201 personnel (57 military and 144 civilihr~s). The reduced 
personnel will change the move costs and space requirements. Pleesc updzre COBRA to 
reflect these chanses. 

Information Systems Software Center 

1. The OEce of Master Planning, Fort Meade and the facilities coordinator ir;J:cateci there is an 
approved backfill plan for the COhvSA building which will be comp!eied by August 1995. 
ISSC is not included in the backfill plan. Therefore, new construction is p!anned for ISSC, 
which is contrary to the Army recommendation. Please reconcile the discrp~ancy. 

2. ISSC has a requirement for a local area network, which cost $2 million tc instail at their 
current location. The Army recommendation does not include any one-tiine c x t s  for this 
requirement. Please update COBRA to reflect this requirement. 



3. The Army included $360,000 for moving hrniture and ADP equipment to the new location. 
However, it cost $550,000 to move these items from the MELPAR building to the Crown 
Ridge location about 1 year ago. Please update COBRA to reflect this change. 

4. ISSC currently provides space for 141 contractors, however, the recommendation does not 
provide space at the new location for these contractors. The Commander, ISSC stated if the 
contractors are not provided space they can renegotiate their contract for more money to 
cover space costs. In developing the recommendation did TABS consider the additional cost 
to the Army of not providing contractor space? 

If you need any clarification of these questions, please contact Mike Kennedy, the Army 
Team Analyst. 

1 appreciate your assistance and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

&&@&= Edward A. Bro I11 

Army Team Leader 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

May 3,1995 

Mr. Edward A. Brown I11 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 14% 
Arlington , VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

The attached response to questions generated by your site visits to USACAA, 
USAISSC, Fort Meade and Fort Belvoir are provided with associated COBRA sensitivity 
runs. 

Point of contact for this action is LTC Marriott, (703)697-1765. 

Attachment 

MICHAEL G. JONES 
COL, GS 
Director, The Army Basing Study 

Printed on Recycled Paper 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

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

Dear Colonel Jones: 

The Army Team has completed the base visit and initial review of the data relating to the 
relocation of the Concepts Analysis Agency and Information Systems Software Center. I would 
appreciate your responses to the following questions raised during the base visit and data review 
by April 19, 1995. 

Concepts Analysis Agency 

1. The Office of Development, Fort Belvoir is planning new construction for CCA, however, 
the Army recommendation is based on minimum renovation within the DLA headquarters 
building under construction. Please reconcile the discrepancy. 

2. The Army included a one-time cost of $2.1 million to relocate a Cray computer, but CCA 
has no such computer. However, they do have a requirement for a local area network which 
would cost $1 million to install. Please update COBRA to reflect these changes. 

3. The FY96 authorized strength for CCA is 178 (54 military and 124 civilians), the 
recommendation is based on 201 personnel (57 military and 144 civilians). The reduced 
personnel will change the move costs and space requirements. Please update COBRA to 
reflect these changes. 

Information Systems Software Center 

1. The Office of Master Planning, Fort Meade and the facilities coordinator indicated there is an 
approved backfill plan for the CONUSA building which will be completed by August 1995. 
ISSC is not included in the backfill plan. Therefore, new construction is planned for ISSC, 
which is contrary to the Army recommendation. Please reconcile the discrepancy. 

2. ISSC has a requirement for a local area network, which cost $2 million to install at their 
current location. The Army recommendation does not include any one-time costs for this 
requirement. Please update COBRA to reflect this requirement. 



3. The Army included $360,000 for moving furnitwe and ADP equipment to the new location. 
However, it cost $550,000 to move these items from the MELPAR building to the Crown 
Ridge location about 1 year ago. Please update COBRA to reflect this change. 

4. ISSC currently provides space for 141 contractors, however, the recommendation does not 
provide space at the new location for these contractors. The Commander, ISSC stated if the 
contractors are not provided space they can renegotiate their contract for more money to 
cover space costs. In developing the recommendation did TABS consider the additional cost 
to the Army of not providing contractor space? 

If you need any clarification of these questions, please contact Mike Kennedy, the Army 
Team Analyst. 

I appreciate your assistance and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

&>P&-= Edward A. Bro I11 

Army Team Leader 



U.S. ARMY CONCEPTS ANALYSIS AGENCY (USACAA) 
LEASE 

SUBJECT: RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS FROM COMMISSION SITE VISITS 

1. The office of development, Fort Belvoir is planning new construction for CAA, 
however, the Army recommendation is based on minimum renovation within the 
DLA headquarters building under construction. Please reconcile the discrepancy. 

The Army and DoD recommendation and analysis were based on certified data 
provided by the MACOM and ACSIM. That data and the subsequent analysis led to the 
recommendation to move CAA from leased facilities into existing government space at 
Fort Belvoir. The Army still plans to move CAA into renovated facilities. In the event 
that becomes impractical, construction costs would increase by $3.4 million, the 20 year 
net present value would decrease from $7 million to $3 million, and the return on 
investment would increase from 5 to 11 years. This scenario includes the adjusted 
personnel numbers reflected in the current ASIP. 

2. The Army included a one-time cost of $2.1 million to reIocate a Cray computer, 
but CAA has no such computer. However, they do have a requirement for a local 
area network which would cost $1 million to install. Please update COBRA to 
reflect these changes. 

The updated COBRA reflects an increase in NPV of $1.6M (from $6.9M to 
$8.6M), a decrease in one-time costs of $lM (from $3.7M to $2.7M), and a 1 year 
decrease in the Return On Investment (from 5 to 4 years). A copy of the updated 
COBRA is attached. This run does not include the estimated new construction costs 
discussed in question one above. 

3. The FY96 authorized strength for CAA is 178 (54 military and 124 civiIians), the 
recommendation is based on 201 personnel (57 military and 144 civilians). The 
reduced personnel will change the move costs and space requirements. Please 
update COBRA to reflect these changes. 

Based on the Army Stationing and Installation Plan (ASIP), dated 16 May 1994 
and used as the standard for TABS analysis, the FY96 authorization is 201 personnel. A 
sensitivity run was made using the numbers you provided and the results are included in 
the response to question 2 above. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUPNARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11: 55 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x11 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LEB-1x11. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

S ta r t ing  Year : 1996 
F ina l  Year : 1998 
ROI Year : 2003 (5  Years) 

NPV i n  2015($K): -6,977 
1-Time Cost($K): 3,697 

Net Costs ( $ K )  Constant Dol lars  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

M i  lCon 104 1,036 0 0 0 0 
Person 0 0 120 230 230 230 
Overhd 0 0 -265 -1,052 -1,052 -1,052 
Movi ng 0 0 2,150 0 0 0 
Missio 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other 0 0 400 0 0 0 

TOTAL 104 1,036 2,405 -822 -822 -822 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 0 56 Q 0 Q 
En1 0 0 1 0 0 (9 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 1 44 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 20 1 0 0 0 

Tota l  
----- 
1.140 

809 
-3,421 
2,150 

0 
400 

Tota l  
----- 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
230 

-1.052 
0 
0 
0 

Sumnary: ------- - 
VACATE LEASE 
RENOVATE @ BELVOIR 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMRY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 : 55 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x11 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1x11. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Do1 l a r s  
1996 1997 Tota l  Beyond 
---- ---- 

M i  lCon 104 1,036 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Movi ng 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 104 1,036 3,695 

Savings ($K) Constant Do1 1 ars  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

Mi lCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Movi ng 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

Tota l  Beyond 

TOTAL 0 0 1,290 
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INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 :47 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x11 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1x11. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

W e 1  does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
------- -- - - - - - - - - - 
USACAA, MD Deactivates i n FY 1 998 
FORT BELVOIR, VA Realignment 

Summary: 
------- - 
VACATE LEASE 
RENOVATE @ BELVOIR 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 

USACAA, MD 

To Base: 
-------- 
FORT BELVOIR, VA 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from USACAA, MD t o  FORT BELVOIR, VA 

Off icer  Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
C i v i l i an  Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
M i l  L ight  Vehic (tons): 
Heavy/Spec Vehic (tons): 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: USACAA, MD 

Total Off icer  Employees: 
Total En1 is ted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i an  Employees: 
M i l  Families Living On Base: 
C iv i l ians  Not Wi l l ing To Move: 
Off icer  Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Off icer  VHA ($/Month): 
En1 is ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le): 

Distance: 
----- ---- 

23 m i  

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Vis i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Sh i f t  t o  Medicare: 
Ac t iv i ty  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Act iv i ty  Information: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 :47 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x11 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1x11. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: FORT BELVOIR, VA 

Total Off icer  Employees: 1,220 RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
Total Enlisted Employees: 2,055 Comnunications ($K/Year): 
Total Student Employees: 689 BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Total C i v i l i an  Employees: 11,175 BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
M i l  Families Living On Base: 93.5% Family Housing ($K/Year): 
C iv i l ians  Not Wi l l ing To Move: 6.0% Area Cost Factor: 
Off icer  Housing Units Avail: 0 CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit):  
Total Base Faci 1 ities(KSF): 7,085 CHAMPUS Sh i f t  t o  Medicare: 
Off icer  VHA ($/Month): 462 Act iv i ty  Code: 
En1 isted VHA ($/Month): 332 
Per D i e m  Rate ($/Day): 152 Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le): 0.07 Unique Act iv i ty  Information: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: USACAA, MD 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi 1Con Reqd ($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K): 
Activ Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (%): 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Pati ents/Yr : 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: FORT BELVOIR, VA 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi 1Con Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost ($K): 
Activ Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

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

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 2,100 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX 0% OX OX 
OX OX OX 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

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

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 
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INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 1 1 : 47 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LEE-1x11 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1x11. CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: FORT BELVOIR. VA 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ  Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Of f  Change(No Sal Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i  1 ian: 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: FORT BELVOIR, VA 

Descri p t ion  Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost($K) 
------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
GEN PURP ADMIN ADMIN 0 0 960 
COMPUTER SPACE ADMIN 0 0 180 
Raised Floor 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 77.00% 
Percent Enl is ted Married: 58.50% 
En1 i s t ed  Housing MilCon: 91.00% 
O f f i ce r  Salary($/Year): 67,948.00 
O f f  BAQ w i th  Dependents($): 7,717.00 
En1 i sted Sal ary($/Year) : 30,860.00 
En1 BAQ wi th  Dependents($): 5,223.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
UnemploymentEligibility(Weeks): 18 
C i v i l i a n  Salary($/Year): 45,996.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Early Ret i re Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Ret i re Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: SF7DEC.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui ld ing SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admi n(SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 388.00 
Avg Fami 1 y Quarters(SF) : 1,819.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 2.90% 1997: 3.00% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Early Ret i re Pay Factor: 9.00% 
PriorityPlacementService: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00 
C iv i l i anNewHi reCos t ($ ) :  1,109.00 
Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale ~eimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch ~eimburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Hwneowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 19.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receivi ng Rate: 12.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
In fo  Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i on  Rate f o r  NPV. RPT/ROI: 
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INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 :47 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x11 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LEB-1x11. CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material  /Assigned Person(Lb) : 71 0 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHGPerMi lS ing le (Lb) :  6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mile): 0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
M i l  L igh t  Vehicle($/Mile): 0.09 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mi le):  0.09 
POV Reimbursement($/Mi l e )  : 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 2.90 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour) : 4,665.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 6,134.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 4,381 .OO 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 

Horizontal 
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
Operational 
Administrat ive 
School Bui ldings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Family 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  
Comnunications Faci l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Amnunition Storage 
Medical F a c i l i t i e s  
Environmental 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
APPLIED INSTR 
LABS (RDT&E) 
CHILD CARE CENTER 
PRODUCTION FAC 
PHYSICAL FITNESS FAC 
2+2 BACHQ 
Optional Category G 
Optional Category H 
Optional Category I 
Optional Category J 
Optional Category K 
Optional Category L 
Optional Category M 
Optional Category N 
Optional Category 0 
Optional Category P 
Optional Category Q 
Optional Category R 

UM $/UM -- ---- 
(SF) 114 
(SF) 175 
(SF) 120 
(SF) loo  
(SF) 128 
(EA) 19,140 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 :47 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x11 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1x11 .CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

Construction 
M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Early Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Freight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost 
---- 

Sub-Total ---- ----- 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental M i  t i ga t i on  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 400,000 

Total - Other 400,000 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 3,696,858 .............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 

M i  1 i ta ry  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Envirormental M i t iga t ion  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 3,696,858 
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ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 1 1  : 47 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x11 
Scenario Fi le : C: \COBRA\LE8-1x11 . CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: USACAA, MD 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 .............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 2,151,313 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 .............................................................................. 

Total One-Ti me Savings 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 2,151,313 
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ONE-TIME COST REWRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/3 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 :47 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LEB-1x11 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1x11 .CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: FORT BELVOIR, VA 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars) 

Category 
-------- 
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Fami 1 y Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Early Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
Eliminated Mi 1 i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Movi ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost 
---- 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental M i t i ga t i on  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 400,000 

Total - Other 400,000 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 1,545,545 

One-Time Savings 
M i  1 i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t iga t ion  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 0 .............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 1 ,545,545 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 113 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 : 47 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x11 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1x11. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

A11 Costs i n  $K 
Total I M A  Land Cost Total 

Base Name MilCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost 
--------- ------ ---- ----- ----- ----- 
USACAA 0 0 0 0 0 
FORT BELVOIR 1,140 0 0 0 1,140 
.............................................................................. 
Totals: 1.140 0 0 0 1,140 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 : 47 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x11 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1x11. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

MilCon f o r  Base: FORT BELVOIR, VA 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 
Mi lCon 

Description: Categ 
------------- ----- 
GEN PURP ADMIN ADMIN 
COMPUTER SPACE ADMIN 
Raised F loor  
........................... 

Using Rehab New New 
Rehab Cost* MilCon Cost* ----- ----- ------ ----- 

o n/a o n/a 
o n/a 0 n/a 

.------------------------------------------ 
Total Construction Cost: 

+ I n f o  Management Account: 
+ Land Purchases: 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 

Tota l  
Cost* ----- 

960 
180 

TOTAL: 1,140 

* A l l  MilCon Costs include Design, S i t e  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 
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PERSONNEL SUWRY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 1 1  : 47 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x11 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1x11. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUWRY FOR: USACAA, MD 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior  t o  BRAC Action): 
Off icers En1 isted Students Civ i l ians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

56 1 0 144 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: FORT BELVOIR, VA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

Off icers 0 0 56 0 0 0 56 
En1 isted 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civi  1 ians 0 0 144 0 0 0 144 
TOTAL 0 0 201 0 0 0 201 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  USACAA, MD): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

Off icers 0 0 56 0 0 0 56 
En1 isted 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i l ians  0 0 144 0 0 0 144 
TOTAL 0 0 201 0 0 0 201 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) : 
Off icers Enlisted Students Civ i l ians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

0 0 0 0 

PERSONNEL SUWRY FOR: FORT BELVOIR, VA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
Officers Enlisted Students C iv i  1 ians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

1,220 2,055 689 11,175 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

Off icers 0 -1 0 1 0 0 0 -9 
En1 isted 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 
Students 0 12 1 0 0 0 13 
C iv i  1 ians 0 -46 -51 0 0 0 -97 
TOTAL 0 -42 -49 0 0 0 -91 

BASE POPULATION (Pr ior  t o  BRAC Action): 
Off icers En1 isted Students C iv i l ians  ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

1,211 2,057 702 11,078 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: USACAA, MD 

1996 7997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

Off icers 0 0 56 0 0 0 56 
En1 isted 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  J ians 0 0 144 0 0 0 144 
TOTAL 0 0 201 0 0 0 201 
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PERSONNEL SUWRY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 :47 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x11 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1x11. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  FORT BELVOIR, VA): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 56 0 0 0 56 
En1 i s t e d  0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 144 0 0 0 1 44 
TOTAL 0 0 201 0 0 0 201 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 i sted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  1 ians 0 0 5 0 0 0 5 
TOTAL 0 0 5 0 0 0 5 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Actlon): 
O f f i ce rs  En1 i sted Students C i v i l i a n s  ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

1,267 2,058 702 11,227 



6 I 

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/9 
Data As O f  18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 :47 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x11 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEB-1x11. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF~DEC. SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 1998 
----- ---- 1999 2000 

($K)----- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 104 1,036 0 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 0 0 0 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ  Re t i re  0 0 0 0 0 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 0 0 0 
POV Mi les 0 0 0 0 0 
Home Purch 0 0 0 0 0 
HHG 0 0 0 0 0 
Mi sc 0 0 0 0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 0 0 0 
PPS 0 0 0 0 0 

2001 Tota l  ---- ----- 

RITA 
FREIGHT 

Packing 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
Dr iv ing 

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i r e  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
El im PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



A ,  . 
TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/9 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 : 47 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x11 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\LE8-1x11 .CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 
O&M 

RPMA 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BOS 0 0 444 444 444 444 
Unique Operat 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Salary 0 0 11 5 230 230 230 
CHAMPUS 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 
House Allow 0 0 579 579 579 579 

OTHER 
Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 1,138 1,253 1,253 1,253 

TOTAL COST 104 1,036 3,695 1,253 1,253 1,253 

Total ----- 
0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total Beyond 
------ 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 1,290 2,076 2,076 2,076 



4 ,  * 
TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/9 
Data As O f  18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 :47 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x11 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEB-1x11. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 104 1,036 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 

O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ  Moving 0 0 50 0 0 0 
Other 0 0 2.107 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 400 0 0 0 
Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 104 1,036 2,557 0 0 0 

RECURRING NET 
----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ  Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 

Tota l  
----- 

Tota l  
----- 

0 

-5,199 
1,777 

0 
0 

805 
0 

0 
-1 

0 
0 
0 
0 

-2,618 

1,078 

Beyond 
------ 

0 



4, 

APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REWRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/9 
Data As O f  18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 :47 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x11 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1x11. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

Base: USACAA, MO 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Retire 

C I V  MOVING 
Per O i e m  
WV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Driving 

Unemployment 
OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
1 -Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per O i e m  
mv Miles 
HHG 
M i  sc 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi ronmental 
I n fo  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 



41 

APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/9 
Data As Of 18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 : 47 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x11 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1X11. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

Base: USACAA, MO 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 
O&M 

RPMA 0 0 
BOS 0 0 
Unique Operat 0 0 
Civ Salary 0 0 
CHAMPUS 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 0 0 
En1 Salary 0 0 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

House ~ l l o w  0 0 
OTHER 
Mission 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

o&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota l  
----- 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 1,290 2,076 2,076 2,076 



0% 0 

APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/9 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994. Report Created 11 : 47 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x11 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1x11. CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: USACAA, MO 
ONE-TIME NET 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fan Housing 

O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
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 
Civ  Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
----- 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 861 -2,076 -2,076 -2,076 



- 1  m 

APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7/9 
Data As Of 18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 :47 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x11 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEB-1x11. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: FORT BELVOIR, VA 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 104 1,036 0 0 0 0 
Fat  Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Land ~ u r c h -  0 0 0 0 0 0 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Re t i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
Dr iv ing 

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
1 -Ti me Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
HHG 
Misc 

OTHER 
El im PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota l  
----- 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8/9 
Data As Of 18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 :47 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LEE-1x11 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LEB-1x11. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: FORT BELVOIR, VA 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 
----- ($K)----- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
OEM 

RPMA 0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 104 1,036 1 v 544 1,253 1,253 1,253 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fan Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota l  
----- 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
Bos 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  ----- 
0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



a* 4. 

APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 9/9 
Data As Of 18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 1 1 : 47 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LEE-1x11 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1 XI 1 . CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: FORT BELVOIR, VA 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 

----- ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
Civ  Retir /RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
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 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

TOTAL NET COST 104 1,036 1,544 1,253 1,253 1,253 



c, 

RPMA/BOS CHANGE REWRT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 : 47 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x11 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEB-1x11. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond 
-------------- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- ------ 
RPMA Change 0 0 -711 -1,496 -1,496 -1,496 -5,199 -1.496 
BOS Change 0 0 444 444 444 444 1.777 444 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.............................................................................. 
TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 -267 -1,052 -1,052 -1,052 -3,422 -1,052 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUEmARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 56 04/19/1995 

/ 

Department : ARMY 
Option Pac age : LE8-1x12 
Scenario A l e  : C: \COBRA\LE~-~X~ 2. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

S ta r t ing  Year : 1996 
Final  Year : 1998 
R O I  Year : 2002 (4 Years) 

NPV i n  201 5($K): -8,596 
1 -Time Cost($K): 2,681 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dol lars  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

M i  lCon 94 936 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Movi ng 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

Total 
----- 
1,030 

809 
-3.61 9 
1,244 

0 
400 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
230 

-1,101 
0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 94 936 

1996 1997 
---- ---- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 
En1 0 0 
Civ 0 0 
TOT 0 0 

Total 
----- 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 0 
En1 0 0 
Stu 0 0 
Civ 0 0 
TOT 0 0 

Sumnary: 

VACATE LEASE 
RENOVATE @ BELVOIR 
SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS FOR CWISSION 
ADJUSTED ONE-TIME COST FOR MOVING ADP AND OFFICE EQUIP 
ADJUSTED ONE-TIME COST FOR LAN INSTALLATION 
ADJUSTED PERSONNEL NUMBERS 



* 
COBRA REALIGNMENT SUWRY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 

Data As Of 18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 56 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LEE-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-lXl2.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC. SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dol lars  
1996 1997 Total 

----- 
1,030 
3,022 
1,580 
1 ,244 

0 
400 

Beyond ---- ---- 
M i  lCon 94 936 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 94 936 

Savings ($K) Constant Do1 l a r s  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

M i  lCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

Tota l  
----- 

0 
2,213 
5,199 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
553 

1,496 
0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 0 0 



. 
NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 

Data As O f  18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 56 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1x12. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. 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 

Adjusted Cost($) 



c 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07:56 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x12 
Scenario File : C: \COBRA\LE~-~X~ 2. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi le : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category 

Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Mi 1 itary PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 400,000 

Total - Other 400,000 
___________________----------------------------------------------------------- 
Total One-Time Costs 2,681,130 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Mi 1 i tary Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Movi ng Savi ngs 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 2,681,130 



. . . 
ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 

Data As Of 18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 56 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LEE-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEE-lX12.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: USACAA, MD 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Early Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Movi ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental M i t iga t ion  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Cost 
---- 

Total One-Time Costs 1,245,585 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t iga t ion  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 .............................................................................. 

Total One-Time Savings 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 1,245,585 



.L  e 

ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/3 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 56 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x12 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1x12. CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: FORT BELVOIR, VA 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars) 

Category 
-------- 
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Early Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
Mi 1 i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost 
---- 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental M i t iga t ion  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 400,000 

Total - Other 400,000 
____________-_______----_--------------------_---------------------_---------- 
Total One-Time Costs 1,435,545 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
F a m i l y  Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
E n v i r o m n t a l  M i t iga t ion  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 0 .............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 1,435,545 



.. 
TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 56 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1X12.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 
Total IMA Land Cost Total 

Base Name Mi lCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost 
- - - - - - - - - ------ ---- ----- ----- ----- 
USACAA 0 0 0 0 0 
FORT BELVOIR 1,030 0 0 0 1,030 
.............................................................................. 
Totals: 1,030 0 0 0 1,030 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 56 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEB-1x12. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

MilCon f o r  Base: FORT BELVOIR, VA 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 
M i  lCon Using Rehab New New Tota l  

Description: Categ Rehab Cost* MilCon Cost* Cost* 
------------- ----- ----- ----- ------ ----- ----- 
GEN PURP ADMIN ADMIN 0 n/a 0 n/a 850 
COMPUTER SPACE ADMIN 0 n/a 0 n/a 180 
Raised F loor  

Total Construction Cost: 1,030 
+ I n f o  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 
........................................ 

TOTAL: 1,030 

* A l l  MilCon Costs include Design, S i t e  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



PERSONNEL SUMRY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 55 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1x12. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMRY FOR: USACAA, MD 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En1 i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

53 1 0 124 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: FORT BELVOIR, VA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 53 0 0 0 53 
En1 i s t e d  0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  1 ians 0 0 124 0 0 0 124 
TOTAL 0 0 178 0 0 0 178 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  USACAA, 
1996 1997 1998 
---- ---- ---- 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 53 
En1 i s t e d  0 0 1 
Students 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 124 
TOTAL 0 0 178 

MD) : 
1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

0 0 0 53 
0 0 0 1 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 124 
0 0 0 178 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En1 i sted Students C i v i  1 ians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

0 0 0 0 

PERSONNEL SUMRY FOR: FORT BELVOIR, VA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i ce rs  Enl is ted Students C i v i  1 ians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

1,220 2,055 689 11,175 

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

Of f i ce rs  0 -1 0 1 0 0 0 -9 
Enl is ted 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 
Students 0 12 1 0 0 0 13 
C i v i l i a n s  0 -46 -51 0 0 0 -97 
TOTAL 0 -42 -49 0 0 0 -91 

BASE POPULATION (Pr io r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  Enl is ted Students C i v i l i a n s  
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

1,211 2,057 702 11,078 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: USACAA, MD 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 53 0 0 0 53 
En1 i s t e d  0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  1 ians 0 0 124 0 0 0 124 
TOTAL 0 0 178 0 0 0 178 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 55 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LEE-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEB-1 XI 2. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  FORT BELVOIR, VA): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 53 0 0 0 53 
En1 i s t e d  0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 124 0 0 0 124 
TOTAL 0 0 178 0 0 0 178 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  1 ians 0 0 5 0 0 0 5 
TOTAL 0 0 5 0 0 0 5 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En1 i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

1.264 2,058 702 11,207 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 55 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LEE-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEB-1x12. CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN WSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i  1 i an  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i ans  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai lable 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i l i ans  Avai lable t o  Move 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 0 0 
New C i v i l i ans  Hired 0 0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Additions 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 

Total 
----- 

124 
0 
0 
0 
0 

124 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements. C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i ans  Not 
Wi l l i ng  t o  Move are not appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

+ The Percentage o f  C i v i l i ans  Not Wi l l i ng  t o  Move (Voluntary RIFs) 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  Station. The ra te  
o f  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00% 



i *. > 

PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07:55 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1 XI 2. CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: USACAA, MD Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civ i  1 i an  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
C i v i  1 ians Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai lable 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)" 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i l i ans  Avai lable t o  Move 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 
C iv i  1 ian  RIFs ( the remainder) 

Total 
----- 

124 
0 
0 
0 
0 

124 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
New C iv i l i ans  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i ans  Not 
Wi l l i ng  t o  Move are not  appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00% 



I .. * 
PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/3 

Data As O f  18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 55 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1 XI 2. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: FORT BELVOIR, VA Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C iv i l i an  TurnoverJD 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civ i l ians  Moving (the remainder) 
C i v i l i an  Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C iv i l i an  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Pr io r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i l ians Available t o  Move 
Civ i l ians Moving 
C iv i l i an  RIFs (the remainder) 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN WSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 1 2 4  0 0 0 124 
Civ i l ians Moving 0 0 1 2 4  0 0 0 124 
New Civ i l ians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i an  Additions 0 0 5 0 0 0  5 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTALCIVILIANPRIORITYPLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 5 0 0 0  5 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i an  Turnover, and Civ i l ians Not 
Wi l l ing t o  Move are not applicable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The ra te  
o f  PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



I .\ 
PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA v5.08) 

Data As Of 18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07:55 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1x12. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: USACAA, MD 

Pers Moved I n  M i  lCon Pers Moved Out/El i m i  nated ShutOn 
Year Tota l  Percent Timephase Total Percent Timephase 

----- ------- --------- ----- ------- --------- 
TOTALS 0 0.00% 100.00% 178 100.00% 100.00% 

Base: FORT BELVOIR, VA 

Year 
---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

Pers Moved I n  
Total Percent 
----- - - - - - - - 

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

183 100.00% 
0 0.00% 

MilCon Pers Moved Out/El iminated 
Timephase Total Percent 
- - - - - - - - - ----- - - - - - - - 

0.00% 0 0.00% 
100.00% 0 0.00% 

0.00% 0 0.00% 
0.00% 0 0.00% 

ShutOn 
TimePhase 
- - - - - - - - - 

16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
1 6.67% 
16.67% 

----- ------- --------- ----- ------- --------- 
TOTALS 183 100.00% 100.00% 0 0.004 100. 00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/9 
Data As O f  18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 56 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1x12. CBR 
Std F d r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC. SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 
Civ  Re t i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 

2001 Total 
---- ----- 

House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
Dr iv ing 

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i r e  
1 -Ti me Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
El im PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/9 
Data As Of 18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 56 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEB-lX12.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
Bos 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total ----- 
0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

TOTAL COST 

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

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1 -Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
Bos 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 1,264 2,049 2,049 2,049 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/9 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 56 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1x12. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 94 936 
Fam Housing 0 0 

O&M 
Civ Retir /RIF 0 0 
Civ Moving 0 0 
Other 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 
Environmental 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 
Land 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 94 936 

RECURRING NET 1996 1997 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 
O&M 

R M  0 0 
BOS 0 0 
Unique Operat 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 
Civ Salary 0 0 

CHAMPUS 0 0 
MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Salary 0 0 
House Allow 0 0 

OTHER 
Procurement 0 0 
Mission 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 

TOTAL NET COST 94 936 

Total 
----- 

Total Beyond 



' *. 
APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/9 

Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 56 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEB-1x12. CBR 
Std F d r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC. SFF 

Base: USACAA, MO 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fan Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Re t i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
Home Purch 
HHG 
M i  sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packi ng 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
Dr iv ing 

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
El im PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/9 
Data As O f  18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 56 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1x12. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC. SFF 

Base: USACAA, MD 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 
----- ($K)----- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
O&M 

RPMA 0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 

Tota l  
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1 -Ti me Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 
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APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REWRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/9 
Data As Of 18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 56 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1x12. CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC. SFF 

Base: USACAA, MD 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 
----- ($K)----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 0 
Fam Housing 0 

O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 
Civ Moving 0 
Other 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 
1-Time Mhe r  0 
Land 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 

RECURRING NET 
----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
80s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 

Total 
----- 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
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APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7/9 
Data As O f  18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 56 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LEE-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEB-1 X12. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC. SFF 

Base: FORT BELVOIR, 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ  Re t i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Pac k i  ng 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
Dr iv ing 

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hi res 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
El im PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8/9 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 56 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-lX12.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: FORT BELVOIR, VA 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 
O&M 
RPMA 0 0 
BOS 0 0 
Unique Operat 0 0 
Civ Salary 0 0 
CHAMPUS 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off  Salary 0 0 
En1 Salary 0 0 
House Allow 0 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 94 936 1,468 1,178 1,178 1,178 

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

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

om 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 9/9 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 56 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LEE-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEB-1x12. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC. SFF 

Base: FORT BELVOIR, 
ONE-TIME NET 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i  1 Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 

RECURRING NET 
----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

TOTAL NET COST 94 936 1,468 1,178 1,178 1,178 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 56 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1x12. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base 
---- 
USACAA 
FORT BELVOIR 

Base 

Personnel 
Change XChange 

SF 
Change XChange Chg/Per 
------ ------- ------- 
-1,000 -100% 6 

0 0% 0 

RPMJG) NS($) 
Change %Change Chg/Per Change %Change Chg/Per 

---- ------ ------- ------- ------ ------- ------- 
USACAA -1,496,000 -1 00% 8,404 0 OX 0 
FORT BELVOIR 0 0% 0 394,708 1% 2,157 

Base 
RPMABOS($) 

Change %Change Chg/Per 
---- ------ ------- ------- 
USACAA -1,496,000 -1 00% 8,404 
FORT BELVOIR 394,708 0% 2,157 



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REWRT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 56 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEB-1x12. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF~DEC.SFF 

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond 
-------------- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- ------ 
RPMA Change 0 0 -711 -1,496 -1,496 -1,496 -5,199 -1,496 
BOS Change 0 0 395 395 395 395 1,579 395 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.............................................................................. 
TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 -316 -1,101 -1,101 -1,101 -3,620 -1,101 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 55 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEB-lX12.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF~DEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
-------- - - - - - - - - - - 
USACAA, MD Deactivates i n  FY 1998 
FORT BELVOIR, VA Realignment 

Sumnary: 
- - - - - - - - 
VACATE LEASE 
RENOVATE @ BELVOIR 
SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS FOR COMMISSION 
ADJUSTED ONE-TIME COST FOR WING ADP AND OFFICE EQUIP 
ADJUSTED ONE-TIME COST FOR LAN INSTALLATION 
ADJUSTED PERSONNEL NUMBERS 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: To Base: 
---------- - - - - - - - - 
USACAA. MD FORT BELVOIR, VA 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from USACAA, MD t o  FORT BELVOIR, VA 

Off icer  Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
C i v i l i an  Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
M i l  L ight  Vehic (tons): 
Heavy/Spec Vehic (tons): 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: USACAA, MD 

Total Off icer  Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i an  Employees: 
M i l  Families Living On Base: 
C iv i l ians  Not Wi l l ing To Move: 
Off icer  Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facil  ities(KSF): 
Off icer  VHA ($/Month): 
En1 is ted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le): 

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS I n-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit):  
CHAMPUS Sh i f t  t o  Medicare: 
Ac t iv i ty  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Act iv i ty  Information: 

Distance: 
- - - - - - - - - 

23 m i  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 55 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1x12. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: FORT BELVOIR, VA 

Total Off icer  Employees: 
Total En1 is ted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i an  Employees: 
M i l  Families Living On Base: 
C iv i l ians  Not Wi l l ing To Move: 
Off icer  Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Off icer  VHA ($/Month): 
En1 is ted VHA ($/Month): 
Per D i e m  Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le): 

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit):  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit):  
CHAMPUS Sh i f t  t o  Medicare: 
Ac t i v i t y  Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: USACAA, MD 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Act iv i ty  Information: 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost ($K): 
Activ Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
M i  sc Recurri ng Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsjYr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: FORT BELVOIR, VA 

1 -Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K): 
Activ Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci l  ShutDown(KSF): 

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

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 1,200 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX OX OX 
OX OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing Shutbwn: 

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

Perc Family Housing Shutbwn: 
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INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 55 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-lX12.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: FORT BELVOIR, VA 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ  Scenario Change: 
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: FORT BELVOIR, VA 

Descript ion Categ New M i  lCon Rehab M i  lCon Total Cost($K) 
------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
GEN PURP ADMIN ADMIN 0 0 850 
COMPUTER SPACE ADMIN 0 0 180 
Raised Floor 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 77.00% 
Percent Enl is ted Married: 58.50% 
En1 i s t ed  Housing Mi lCon: 91.00% 
O f f i ce r  Salary($/Year): 67,948.00 
O f f  BAQ w i th  Dependents($): 7,717.00 
En1 i s t ed  Salary($/Year): 30,860.00 
En1 BAQ wi th  Dependents($): 5,223.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment El igibi l i ty(Weeks): 18 
C i v i  1 ian  Salary($/Year): 45,998.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Early Ret i re Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Ret i re  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: SF7DEC.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.004 
Caretaker Admi n(SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 388.00 
Avg Fami l y  Quarters(SF): 1.81 9.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 2.90% 1997: 3.00% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Early Ret i re Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i re  Cost($): 1,109.00 
Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.004 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 19.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 12.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 59.00% 
I n f o  Management Account: 15.00% 
MilCon Design Rate: 10.00% 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 6.00% 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 7.00% 
MilCon S i t e  Preparation Rate: 24.00% 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV. RPT/ROI: 2.754 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV. RPT/ROI: 0.004 



INPUT DATA REPORT (CC)BRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07: 55 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x12 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-lX12.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

MaterialjAssigned Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
H H G P e r M i l S i n g l e ( L b ) :  6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Tota l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mile): 0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
M i l  L igh t  Vehicle($/Mi le): 0.09 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mi le) :  0.09 
POV Reimbursement($/Mi le) :  0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 2.90 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 4,665.00 
One-Time Of f  PCS Cost($): 6,134.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 4,381 .OO 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 

Horizontal 
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
Operational 
Administrat ive 
School Bui ldings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami 1 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  
Comnunications Fac i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Amnunition Storage 
Medical F a c i l i t i e s  
Environmental 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
APPLIED INSTR 
LABS (RDT&E) 
CHILD CARE CENTER 
PRODUCTION FAC 
PHYSICAL FITNESS FAC 
2+2 BACHQ 
Optional Category G 
Optional Category H 
Optional Category I 
Optional Category J 
Optional Category K 
Optional Category L 
Optional Category M 
Optional Category N 
Optional Category 0 
Optional Category P 
Optional Category Q 
Optional Category R 

UM 
-- 

(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(EA) 
( ) 
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COBRA REALIGNMENT SUWRY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 

Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 09: 05 04/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x13 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE8-1X13.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC. SFF 

S ta r t ing  Year : 1996 
Final  Year : 1998 
ROI Year : 2009 (11 Years) 

NPV i n  2015($K): -3,324 
1 -Time Cost($K): 7,144 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Do1 l a r s  
1996 1997 Total Beyond 
---- ---- 

M i  lCon 456 5,038 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Movi ng 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 456 5,038 

1996 
---- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 
En1 0 
Ci v 0 
TOT 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 
En1 0 
s t u  0 
Civ 0 
TOT 0 

Total 
----- 

Sumnary: 
-- ------ 
VACATE LEASE 
CONSTRUCT @ BELVOIR 
SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS FOR COMrlISSION 
AOJUSTEO ONE-TIME COST FOR MOVING AOP AND OFFICE EQUIP 
ADJUSTED ONE-TIME COST FOR LAN INSTALLATION 
AOJUSTEO PERSONNEL NUMBERS 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUWRY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 09: 05 04/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE8-1x13 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEB-1x13. CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dol lars 
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

Mi lCon 456 5,038 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Movi ng 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 456 5,038 2,786 1,250 1,250 1,250 

Savings ($K) Constant Do1 l a r s  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

Mi lCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

Total 

Total 
----- 

0 
2,213 
5,199 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 

Beyond 

TOTAL 0 0 1,264 2,049 2,049 2,049 



INFORMATION SYSTEMS SOFTWARE COMMAND (ISSC) 
LEASE 

SUBJECT: RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS FROM COMMISSION SITE VISITS 

1. The Office of Master Planning, Fort Meade and the facilities coordinator 
indicated there is an approved backfill plan for the CONUSA building which will be 
completed by August 1995. ISSC is not included in the backfill plan. Therefore, 
new construction is planned for ISSC, which is contrary tothe Army 
recommendation. Please reconcile the discrepancy. 

The Army and DoD recommendation and analysis were based on certified data 
provided by the MACOM and ACSIM. That data and the subsequent analysis led to the 
recommendation to move ISSC from leased facilities into existing government space at 
Fort Meade. The Amy still plans to move ISSC into renovated facilities. In the event 
that becomes impractical, construction costs would increase by $7.7 million, the 20 year 
net present value would decrease fiom $9 million to $0.5 million, and the return on 
investment would increase from 6 to 18 years. 

2. ISSC has a requirement for a local area network, which cost $2 million to install 
at their current location. The Army recommendation does not include any one-time 
costs for this requirement. Please update COBRA to reflect this requirement. 

The updated COBRA reflects a decrease in NPV of $2.1M (from $9.2M to 
$7. lM), an increase in one-time costs of $2.3M (from $6.7M to $9M), and a 3 year 
increase in the Return On Investment (from 6 to 9 years). A copy of the updated COBRA 
is attached. This scenario does not include the adjusted new construction costs. 

3. The Army included $360,000 for moving furniture and ADP equipment to the 
new location. However, it cost $550,000 to move these items from the MELPAR 
building to the Crown Ridge location about 1 year ago. Please update COBRA to 
reflect this change. 

Information is included in the above reported updated COBRA. 



4. ISSC currently provides space for 141 contractors, however, the recommendation 
does not provide space at the new location for these contractors. The Commander, 
ISSC stated if the contractors are not provided space they can renegotiate their 
contract for more money to cover space costs. In developing the recommendation 
did TABS consider the additional cost to the Army of not providing contractor 
space? 

The cost to obtain and utilize contractor personnel is an operating cost and not 
considered a part of the BRAC analysis. The Army will attempt to provide space for 
contractors in the most cost effective way at the new location. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT S W R Y  (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 :37 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x8 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE11-1x8. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC. SFF 

S ta r t ing  Year : 1996 
F i n a l y e a r  : 1998 
R O I  Year : 2004 (6 Years) 

NPV i n  2015($K): -9,228 
1-Time Cost($K): 6.716 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dol lars  
1996 1997 Tota l  Beyond 
---- ---- 

Mi lCon 576 5,760 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Movi ng 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 576 5,760 

1996 
---- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 
En1 0 
Civ 0 
TOT 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Of f  0 
En 1 0 
Stu 0 
Civ 0 
TOT 0 

Total 
----- 

Summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
VACATE LEASE 
RENOVATE @ MEADE I N  CONUSA BLDG 
ONE-TIME MOVEMENT COST FOR 332 PERSONNEL $78K 
ONE-TIME MOVEMENT COST FOR ADP EQUIP $200K 
B O W  ADDS = 16 CIVILIANS 
CORRECTED ASIP NUMBERS 
INCLUDES STATIC CHANGES PER LTC BORNHOFT 
REVISED ACSIM MILCON SPECIFICATIONS BY TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMRY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 : 37 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x8 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEl l-1x8. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dol lars  
1996 1997 Total 

----- 
6.336 
8,187 

9 58 
361 

0 
0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
2,134 

239 
0 
0 
0 

---- ---- 
Mi 1Con 576 5,760 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Movi ng 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 576 5,760 

Savings ($K) Constant Do1 l a r s  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

Mi lCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
Miss io 0 0 
Other 0 0 

Tota l  
----- 

0 
5,782 
7,447 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
1,445 
2,143 

0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 0 0 
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INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11: 37 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x8 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEl 1-1XB.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 

FORT MEADE, MD 
CROWN RIDGE, VA 

Realignment 
Deactivates i n  FY 1998 

Sumary : - - - - - - - - 
VACATE LEASE 
RENOVATE @ MEADE I N  CONUSA BLDG 
ONE-TIME MOVEMENT COST FOR 332 PERSONNEL $78K 
ONE-TIME MOVEMENT COST FOR ADP EQUIP $200K 
B O W  ADDS = 16 CIVILIANS 
CORRECTED ASIP NUMBERS 
INCLUDES STATIC CHANGES PER LTC BORNHOFT 
REVISED ACSIM MILCON SPECIFICATIONS BY TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
---------- 
FORT MEADE, MD 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - - 
CROWN RIDGE, VA 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from CROWN RIDGE, VA t o  FORT MEADE, MD 

O f f i c e r  Positions: 
Enl is ted Positions: 
C i v i l i a n  Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
M i l  L i g h t  Vehic (tons): 
Heavy/Spec Vehic (tons): 

Distance: 

34 m i  

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: FORT MEADE, MD 

Tota l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 1,974 RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
Tota l  Enl is ted Employees: 7,244 Comnunications ($K/Year): 
Total Student Employees: 896 BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 24,974 BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Mi 1 Fami 1 Ies  L iv ing  On Base: 54.64 Family Housing ($K/Year): 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.04 Area Cost Factor: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
Tota l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 5,242 CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 426 A c t i v i t y  Code: 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Month): 369 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 114 Homeowner Assistance Program: 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le):  0.07 Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 : 37 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x8 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE11-lX8.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: CROWN RIDGE, VA 

Total Off icer  Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i an  Employees: 
M i l  Families Living On Base: 
Civ i l ians Not Wi l l ing To Move: 
Off icer  Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Off icer  VHA ($/Month): 
En1 is ted VHA ($/Month): 
Per D i e m  Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le): 

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit):  
CHAMPUS Sh i f t  t o  Medicare: 
Ac t iv i ty  Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Act iv i ty  Information: 

Name: FORT MEAOE. MO 
1996 ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
Activ Mission Cost ($K): 0 
Activ Mission Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (X): OX 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr : 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 0 

Name: CROWN RIDGE, VA 
1996 ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K): 0 
Activ Mission Cost ($K): 0 
Activ Mission Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Construction Schedule(%): OX 
Shutdown Schedule ( 4 ) :  0% 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pati ents/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 1 

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 
0 278 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX OX 0% 
OX 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 Shutkwn: 

CRRDG 





INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA 6 .08)  - Page 4 
Data As O f  18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 : 37 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x8 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-lX8.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb): 710 
HHGPerOffFami ly(Lb) :  14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
H H G P e r M i l S i n g l e ( L b ) :  6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Tota l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mile):  0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
M i l  L igh t  Vehicle($/Mile): 0.09 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mile): 0.09 
POV Reimbursement($/Mi 1 e) : 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 2.90 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 4,665.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 6,134.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 4,381 .OO 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 

Horizontal 
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
Operational 
Administrat ive 
School Bui ldings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami 1 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  
C m u n i c a t i o n s  F a c i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Amnunition Storage 
Medical F a c i l i t i e s  
Environmental 

Category 

APPLIED INSTR 
LABS (RDT&E) 
CHILD CARE CENTER 
PRODUCTION FAC 
PHYSICAL FITNESS FAC 
2+2 BACHQ 
Optional Category G 
Optional Category H 
Optional Category I 
Optional Category J 
Optional Category K 
Optional Category L 
Optional Category M 
Optional Category N 
Optional Category 0 
Optional Category P 
Optional Category Q 
Optional Category R 

UM 
-- 

(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
( E N  
( 1 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994. Report Created 11 : 37 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x8 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-1X8.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

( A l l  values i n  Dol lars) 

Category 

Construction 
M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Early Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
Eliminated Mi 1 i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

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

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental M i t iga t ion  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 .............................................................................. 
Total One-Tim Costs 6,716,224 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 

Mi 1 i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t iga t ion  Savings 0 
One-Tim Unique Savings 0 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Tim Costs 6,716,224 



b 

ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11: 37 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x8 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEl l-1x8. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: FORT MEADE, MD 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

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

Construction 
M i  1 i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C iv i l ian  RIF 
C iv i l i an  Early Retirement 
C iv i l ian  New Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a ry  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civ i l ian  Moving 
C iv i l i an  PPS 
M i l i t a ry  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mit igat ion Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 6,354,191 .............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a ry  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a ry  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mit igat ion Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 .............................................................................. 

Total One-Time Savings 0 .............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 6,354,191 



' L  . 
ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 313 

Data As Of 18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 :37 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LEI 1-1x8 
Scenario File : C: \COBRA\LEll-lX8.CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi le : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: CROWN RIDGE, VA 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
------ -- 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 
Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost Su b-Total 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 362.032 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Mi 1 i tary Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 362,032 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 113 
Data As Of 18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 :37 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x8 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-lX8.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 
Tota l  IMA Land Cost Total 

Base Name M i  lCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost -- ------ - ------ ---- ----- ----- ----- 
FORT MEADE 6,336 0 0 0 6.336 
CROWN RIDGE 0 0 0 0 0 
.............................................................................. 
Totals: 6,336 0 0 0 6,336 



. 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 

Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 : 37 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x8 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\LEll-1XB.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

MilCon f o r  Base: FORT MEADE, MD 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 
M i  lCon 

Description: Categ 
------------- ----- 
GEN PURP ADMIN ADMIN 
ADP SPACE RDT&E 
SPECIAL USE SPACE SCHLB 
............................. 

Using Rehab New New 
Rehab Cost* MilCon Cost* 
----- ----- ------ ----- 

43,000 4,174 0 0 
11,000 1,400 0 0 
8,000 762 0 0 

.......................................... 
Total Construction Cost: 

+ I n f o  Management Account: 
+ Land Purchases: 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 

Total 
Cost* 
----- 
4,174 
1,400 

762 

TOTAL: 6,336 

* A1 1 M i  lCon Costs include Design, S i t e  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



' . 
PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 

Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 1 1 : 37 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x8 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-lX8.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

PERSONNEL SUWlARY FOR: FORT MEADE, MD 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
Officers En1 isted Students C iv i l ians  
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

1,974 7,244 896 24,974 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Off icers 0 2 1 0 0 0 3 
En1 isted 0 -191 16 0 0 0 -175 
Students 0 285 -8 0 0 0 277 
Civ i l ians  0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
TOTAL 0 97 9 0 0 0 106 

BASE POPULATION (Pr ior  t o  BRAC Action): 
Off icers En1 isted Students Civ i  1 ians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

1,977 7,069 1,173 24.975 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
F r m  Base: CROWN RIDGE, VA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 
Off icers 0 0 141 0 0 0 141 
En1 i sted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  1 ians 0 0 191 0 0 0 191 
TOTAL 0 0 332 0 0 0 332 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( In to  FORT MEADE, 
1996 1997 1998 
---- ---- ---- 

Off icers 0 0 141 
En1 isted 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 
Civ i  1 ians 0 0 191 
TOTAL 0 0 332 

MD) : 
1999 2000 2001 Total 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 isted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civi l ians 0 0 16 0 0 0 16 
TOTAL 0 0 16 0 0 0 16 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Off icers En1 isted Students Civ i  1 ians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

2,118 7,069 1,173 25,182 

PERSONNEL SUPNARY FOR: CROWN RIDGE, VA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior  t o  BRAC Action): 
Off icers En1 i sted Students Civ i  1 ians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

141 0 0 191 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 :37 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LEI 1-1x8 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-1x8. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: FORT MEADE, MD 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 141 0 0 
En1 i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 191 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 332 0 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  CROWN RIDGE, VA): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 141 0 0 
En1 i sted 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 191 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 332 0 0 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En1 i s t e d  Students ---------- ---------- ---------- 

0 0 0 

2001 Total 
- - - - - - - - - 

0 141 
0 0 
0 0 
0 191 
0 332 

2001 Total 
- - - - - - - - - 

0 141 
0 0 
0 0 
0 191 
0 332 

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

0 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REWRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/9 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994. Report Created 11 : 37 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x8 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-lX8.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 576 5,760 
Fan Housing 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 0 0 
Civ  Re t i re  0 0 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 
POV Mi les 0 0 
Home Purch 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
M i  sc 0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 
PPS 0 0 
RITA 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 0 
F re igh t  0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 
Dr iv ing 0 0 

Tota l  
----- 

Unemployment 0 0 
OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i r e  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
El im PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



' . 
TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/9 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 : 37 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x8 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-1X8.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- Total ----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COST 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 2,464 3,588 3,588 3,588 



' L 

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/9 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 : 37 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x8 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-1X8.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- 2001 ----- ($K)----- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 576 5,760 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 

O&M 
Civ Retir /RIF 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv  Moving 0 0 83 0 0 0 
Other 0 0 297 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i  1 Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 576 5,760 380 0 0 0 

RECURRING NET 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 
O&M 

RPMA 0 0 -1,018 -2,143 -2,143 -2,143 
BOS 0 0 239 239 239 239 
Unique Operat 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv  Salary 0 0 368 736 736 736 

CHAMPUS 0 0 0 0 0 0 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 
House Allow 0 0 -47 -47 -47 -47 

OTHER 
Procurement 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 -458 -1,215 -1,215 -1,215 

Tota l  
----- 

Tota l  
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

TOTAL NET COST 576 5,760 -78 -1,215 -1,215 -1,215 



*, 

APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/9 
Data As Of 18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11:37 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x8 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\LEll-1X8.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: FORT MEADE, MD 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 576 5,760 
Fam Housing 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 0 0 
Civ Re t i re  0 0 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 
WV Mi les 0 0 
Home Purch 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
Misc 0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 
PPS 0 0 
RITA 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 0 
F re igh t  0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 
Dr iv ing 0 0 

Unemployment 0 0 
OTHER 

Program Plan 0 0 
Shutdown 0 0 
New Hires 0 0 
1 -Ti me Move 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 0 0 
WV Mi les 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
Mi sc 0 0 

OTHER 
El im PCS 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 
Environmental 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 576 5,760 

2001 Total 
---- ----- 



(>" b 

APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/9 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 : 37 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x8 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE11-1X8.CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: FORT MEADE, MD 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 
----- ($K)----- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
OM 
RPMA 0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

TOTAL COSTS 576 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

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

M I  LCON 
Fam Houslng 

O M  
1 -Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i  1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 



'< 

APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/9 
Data As Of 18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11:37 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x8 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEl 1 -1X8. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: FORT MEADE, MD 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 
----- ($K)----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 576 
Fam Housing 0 

O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 
Civ  Moving 0 
Other 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 
1-Time Other 0 
Land 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 576 

RECURRING NET 1996 ----- ($K)----- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
O&M 

RPMA 0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Caretaker 0 
Civ Salary 0 

CHAMWS 0 
MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Salary 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Procurement 0 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

Tota l  ----- 

Tota l  
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

0 
239 

0 
0 

736 
0 

0 
1,398 

0 
0 
0 
0 

2,373 

TOTAL NET COST 576 5,760 2,023 2,373 2,373 2,373 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7/9 
Data As O f  18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 :37 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x8 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE11-1 X8. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC. SFF 

Base: CROWN RIKE, 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Re t i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Oiem 
POV Mi les 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
Dr iv ing 

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
1 -Ti me Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Oiem 
POV Mi les 
HHG 
M i  sc 

OTHER 
El im PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1 -Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

2001 Total 
---- ----- 



. 
APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8/9 

Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 : 37 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x8 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEl 1 -1X8. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: CROWN RIDGE, VA 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 
----- ($K)----- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
O&M 

RPMA 0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL COSTS 

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

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1 -Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
ms 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 2.464 3,588 3,588 3,588 



*t  

APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 919 
Data As Of 18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 : 37 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x8 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-lX8.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: CROWN RIDGE, VA 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 

O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 0 
Civ Moving 0 0 
Other 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 
Environmental 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 
Land 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 

RECURRING NET 1996 1997 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 
O&M 

RPMA 0 0 
BCS 0 0 
Unique Operat 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 
Civ Salary 0 0 

CHAMPUS 0 0 
MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Salary 0 0 
House Allow 0 0 

OTHER 
Procurement 0 0 
Mission 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 

Total ----- 

Total Beyond 
----- ------ 

0 0 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 -2,102 -3,588 -3,588 -3,588 - 



.. 
RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 

Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 11 : 37 04/07/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x8 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-1X8.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond 
-------------- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- ------ 
RPMA Change 0 0 -1,018 -2,143 -2.143 -2,143 -7,447 -2,143 
BOS Change 0 0 239 239 239 239 956 239 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 -779 -1,904 -1,904 -1,904 -6,491 -1,904 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As O f  18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 07:40 04/19/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEl l-1x9. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

S ta r t ing  Year : 1996 
Final  Year : 1998 
R O I  Year : 2007 (9 Years) 

NPV i n  2015($K): -7,105 
l-Time Cost($K): 8,988 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dol lars  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

Mi lCon 576 5,760 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

Tota l  
----- 
6,336 
2,405 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
689 

TOTAL 576 5,760 

1996 1997 
---- ---- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Of f  0 0 
En1 0 0 
Civ  0 0 
TOT 0 0 

Total 
----- 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 0 
En 1 0 0 
Stu 0 0 
Civ 0 0 
TOT 0 0 

Sumnary : 
- - - - - - - - 
VACATE LEASE 
RENOVATE @ MEADE I N  CONUSA BLDG 
SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS FOR CClvMISSION 
ADJUSTED ONE-TIME COST FOR LAN INSTALLATION REQUIREMENT 
ADJUSTED MOVING COSTS BASED ON RECENT MOVE 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUWRY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19: 22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\LEll-1X9.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dol lars 
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

Mi lCon 576 5,760 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Movi ng 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

Total Beyond 

TOTAL 576 5,760 

Savings ($K) Constant Do1 l a r s  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

M i  lCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Movi ng 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

Total 
----- 

0 
5,782 
7,447 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
1,445 
2,143 

0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 0 0 
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NET PRESENT VALUES REWRT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19:22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-1X9.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.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 

Adjusted Cost($) 
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TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REWRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19:22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-1x9. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

Category 

Construction 
M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i an  RIF 
C i v i l i an  Early Retirement 
C i v i l i an  New Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Movi ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost Su b-Total 
---- - - - - - - - - - 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental M i t iga t ion  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 2,000,000 

Total - Other 2,000,000 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 8,988,224 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Fami 1 y Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i  1 i ta ry  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t iga t ion  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 0 
___________________----------------------------------------------------------- 
Total Net One-Time Costs 8,988,224 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19:22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-1X9.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: FORT MEADE, MD 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

Category 

Construction 
M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Fami 1 y Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i an  RIF 
C iv i l i an  Early Retirement 
C i v i l i an  New Hires 
Eliminated M i  1 i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Movi ng 
C iv i l i an  Moving 
C iv i l i an  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

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

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mi t igat ion Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 2,000,000 

Total - Other 2,000,000 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 8,354,191 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i  1 i tary  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mi t igat ion Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 8,354,191 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/3 
Data As Of 18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19: 22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario File : C: \COBRA\LEll-lX9.CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi le : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: CROWN RIDGE, VA 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 

Construction 
Mi 1 i tary Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Mi 1 i tary Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost Su b-Total 
---- - - - - - - - - - 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 
___________________----------------------------------------------------------- 
Total One-Time Costs 634,032 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 634,032 



., . : .  

TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19: 22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-1x9. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i  le : C: \COBRA\SF'IDEC. SFF 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 
Tota l  I MA Land Cost Total 

Base Name M i  lCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost 

FORT MEADE 
CROWN RIDGE 

Totals: 6.336 0 0 0 6,336 



.: . +. . 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As O f  18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19:22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-1x9. CBR 
Std F d r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

MilCon f o r  Base: FORT MEADE, MD 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 
M i  lCon 

Description: Categ 
------------- ----- 
GEN PURP ADMIN ADMIN 
ADP SPACE RDT&E 
SPECIAL USE SPACE SCHLB 
.............................. 

Using Rehab New New 
Rehab Cost* MilCon Cost* 
----- ----- ------ ----- 

43,000 4,174 0 0 
11.000 1,400 0 0 
8,000 762 0 0 

......................................... 
Total Construction Cost: 

+ In fo  Management Account: 
+ Land Purchases: 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 

Total 
Cost* 
----- 
4,174 
1,400 

762 
------- 

6,336 
0 
0 
0 

........................................ 
TOTAL: 6,336 

* A1 1 M i  lCon Costs include Design, S i te  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 
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PERSONNEL SUWRY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19: 22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEl 1 -1X9. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMRY FOR: FORT MEAOE, MD 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996) : 
Off icers En1 isted Students Civ i  1 ians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

1,974 7,244 896 24,974 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 ---- ---- ---- 

Off icers 0 2 1 
En1 isted 0 -191 16 
Students 0 285 -8 
Civ i l ians 0 1 0 
TOTAL 0 97 9 

BASE POPULATION (Prior t o  BRAC Action): 
Off icers En1 isted 
---------- ---------- 

1,977 7,069 

Students 
---------- 

1,173 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: CROWN RIDGE, VA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

Off icers 0 0 141 0 
En1 isted 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  1 ians 0 0 191 0 
TOTAL 0 0 332 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( In to  FORT MEADE, MD): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

Off icers 0 0 141 0 
En1 isted 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 
C iv i l ians  0 0 191 0 
TOTAL 0 0 332 0 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

Off icers 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 
C iv i l ians  0 0 16 0 
TOTAL 0 0 16 0 

2001 Total 
- - - - - - - - - 

0 3 
0 -175 
0 277 
0 1 
0 106 

Civ i l ians 
---------- 

24,975 

Total 
----- 

141 
0 
0 

191 
332 

Total 
----- 
141 

0 
0 

191 
332 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 

16 
16 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action): 
Off icers En1 isted Students Civ i  1 ians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

2,118 7,069 1,173 25,182 

PERSONNEL SUWRY FOR: CROWN RIDGE, VA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Pr ior  t o  BRAC Action): 
Off icers En1 isted Students Civ i l ians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

141 0 0 191 
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PERSONNEL SUPWARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19: 22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-lX9.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: FORT MEADE. MD 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 141 0 0 0 141 
En1 i s t ed  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  1 ians 0 0 191 0 0 0 191 
TOTAL 0 0 332 0 0 0 332 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  CROWN RIDGE, VA): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 141 0 0 0 141 
En1 i s t ed  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i ans  0 0 191 0 0 0 191 
TOTAL 0 0 332 0 0 0 332 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Action): 
Of f i ce rs  En1 i s t ed  Students C iv i  1 ians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

0 0 0 0 
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TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19: 22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario File : C: \COBRA\LEll-1X9.CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi le : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian TurnoverJr 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 1 0.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civi 1 ian RIFs (the remainder) 

Total 
----- 
191 
0 
0 
0 
0 

191 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 1 9 1  0 0 0 191 
Civilians Moving 0 0 1 9 1  0 0 0 191 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 1 6  

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTALCIVILIANPRIORITYPLACEMENTS# o o o o o o o 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 1 6  

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

+ The Percentage of Civilians Not Willing to Move (Voluntary RIFs) varies from 
base to base. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19:22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEl 1 -1X9. CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF'IDEC. SFF 

Base: FORT MEADE, MD Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regu 1 a r  Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnovee 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
C i v i l i ans  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai lable 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)" 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i l i ans  Avai lable t o  Move 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 
New C i v i l i ans  Hired 
Other C i v i l i a n  Additions 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

191 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTALCIVILIANPRIORITYPLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 1 6  

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i ans  Not 
W i l l i ng  t o  Move are not appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00% 
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PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/3 
Data As Of 18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19:22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LEI 1-1x9 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\LEll-lX9.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: CROWN RIDGE, VA Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civi 1 ian Turnovefi 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN WSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

CIVILIAN WSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
Civilians Moving 
New Civilians Hired 
Other Civilian Additions 

Total 
----- 
191 
0 
0 
0 
0 

191 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORIN PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 
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PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19: 22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LEl 1 -1X9. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: FORT MEADE, MD 

Year 
---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

TOTALS 

Pers Moved I n  
Tota l  Percent 
----- - - - - - - - 

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

348 100.00% 
0 0.004 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

----- - - - - - - - 
348 100.00% 

Base: CROWN RIDGE, VA 

Year 
Pers Moved I n  

Tota l  Percent 
----- - - - - - - - 

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

----- - - - - - - - 
0 0.00% 

Mi lCon Pers Moved Out/El iminated ShutDn 
Timephase Tota l  Percent Timephase 
- - - - - - - - - ----- ------- --------- 

0.00% 0 0.00% 16.67% 
100.00% 0 0.00% 16.67% 

0.00% 0 0.00% 16.67% 
0.00% 0 0.00% 16.67% 
0.00% 0 0.00% 16.67% 
0.00% 0 0.00% 16.67% 

- - - - - - - - - ----- ------- --------- 
100.00% 0 0.00% 100.00% 

Mi lCon 
TimePhase 
--------- 

66.67% 
33.33% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

- - - - - - - - - 
100.00% 

Pers Moved Out/El iminated ShutDn 
Total Percent Timephase 
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TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/9 
Data As O f  18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19: 22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-1X9.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

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

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
C I V  SALARY 
Civ RIF 
Civ Retire 

CIV MOVING 
Per D i e m  
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
M i  sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Driving 

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hi r e  
1-Tim Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
M i  sc 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n fo  Manage 
1 -Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total ----- 
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TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/9 
Data As Of 18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19: 22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE~~-~X~.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ  Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  
----- 

0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL COST 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1 -Ti me Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 2.464 3,588 3,588 3,588 
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TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 319 
Data As O f  18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19: 22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-1X9.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

ow 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ  Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
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 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 

Total 
----- 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/9 
Data As O f  18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19:22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE11-1x9. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC. SFF 

Base: FORT MEAOE, MO 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 576 5,760 
Fam Housing 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 0 0 
Civ  Re t i re  0 0 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 
WV Mi les 0 0 
Home Purch 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
Mi sc 0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 
PPS 0 0 
RITA 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 0 
Fre ight  0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 
Dr iv ing 0 0 

Unemployment 0 0 
OTHER 

Program Plan 0 0 
Shutdown 0 0 
New Hi res 0 0 
1-Time Move 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 0 0 
POV Mi les 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
Mi sc 0 0 

OTHER 
El im PCS 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 
Environmental 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 576 5,760 

Tota l  
----- 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/9 
Data As Of 18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19:22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE11-1X9.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C :  \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: FORT MEADE, MD 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 
O&M 

RPMA 0 0 
BOS 0 0 
Unique Operat 0 0 
Civ Salary 0 0 
CHAMPUS 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 0 0 
En1 Salary 0 0 
House A1 low 0 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 

TOTAL COSTS 576 5,760 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ  Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 TOTAL SAVINGS 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/9 
Data As O f  18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19:22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-1x9. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: FORT MEADE, MD 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 
----- ($K)----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 576 
Fam Housing 0 

o&M 
Civ R e t i r / ~ I F  0 
Civ Moving 0 
Other 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental 0 
I n fo  Manage 0 
1-Time Other 0 
Land 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 576 

Total 
----- 

RECURRING NET 
----- ($K)----- 
FPM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHPMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i  1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

TOTAL NET COST 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7/9 
Data As Of 18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19:22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LEI 1-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-1X9.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC. SFF 

Base: CROWN RIDGE, VA 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 0 0 
Civ Re t i re  0 0 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 
POV Mi les 0 0 
Home Purch 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
Mi sc 0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 
PPS 0 0 
RITA 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Pac k i  ng 0 0 
Fre ight  0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 
Dr iv ing 0 0 

Unemployment 0 0 
OTHER 

Program Plan 0 0 
Shutdown 0 0 
New Hires 0 0 
1-Time Move 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 0 0 
POV Miles 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
Mi sc 0 0 

OTHER 
El im PCS 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 
Environmental 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 

Total 
----- 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 819 
Data As Of 18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19: 22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEl l-1x9. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC. SFF 

Base: CROWN RIDGE, VA 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 
----- ($K)----- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
O&M 

RPMA 0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

Total Beyond 
----- ------ 

0 0 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1 -Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi ronmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 

RECURRINGSAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ  Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

Total Beyond 
----- ------ 

0 0 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 2,464 3,588 3,588 3,588 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 2,464 3,588 3,588 3,588 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 9/9 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19:22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-1X9.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: CROWN RIDGE, 
ONE-TIME NET 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 634 0 0 0 

RECURRING NET 
----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
Bos 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ  Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Prccurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
----- 

Tota l  
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 -1,830 -3,588 -3,588 -3,588 



PERSONNEL, SF. RPMA. AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19: 22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEl l-1x9. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base 
---- 
FORT MEADE 
CROWN RIDGE 

Base 

Personnel 
Change XChange 

SF 
Change %Change Chg/Per 

RPMA($) BOS($) 
Change %Change Chg/Per Change %Change Chg/Per 

---- ------ ------- ------- ------ ------- ------- 
FORT MEADE 0 0% 0 239,097 1% 687 
CROWN RIDGE -2,143,000 -100% 6,455 0 0% 0 

RPMABOS($) 
Base Change %Change Chg/Per 
---- ------ ------- ------- 
FORT MEADE 239,097 0% 687 
CROWN RIDGE -2,143,000 -1 00% 6,455 



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19: 22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-1X9.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond 
-------------- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- ------ 
RPMA Change 0 0 -1,018 -2,143 -2,143 -2,143 -7,447 -2,143 
BOS Change 0 0 239 239 239 239 956 239 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.............................................................................. 
TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 -779 -1,904 -1,904 -1,904 -6,491 -1,904 



"--- 
INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 

Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19: 22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-1x9. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 

FORT MEADE, MD 
CROWN RIDGE, VA 

Realignment 
Deactivates i n  FY 1998 

Sumnary : 
- - - - - - - - 
VACATE LEASE 
RENOVATE @ MEADE I N  CONUSA BLDG 
ONE-TIME MOVEMENT COST FOR 332 PERSONNEL $78K 
ONE-TIME MOVEMENT COST FOR ADP EQUIP $200K 
BOW ADDS = 16 CIVILIANS 
CORRECTED ASIP NUMBERS 
INCLUDES STATIC CHANGES PER LTC BORNHOFT 
REVISED ACSIM MILCON SPECIFICATIONS BY TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
---------- 
FORT MEADE, MD 

To Base: 

CROWN RIDGE, VA 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers fm CROWN RIDGE, VA t o  FORT MEADE, MD 

Off icer  Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
C i v i l i an  Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
M i l  L ight  Vehic (tons): 
Heavy/Spec Vehic (tons): 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: FORT MEADE, MD 

Total Off icer  Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i an  Employees: 
M i l  Families Living On Base: 
C iv i l ians  Not Wi l l ing To Move: 
Off icer  Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Off icer  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 isted VHA ($/Month): 
Per D i e m  Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le): 

Distance: 

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit):  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Sh i f t  t o  Medicare: 
Ac t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Act iv i ty  Information: 



% 

INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19:22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-1x9. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: CROWN RIDGE, VA 

Total Off icer  Employees: 141 
Total Enlisted Employees: 0 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C iv i  1 ian Employees: 191 
M i l  Families Living On Base: 0.0% 
Civ i l ians Not Wi l l ing To Move: 6.0% 
Off icer  Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 1 
Off icer  VHA ($/Month) : 462 
En1 isted VHA ($/Month): 332 
Per D i e m  Rate ($/Day): 152 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le): 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
Carmunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Vear) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit):  
CHAMPUS Sh i f t  t o  Medicare: 
Ac t iv i ty  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Act iv i ty  Information: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: FORT MEADE, MD 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 0 2,000 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1 -Time Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Activ Mission Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Activ Mission Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%): 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr : 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 0 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Name: CROWN RIDGE, VA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 0 550 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Activ Mission Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Activ Mission Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule ( 4 ) :  OX 0% 0% OX 0% 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 1 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

2.143 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1.03 
0 
0 

0. 0% 
CRRDG 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19:22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-1X9.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: FORT MEADE, MD 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
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 - Civ i l i an :  

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: FORT MEADE, MD 

Descript ion Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost($K) 
------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
GEN PURP ADMIN ADMIN 0 43,000 0 
ADP SPACE RDT&E 0 11,000 0 
SPECIAL USE SPACE SCHLB 0 8,000 0 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 77.00% 
Percent Enl is ted Married: 58.50% 
Enl is ted Housing MilCon: 91.00% 
O f f i ce r  Salary($/Year): 67,948.00 
O f f  BAQ wi th  Dependents($): 7,717.00 
En1 i s t ed  Salary($/Year): 30,860.00 
En1 BAQ wi th  Dependents($): 5,223.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment El igibi l i ty(Weeks): 18 
C i v i  1 i an  Salary($/Year): 45,998.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 1 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Early Ret i re Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Ret i re Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: SF7DEC.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui ld ing SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admi n(SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 388.00 
Avg Fami l y  Quarters(SF): 1,819.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 2.90% 1997: 3.00% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Early Ret i re Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.004 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28.800.00 
C iv i l i anNewHi reCos t ($ ) :  1,109.00 
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: 19.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 12.00% 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 19:22 04/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x9 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-1x9. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/AssignedPerson(Lb): 710 
HHGPerOf fFami ly (Lb) :  14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Tota l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mile):  0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
M i l  L igh t  Vehicle($/Mi le) :  0.09 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mi le): 0.09 
POV Reimbursement($/Mi le) :  0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 2.90 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 4,665.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 6,134.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 4.381.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 

Horizontal 
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
Operational 
Administrat ive 
School Bui ldings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami 1 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  
Comnunications Fac i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Amnunition Storage 
Medical F a c i l i t i e s  
Environmental 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
APPLIED INSTR 
LABS (RDT&E) 
CHILD CARE CENTER 
PRODUCTION FAC 
PHYSICAL FITNESS FAC 
2+2 BACHQ 
Optional Category G 
Optional Category H 
Optional Category I 
Optional Category J 
Optional Category K 
Optional Category L 
Optional Category M 
Optional Category N 
Optional Category 0 
Optional Category P 
Optional Category Q 
Optional Category R 

UM 
-- $/UM ---- 

(SF) 114 
(SF) 175 
(SF) 120 
(SF) l o o  
(SF) 128 
(EA) 19,140 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 



- COBRA REALIGNMENT SUFmARY (COBRA v5.08) - F&ge 1/2 
Data As O f  18:04 09/26/1994, Report Created 09: 17 04/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x10 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEl 1-1 10. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

S ta r t ing  Year : 1996 
Final  Year : 1998 
R O I  Year : 2016 (18 Years) 

NPV i n  201 5($K): 539 
1 -Time Cost($K): 14,460 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dol lars  
1996 1997 Total Beyond 

----- ------ 
11,809 0 
2,405 689 

-5,784 -1,727 
633 0 

0 0 
2.000 0 

---- ---- 
Mi lCon 976 10,832 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Movi ng 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 976 

1996 
---- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 
En1 0 
Civ 0 
TOT 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 
En1 0 
Stu 0 
Civ  0 
TOT 0 

Tota l  
----- 

Summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
VACATE LEASE 
CONSTRUCT @ MEADE IN CONUSA BLDG 
SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS FOR CWISSION 
ADJUSTED ONE-TIME COST FOR LAN INSTALLATION REQUIREMENT 
ADJUSTED MOVING COSTS BASED ON RECENT MOVE 



I. . . - 4 
COBRA REALIGNMENT SUWRY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 

Data As Of 18: 04 09/26/1994, Report Created 09: 17 04/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE11-1x10 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEll-110. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Do1 l a r s  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

Mi lCon 976 10,832 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 976 10,832 

Savings ($K) Constant Do1 l a r s  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

Mi lCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Movi ng 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

Total 
----- 

11,809 
8,187 
1,663 

633 
0 

2,000 

Total 
----- 

0 
5,782 
7,447 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
2,134 

41 5 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
1,445 
2,143 

0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 0 0 


