
DCN 85



March 28,1995 

From: LtCol J.R. Brubaker 

To: Capt Terry Pudos 

Subj .: Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRC) 

Sir, the following personnel from the DBCRC will be attending the NAS Meridian base visit 
scheduled for Monday 3 April 1995 : 

Alex Yellin Navy Team Leader Arrive 1300,2 Apr 95 
LtCol James R. Brubaker DoD AnalystAJSMC Arrive 1300,2 Apr 95 
LtCol Merrill Beyer DoD AnalystAJSAF Arrive 1800,2 Apr 95 
Mark Pross Senior AnalystfGAO Arrive 1800,2 Apr 95 
Elizabeth King Legal Counsel Arrive 1800,3 1 Mar 95 

This information is current as of 8:OOAM on this date and will be updated as information 
becomes available. 



April 14, 1995 

Major Edwin L. Koehler 
Commanding Officer 
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 helpful 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 



April 14, 1995 

Commander Melinda L. Moran 
Commanding Officer 
Naval Technical 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 helpful 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 future basing requirements. Again, thank you for a job well 
done. 

Sincerely, 

MG Josue Robles, Jr., USA(Ret.) 
Commissioner 



April 14, 1995 

Colonel Stephen L. Goff 
Director 
Regional Counterdrug Training Academy 
3000 Fuller Road 
Meridian, MS 39309-5020 

Dear Colonel Goff: 

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 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 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, 

MG Josue Robles, Jr., USA(Ret.) 
Commissioner 



April 14, 1995 

Captain Robert L. Leitzel 
Commanding Officer 
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 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 your staff, especially the Public Affairs Officer, 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 



April 14,1995 

Captain Terry J. Pudas 
Commander, Training Air Wing One 
10 1 Fuller Road, Suite 250 
Meridian, MS 39039-5403 

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 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 your staff, 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, 

MG Josue Robles, Jr., USA(Ret.) 
Commissioner 



M E M O R A N D U M  

TO: Doyle Reedy 
FROM: Bill Crawford 
SUBJECT: Data Requested at June 16, 1995, Site Visit 
DATE: June 16, 1995 

All data in the BSAT column is from the data submitted to the Commission by the Navy BSAT 
(see pages 17 and 18 of the Undergraduate Pilot Training Items for Inclusion in the Record 
from UPT - Joint Cross Service Group hearing; and BSAT COBRA file TNAS4DMM.CBR). 
The following identifies the source of each item in the Community column. 

1. Noiselsafety Hazards at Corpus Christi = YES. SOURCE: May 1995 "Assessment of 
Future Noise and Safety Compliance at NAS Corpus Christi" prepared by Sarnis & Hamilton; 
and June 12, 1995, Sarnis & Hamilton letter to Cong. G.V. Montgomery with attachments. 

2. PTR Requirement = 382. SOURCE: 25 MAY 95 CNO letter to Cong. G.V. 
Montgomery; and 10 MAY 95 CNO letter 1542 "Pilot and Naval Flight Officer Aviation 
Training Requirements, Joint USN/USAF Training Rates." 

3. Operating Buffer = 15%. SOURCE: Community brief at Birmingham Regional 
Hearing -- see last paragraph, page 12 (15% is conservative; Navy said 18% to 20%). 

4. TOTAL PTR CAPACITY NEEDED = 439. SOURCE: PTR requirement of 382 plus 
15% buffer equals 439. 

5. Kingsville Operations Capacitv = 229.416. SOURCE: Navy BSAT data. 

6 .  OLF Alice Operations Ca~acity = 148.457. SOURCE: Navy BSAT data. 

7.  OLF Comus Christi O~erations Capacity = 129.260. SOURCE: Community brief at 
Birmingham Regional Hearing -- see Page 8, Figure 9 facing Page 8, and Appendix E. 

8 .  TOTAL OPERATIONS CAPACITY = 507.133. SOURCE: Community brief at 
Birmingham Regional Hearing -- see Figure 9 facing Page 8 (sum of 5,6, &7). 

9. T2/T45 O~erations per PTR = 1887. SOURCE: Community brief at Birmingham 
Regional Hearing -- see Page 6, Figure 6 facing Page 6; also 1993 Certified Data and 
Commission capacity calculations; and Navy Meridian Team 1995 BSAT Calculation of PTR 
Capacity pages 8 and 9. 

10. T45TS Operations per PTR = 1756. SOURCE: Navy Meridian Team 1995 Navy 
BSAT Calculation of PTR Capacity -- see bottom of Page 6 and top of Page 7. 

1 1. AVERAGE = 1822. SOURCE: Community brief at Birmingham Regional Hearing -- 
see Figure 9 facing Page 8; and Navy Meridian Team 1995 Navy BSAT Calculation of PTR 
Capacity -- see Page 9. 

P. 0. Box 790 MERIDIAN, MS 39302 
601-693-1306 (VOICE) 601-693-5638 ( F A X )  



12. PTR CAPACITY AVAILABLE = 278. SOURCE: Community brief at Birmingham 
Regional Hearing -- see Figure 9 facing Page 8 (Total Operations Capacity divided by Average 
Operations per PTR). 

1 3. EXCESS(SH0RTFALL) = (1 6 1). SOURCE: Item 12 minus Item 4. 

14. 20 Year NPV Cost Savings ($millions) = 4182.3. SOURCE: Community brief at 8 
June 95 site visit to NAS Meridian -- see COBRA summary sheet. 

15. One Time Costs = >$107.4. SOURCE: Community brief at 8 MAY 95 site visit to 
NAS Meridian -- see COBRA summary sheet. 

1 6. No savings to close NTTC if NAS stavs ouen = YES. SOURCE: 3 JUNE 95 Navy 
Meridian Team letter to LCDR Eric Lindenbaum -- see COBRA summary sheet. 

P. 0. Box 790 MERIDIAN, MS 39302 
601-693-1306 (VOICE) 601-693-5638 (FAX) 



L  orp pus ~nr ts t i  YES 

2 PTR Requirement 
3 Operating Buffer 
4 TOTAL PTR CAPACITY NEEDED 

5 Kingsville Operations Capacity 
6 OLF Alice Operations Capacity 
7 OLF Corpus Christi Operations Capacity 
a TOTAL OPERATIONS CAPACITY 

9 T2lT45 Operations per PTR 
lo T45TS Operations per PTR 
1 1  AVERAGE 

12 PTR CAPACITY AVAILABLE 

14 20 Year NPV Cost Savings ($ millions) 
i s  One Time Costs 

16 No savin,gs to close NTTC if NAS stays open ? YES 

'Same as 1993 Commission Finding 
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NAVU AIR TRAINING C O W D  PRObUCTION 
TOTAL PILOT 

M A ~ ~ I N E  
NAVY U8HC UBCQ/FMS/NOAA TOTAL USA/U8AF 

TY Q U O T W O W U T  QUOTA/OUTPUT QUOTAJOUTPUT QUOTA/bUT?UT QUOTII/OUTPUT 

* CAUSED BY MIDYEAR BUDGET curs 
* *  FY-91,92 acc~ssionn 705 ,  760 lowerad to e t  r i d  o f  poolc 

and delays in t r a i n i n g .  Management decisionn a r t  7 f i c i r l l y  lowered 
r.qulremente for same reaeon. Return to r e a l  requiraaants FY-95 for 1 1  
CVW'r and 18 VP Sqn*s, naadsted acceceidns limit FY-93 (unplanned) could 
cause shortfalle if force rtructurm remains rtabls. 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

m 
FROM: 

W l e  Reehy 
Bill Cxawfmd 

SUBJECT: Data Requested at June 16. 1995, Site Visit 
DATE: June 16,1995 

AU data in the BSAT column i s  h m  the data submitted to the Cummission by the Navy BSAT 
for In- 

. . 
(see pages 17 and 18 of the Undergradwte Pilot Training ms 
from UPT - Joint Cross Service G hearing; and BSAT COBRA file TNAS4DMM.CBR). 
The following identifies the source "iP o each item in the Community colum. 

1. II- at Gwus %sti YE. SOURCE: May 1995 "Assessment of 
F u m  Noise and Safety Compliance at NAS Corpus Christi" prepad by Saatis & Hamilton; 
and Junc 12, 1995, Sarnis & Hamilton letter to Cong. G.V. Montgomery with attachments. 

2 .  PTR R-t =X. SOURCE: 25 MAY 95 CNO letter to h u g .  G.V. 
Montgomery; and 10 UAY 95 CNO letter 1542 "Pilot and Naval Flight Officer Aviation 
Traiding Requirements, Joint Um/USAF Training Rates." 

3 .  ffv = 15%. SOURCE: Conlnlunity brief ar Bir-rningbam Regional 
Hearing -- S Z ~  last paragraph, page 12 (15% is conservative; Navy said 18% to 20%). 

4. TOTAL PTR CAPACrrY NEEDED = 439. SOURCE: PTR rquirmat of 382 plus 
15% buffer equals 439. 

5 . -OIJ$ Capacitv = 229.4 16. SOURCE: Navy BSAT data. 

6. Qperatiow Ca~acxtv = 148.457. SOURCE: N a y  BSAT data. 

7.  
, . - 129.2@. SOURCE: Cornmdty brief at 

B i r n r i n s b a m ~ & g  Page 8. and Appcadix E. 

8. TOTAL OPEFMTIONS CM&ITY = 507.1U. SOURCE: Commtlnity brief at 
Birmingham Regional Hearing - see Figure 9 facing Page 8 (sum of 5.6, &7). 

9 .  4 - 882. SOURCE: Cornunity brief at Birmingham - 

Regid-6, F i p t  6 facmg Pa e 6; also 1993 Certified Data and 
&&&oa capacity calculations; and Navy Me an Team 1395 BSAT Calculation of PTR 
Capacity pages 8 and 9. 

d 

10. T 4 5 T S ~ t i o m g a P D B  - - 1756 . SOURCE: N a y  Meridian Team 1995 Navy 
BSAT Calculation of PTR Capacity - see bottom of Page 6 and top of Page 7. 

1 1 .  m G E  = 1822. SOURCE: Gmmuaity brief at Birmingham Regional Hearing -- 
sce Fi?urc 9 facing Page 8; and Navy Meridian Team 1995 Navy BSAT Calculation of PTR 
Capaclry - s n  Page 9. 

P. 0. Box 790 MZKIDIAN, MS 39302 
601 -693-1386 (VOICE) 601-493-5658 (FAX)  
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I 2 .  AY-E = 278. SOURCE: Community brief at Birmingham 
Regional H d g  - see Figure 9 facing Page 8 (Totd Operations Capacity lvided by Average 
O ~ o n s  per PTR). 

13. = ( 1  Q. SOURCE: Item 1 2 minus Item 4. 

14. 2 0 ~ n s N P V  ... - . SOURCE: Community brief at 8 
June 95 site visit to NAS Mtridian - see COBRA summary sheet, 

IS. = >% 107.4. SOURCE. Community brief at 8 MAY 95 site visit to 
NAS Meridian - see COBRA summary sheet. 

16. -NM-.YU - - . SOURCE: 3 JUNE 95 Navy 
Meridiau Team letter toLCDR Eric Lindtnbaum - see COBRA s m  sheet. 

P. 0. BOX 798 MERIDIAN, M$ 39302 
601-693-1386 (VOICE) - 601493-3638 (FAX)  



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET, SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22209 
(703) 696-0504 

ORANDUM OF MEETING 

DATE: March 23,1995 

TIME: 1:00 

MEETING WITH: Meridian, MS Community Group 

SUBJECT: Meridian Naval Air Station 

PARTICIPANTS: 

NarndTitlflhone Number: 

Bill Crawford 
Jack Douglas 
Ken Storms 
Brian Dabbs 
John Carrier 
David Stevens 
Allison Crews 
Randy Leddy 

A1 Bemis 
Bo Maske 
Mitch Kugler 
Sam Adcock 

Barry Rhoads 
Jackie Arends 



Commksion Staff: 

David Lyles, Staff Director 
Cece Carman, Director of Congressional and Intergovernmental Affairs 
Chip Walgren, Manager, State and Local Liaison 
Jim Schufreider; Manager, House Liaison 
Ben Borden, Director, Review & Analysis 
Alex Yellin, Navy Team Leader 
Jim Brubaker, N a ~ y  Team 
Mark Pross, AF Team 

MEETING PURPOSE: 
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. . DEFENSE aAne CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 ICX) NORTH MOOMC STRKCT SUITE 1 AP5 

! ARLINGTON. VA  ~le200 
703.096.0904 

I 

Now that tk Dofatuo BPec C l w m  uri Rplilprment C e h  hu been providbd with 
tbe raconunandad lkt of clwum Md rail- by tha Saam&ry of l k f k m ~ ,  the CcmmhW ir 
d y z i n g  the daEP usad by the h m a r y  In making hu dwuicnr. kr OM to m u m  char your 
m d n g  with Cammluicxl tnemhm ador  d i a  u produaiw or p t i b b  in thr l h b d  rum 
odtrrblc, please respond to tho bllowityl hanr md mum to y w  Commiuim  ont tact by fh rs 
m at pwsibk. Ah, prior to the mbating, p l a w  p&& the Comdmon with tho dam and 
o t h n f s c n y w t o t o n d ~ w d i n p r + r c n ~ y w c u ~ r o f h 6 ~ p o r t i c i p o n t r .  Wawillaf~ow 
the Cintmhion mmbm andlor staff to tx prapand to ddnm tbC spoaific poimt yau pbn to m3;a 
and MSWW your q d o r u  u &fly u pouiblc &ring tha mmiq~ ,  

COMMUNITY SPOKESPERSONt Bi 11 Qatrcfmd 

PROPOSED AGENDA: Discuss initial review of Navy and &Dl s closure 
raamrmqdatior,, including f l i g h t  ops px k m ,  

Na\y Obt yeer PTR, and joint rewursren6ations or 
lack thereof. 

OTHER ITEMS 

This is to ccmfim meeting set for 1300 hours ??Iursday 2 3  Mch 1995. 
If ~ s s i b l e  we m u l l  l i k e  to receive 2 hours of +;imi: +a c o w  a l l  
issues ir. detail. 

Ceu Carman, Djrwtot o f l n t ~ v n n m e n c a l  M W n  x - 
Chp W ' d p ~ ,  M q r ,  Sate  urd hod LIUKX~ - 
Jim WPreidar, Mmqtr, Hourt tWm - 
Sylvia Dav i s -Mpron ,  Mmgar, Fbue irsues - 



E;YEcuTIvE coltR33sPoNDENcE "i'RAcKING SYSTEM (EcT~) # 4 ~ 2 - G -  3\h 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 



VERNER, LIIPFER'I', BERNHARD, MCPHERSON AND N,ZNL) 
C N r C R E D  

901 - I S T H  STREET. N W .  

WASHINGTON. D.C. ZOO05 - 2 301 

I Z O E J  371.6000 
TELECOPlCH t E 0 2 l  371. 6&/y 

Cece Carman 
Director  of Intergovernmental A f f a i r s  
Defense  Base Closure and Rea l ignment  Commission 
1700  North Moore S t r e e t  
suite 1 4 2 5  
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Cece: ' 

T h e  Meridian Navy team would l i k e  t o  b r i e f  Mr. Yellin and 
LTC Brubaker on 8 o r  9 May regarding a n e w  noise s t u d y  j u s t  
completed on  C o r p u s  christ i ,  and  t a  provide f u r t h e r  informat ion 
o w w r a p a c i t y  a-c . - -- -- - 

Please adv i se  whether s u c h  a b r i e f i n g  w o u l d  be possible. A s  
always, t h a n k s  f o r  y o u r  assistance i n  t h i s  matter. 

Very truly y o u r s ,  



DEFENSE C9ASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORL STRO- SUITE 1425 

ARLINOTOrJ. VA 22208 
703-806.OMY 

I - ,, 
/ 

Now thrt the Dsganu, Baac C l m m  Md Wigntntnt Commission has b c ~ n  providbd with 
tho reammmW Lid of ciorums and dignmentr by tho Scctawy of Dofbm, the Carrrmlarian 1s 
rarriyxing the ckro ured by the Sacmtary in mrldng hu decisions. In ordot to a ~ u m  that your 
rnemq with Coznmbmiocl mcmbsrr &or d i g  as pducrivo M pariblo in the h i r e d  nmo 
availsblc, pltrrsc rerpand ro the fillowing item md return to your C-LIIOII contact by f?m as 
scun possibkr. Also, prior to Tho mdating, plcaec provida tha Canmisum with tho dsta and 
cRhef fku you hi tad to us0 in p- your cruc to the me&$ portlcippnu. ma will allow 
thc Cornmurim mamba &or r t d t o  t# p n p d  to a&mm ?ha a p i b c  poim you p h  to mrlco 
and answer your quadona M hlly IU p r i b l c  during tho m. 

COMMUNITY SPOKESPERSON: f-/d 6'. V L  4 f-f>1,'ei-)/ 

PROPOSED AGENDA: I 

Attept im x Cecs Carman, Dirwtw of bteqpvanuncntal mnin - 
Chip W d p a  M m a p r ,  Srate and Load L i w  - 
Jim Schuhider, MMIQar, H w  tisfron - 
Sylvk Devil-Thompson, Manger, R e - w  ~adues - 
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June 1, 1995 

LTC Merrill Beyer 
Air Force DOD Analyst 
Defense Base Closure and ReaIignment Commission 
1700 North Monroe Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, =rginia 22209 

Re: Staff Analysis I1 - UPT Bases - Airspace 

Dear Colonel Beyer: 

After an indepth analysis of the data used to accumulate "airspace" totals, it 
was evident that the Meridian I East MOA was not included. 

Although not owned by Columbus Air Force Base, by letter of agreement, this 
airspace has been scheduled and manager by Columbus Air Force Base for a 
number of years. This would add 1,773.9 cubic miles to the CAFB total 
which you utilized. This is a primary T-37 training area. 

A copy of the letter of agreement is attached. We would appreciate an update 
to this vital category. 

Sincerely, 

Fred Hayslett 

FWsh 
Enclosure 



MEMPHIS ARTC CENTER,MERIDIAN RADAR A I R  TRAFFIC CONTROL FACILITY 
COLUMBUS APPROACH CONTROL, 

TRAINING A I R  W I N G  ONE AND THE 14TH FLYING TRAINING W I N G  
LETTER OF AGREEMENT 

Ef fec t ive :  J a n u a r y  9 ,  1989 I 
SUBJECT: MERIDIAN ONE ERST AND WEST MILITARY OPERATIONS AREAS (MOA's) AND ATC 

ASSIGNED AIRSPACE (ATCAA)  

1 .  PURPOSE. T h i s  ag reemen t  e s t a b l i s h e s  p r o c e d u r e s  between t h e  f o l l o u i n g  f a c i l i -  
t i e s  f o r  c o n t r o l  and  u s e  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  a r e a s :  

Memphis ARTC C e n t e r  (CENTER) - t h e  c o n t r o l l i n g  agency ,  

M e r i d i a n  Rada r  A i r  T r a f f i c  F a c i l i t y  ( RATCF) , 
Columbus Approach C o n t r o l  (RAPCON), 

T r a i n i n g  P - i r  Wing One (TRAWING ONE) - t h e  schedu l inp ; /u s ing  agency  f o r  t h e  
M e r i d i a n  One X e s t  FIOA, and  

1 4 t h  F l y i n g  T r z i n i n g  wing  ( 1 4 t h  FTW) t h e  s c h e d u l i n & / u s i n g  agency  f o r  t h e  
K e r i d i a n  One E a s t  MOA. 

2 .  CANCELLATION. Memphis ARTC C e n t e r ,  Mer id i an  RATCF, Colunbus Approach C o n t r o l ,  
T r a i n i n g  Air K i n g  One, and  74th  F l y i n g  T r a i n i n g  Wing L e t t e r  o f  Agreeaen t ,  d a t e d  
March 7 , 1 9 8 3 ,  S u b j e c t :  Mer id i an  E a s t  and  West N i l i t a r y  Opera t ions  Areas 2nd ATCbA 
is c a n c e l e d .  

3. AREA. The M e r i d i a n  One E a s t  and  West MOA's i n c l u d e  e i r s p a c e  a s  d e f i n e d  i n  
A t t echea t s  i and  2 f rom 8 , 0 0 0  f e e t  u? t o ,  b u t  n o t  i n c l u d i n g ,  ~ L 1 8 0 .  The X e r i d i ~ n  
ATCk-2- i n c l u d e s  t h e 2  a i r s p a c e  f rom ~L180 t h rough  FL230 o v e r l y i n g  t h e  K e r i d i a n  Cne 
E a s t  z n c  i - l e r i d i z n  One West HOB'S. 

z .  The C o m a n d e r  o f  T R A W I N G  OhTE i s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r :  I 
( 1 )  TI?$-FING ONE a i r c r a f t  remain vithin e s s i m e d  z i r s p a c s .  1 
( 2 )  P r o p e r  n o t i f i c a t i o n  i s  made c o n c e r n i n g  a c t i v a t i o n / d e a c t i v a t i o n  o f  

s u b j e c t  a i r s p a c e .  

( 3 )  A i r c r a f t  s h a l l  n o t  d e p a r t  e n r o u t e  t o / e n t e r  t h e  s u b j e c t  a i r s p a c e  
w i t h o u t  p r i o r  c o o r d i n a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  c o n t r o l l i n g  agency .  

4 )  M i l i t a r y  assumes r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  s e p a r a t i o n  o f  a i r c r a f t  (MARSA) 
f o r  a l l  a i rcraf t  u n d e r  t h e  j u r i s d i c t i o n  o f  TRAWING ONE. 

(5)  A l l  o t h e r  m i l i t a r y  a i r c r a f t  as p r e s c r i b e d  i n  FAA Hzndbook 7610.4 
S p e c i a l  M i l i t a r y  O p e r a t i o n s ,  P a r t  5 ,  S e c t i o n  2,  Para,;raph 5-14. 

b.  The Commander o f  1 4 t h  FTW is  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r :  / I 
( 1  ) 1 4 t h  FTW a i r c r a f t  r ema in  w i t h i n  a s s i g n e d  a i r s p a c e .  ; I 
( 2 )  P r o p e r  n o t i f i c a t i o n  is  made c o n c e r n i n g  a c t i v a t i o n / d e a c t i v a t i o n  of 

subject a i r s p a c e .  



Memphis ARTCC, Mer id ian  RATCF, Columbus RAPCON 
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( 3 )  A i r c r a f t  s h a l l  n o t  d e p a r t  en rou te  t o / e n t e r  t h e  s u b j e c t  airspace 
w i t h o u t  p r i o r  c o o r d i n a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  c o n t r o l l i n g  agency. 

( 4 )  A l l  o t h e r  m i l i t a r y  a i r c r a f t  a 3  p r e s c r i b e d  i n  FAA Handbook 7610.4 
S p e c i a l  M i l i t a r y  Opera t ions ,  P a r t  5 ,  S e c t i o n  2 ,  Paragraph 5-14. 

c .  CENTER s h a l l  execu te  a p p r o p r i a t e  NOTAM a c t i o n s  r e q u i r e d  by a c t i v a t i o d d e -  
a c t i v a t i o n  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  a r e a s .  

d.  The C o n t r o l l i n g  Agency f o r  e a c h  of t h e  a r e a s  s h a l l  r e s t r i c t  MOAIATCAA . 
a c t i v i t i e s  as n e c e s s a r y  i n  order t o  accommodate SAFI (FAA Semi-Automatic F l i g h t  
I n s p e c t i o n  f l l g h t s  when such  f l i g h t s  canno t  a c c e p t  a l t e r n a t i v e s  due t o  m i s s i o n  
d e r r o g a t i o n .  Normally SAFI f l i g h t s  w i l l  be a ss igned  F ~ 2 4 0  t o  avo id  MOA/ATCAA 
a c t i v i t y  i n t e r r u p t i o n .  

5. DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY. CENTER hereby d e l e g a t e s  t o  RAPCON its a u t h o r i t y  a s  
t h e  con troll in^ Agency o f  t h e  Meridian One East  NOA/ATCAA, as d e f i n e d  i n  Attachment 
i and 2 o f  t h i s  l e t t e r .  

a. Mer id ian  One ;Jest a r e a s  w i l l  n o m a l l y  be a c t i v a t e d  w i t h i n  t h e  p u b l i s h e d  
h o u r s  as i n d i c a t e d  belo-d, bu t  nay a l s o  be scheduled a c t i v e  f o r  Szturdays/Sundays. 

( 1  ) I.leridian One West MOA/ATCAA ( 8 0 - ~ ~ 2 3 0 )  i n t e m i t t e g t  S1nday t h r o u g h  
F r i d a y ,  S u n r i s e  t o  S u n s e t .  

( 2 )  Merid ian  One Xest  NOA (80 t o ,  but  n o t  i n c l u d i n g ,  FL180) i n t e r m i t t e n t  
Sunday t h r o u g h  F r i a z y ,  Sunse t  t o  05002. 

b. 1-leridian One E a s t  MOA/ATCAA w i l l  normally be activated w l t h i n  the p u b l i s h e d  
o p e r a t i o n a l  t i m e s ,  d a y l i g h t  h o u r s ,  Monday through Fr iday.  Other  t i m e s  by NOTAN, 

a ,  FOR ME1 1 $EST MOA/ATCAA TRAUING ONE s h a l l :  

(1) F u r n i s h  CENTER M i s s i o n  C o o r d i n a t o r / W a t c h  S u p e r v i s o r  and  RATCF 
S u p e r v i s o r  by noon e a c h  Fr iday ,  a r e a l i s t i c  a c t i v i t y  schedu le  i n  ZULU t i m e ,  
c o v e r i n g  Sunday th rough  Saturday o f  t h e  fo l lowing  week. Make t h e  same n o t i f i c a t i o n  
when a n y  p a r t  of  a scheduled p e r i o d  i s  canceled and 2 1 /2  hours '  n o t i c e  f o r  
c h a n g e s  c o n t r a r y  t o  schedu le .  

( 2 )  N o t i f y  RATCF S u p e r v i s o r  a n d  CENTER S e c t o r  C o n t r o l l e r  uhen a c t i v i t y  
w i l l  be  i n t e r r u p t e d  f o r  a p e r i o d  of one  hour  o r  more, and of  r e a c t i v a t i o n  r e q u e s t ,  

b. RAPCON/RATCF S u p e r v i s o r s  and  a p p r o p r i a t e  S e c t o r  C o n t r o l l e r s  s h a l l  coord i -  
n a t e  d i r e c t l y  w i t h  e a c h  o t h e r  concern ing  requirements  i n  paragraphs  5 and 6 above. 



Memphis ARTCC, M e r i d i a n  RATCF, Columbus RAPCON 
TRAUING One, a n d  1 4 t h  FTU L e t t e r  o f  Agreement 
S u b j e c t :  M e r i d i a n  One E a s t  and  West MOA and ATCAA 

- 8. ALTIMETER SETTINGS. 

a.  A l l  a i r c r a f t  o p e r a t i n g  i n  t h e  a r e a s  s h a l l  u s e  l o c a l  a l t i m e t e r  s e t t i n g s ;  
Columbus AFB f o r  t h e  M e r i d i a n  One Eas t  MOA and NAS M e r i d i a n  f o r  a l l  o t h e r s .  

b. Navy UPT a i r c r a f t  and RAPCON s h a l l  a d j u s t  a l t i t u d e  a s s i g m e n t s  when a 
c h a n g e  i n  a t m o s p h e r i c  p r e s s u r e  a f f e c t s  t h e  l o w e s t  u s a b l e  i l i g h t  l e v e l ,  i n  a c c o r -  
d a n c e  w i t h  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  

L o c a l  A l t i m e t e r  S e t t i n g  - H i g h e s t  A v a i l a b l e  A l t i t u d e  - 

29.92" or h i g h e r  
29.91" t o  28.92" 
28.91" t o  27.92" 

a .  At t achmen t  1 - D e p i c t s  MeriZian One &st a n d  West MOA/A-PCP-P.. 

b. A t t a c h m e n t  2  - Y a r r a t l v e  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  M e r i d i a n  One &st and h7esli 
MOP-/ATCAA. 

&-1Afl- .ir Traffic ?tar c e r  

~osmsndb i - ,  1948 ~ o m m & i c a f - < o n < ~ b u ~ d r o n  
Columbus AFB, MS , I ., 

d ? ? ' ~ ~  
Commander 
T r a i n i n g  A i r  Wing One 1 4 t h  F l y i n g  





Memphis ARTCC, Meridian HATCF, Columbus RAPCON, 
TRAWING ONE and 1 4 t h  FTW Letter of Agreement 
Subj: Meridian One  East and West MOA and ATCCA 

1. Nar ra t i ve  d e s c r i p t i o n  of Meridian One East MOA/ATCAA: 

From 33-1 8-30/87-G9-00 t o  
33-11-00/87-48-30 t o  
33-07-30/87-53-30 t o  
33-03-35/87-59-10 t o  
32-51-12/88-17-11 thence v i a  TCL 45 D?:: a r c  no r th  t o  
33-23-48/88-25-04 t o  
33-25-00/88-00-00 t o  Foint  or Beginnins 

2.  Narrative d e s c r i p t i o n  of Heridizn One West MDA/LTC.CJ.: 

thence v ia  TCL fi5 D!E z r c  south t o  
t o  
t o  
t 0 

t o  
t o  
t o  
t o  
t o  
t o  
t o  ?oin t of Ssgi~.nl :y  - 
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THE DEFEXSE BASE CLOSCUE AYD REALIGh1CfEhT COMJIISSION tJ? 

E-YECCTMZ DIRECTOR 

r 

DIR./lSTOR\lATION SERVICES I 

- .  TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

11 1 Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Signature 11 I Prepare Direct Response 11 
C - 

I ACTION: Offer Comments andlor Suggestions 

I Prepare Reply for Chairman's Signature Repare Reply for Commissioner's Siture 
I 1 



QUESTIONS FOR CHAIRMAN OlXON TO ASK OSD WITNESSES 
FROM CONGRESSMAN G. V. SONNY MONTGOMERY 

Q: How did DoD handle the obvious benefits of regional complexes? 

Q: I understand that in the process, NAS Meridian received two looks, one at the 
service level and the second look at the joint level. If the joint ranking was 
higher, why didn't DOD take action based on the joint ranking rather than leave 
the Service unique lists in place? After all aren't we trying to save by 
consolidation and joint functions? 

Q: If you did look at regional synergisms, why didn't DOD create a ranking based 
on these synergisms and regional complexes and then direct closure actions 
based on these new rankings? 
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121 38th Street 
Meridian, MS 39301 
(601) 482-4731 

March 

p w  ralw b thk wvliwr 
when r416pmChW 5--qc-l7 

Secator Alan Dixon 
7535 Clsymont Court 
Belleville, Ii 62223 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

As a follow-up to my ietter to you of February 27, 1995, I wsnted 
to add some additional comments with respect to t h e  future of NAS 
Meridian, MS. I feel t h a t  t h e  N a v y ' s  decision to recornmen2 
closing the base was in error and w a s  motivated primarily by 
political considerations rather than objective criteria. 

The dark side of the base realignment and closure procedings is 
the polarizing effect it has on t h e  major service3 and the 
indivi2ual communities that may be effected. It almost appears 
that battle lines have  bean drawn 5etween the Navy and the Air 
Force and between Mississippi and Texas. Zxample #1: The Air 
Fcrce refuses t c  consiter the possibility of joint trainiriq 
training between Columbus AFB and NAS Meridian. Exampie 8 2 :  NAS 
Meridian was added 50 the B2AC list i n  1991 foilowing a petition 
from a Croup in Beeville, TX. The only commissioner to vote 
against HAS Meridian was Jim Smith, a Texan who workec? for a 
company that had business interests in Seeville. (Mr. Smith had 
previously visited Meridian a l o ~ g  with Mr. C o c r t e r  and other 
commissioners. He said thac t h e  NAS was a " j e w e l "  compared to 
other installations. He still voted against us.) In 1993, NAS 
Meridian was on t h e  original hit list. In this case t h e  Navy's 
plan was to centralize strike training in Texas and included 
reopening NAS Seeviile. The strategy was formulated ic Corpus 
Christi, TX. The 3 4 A C  '93 cornmission was able to prove this plan 
unworkajle and subsequently v o t e d  7 to 0 to keep N A S  Meridian 
open. In the current BAAC, NAS Meridian was selected for 
c i o s u r e ,  a3 I alluded to ic my previoas letter, by Secretary of 
the Navy John 3altor-1, another Texan. O u r  informatlop is t h a t  we 
were recommendee b y  the CNO to Secretary Dalton f c r  realignment 
only, acd NOT for c?osure. 

I was a3le tc see part of a taped r e 2 l a y  of the SRAC h e a r i n g  he ld  
on M o d a y ,  Marc?. 6 .  1 was particularly interested in listening 
to Secretary Dzlton's response to a series of auestion~ asked by 
Commi;sioner Cox regarzing Meridian. He said that o u r  base was 
an excellent facility (T3e Meridian S t a r  qucted him as saying 
that he "regret:.e@" putzizg us on the list.) and that 
recommenZing us for closure wc3 his hardest decision. Yk.en ask 
by MS. Cox if the Navy  w o ~ l d  be abie to retain a surge caFacicy 
for f u c u r e  cortingencies and where that s1:rge capecity wczld be 
located, SectreEary 3alton s a i d  that there would 5e a 3;rce 
capacity auk he 2id n o t  indicate wkere i t  would be 3itca:eC. 



T believe Sectretary Dalton has erred in his estimation of the 
Navy being able to conduct all of its strike training at a single 
facility. This view is aupported by the following: 

1. Seckretsry Dalton s a y s  that the Navy can produce 350 strike 
pilots per year at one base. The Air Force s a y s  that they 
need three bases to produce 850 strike pilots per year. Navy 
strike training includes air combat maneuvering, weapons, and 
aircraft carrier qualification training. The Air Force 
defers that training uctil after graduation. 

Secret.ary Dalton is assuming that the Navy will retain 
only 12 aircraft carrierg. The CNO, Admiral Jeremy Boorda, 
emphasized in a January, 1995, letter to Senator John McCain 
that the current 12-carrier force is "the minimum" the Navy 
needs, and added that "a strong case" could be made for "more 
than 12". (SEA TOWER, March, 1995) In an article in the 
March 13, 1995, issue of Navv Times it is reported that a 
study by four distinguished retired flag and general 
officers, including fcrmer CNO Carlisle Trost, concluded that 
I t  . . .  the Navy's 12 carriers would proba5ly be enough to 
prevail in two regional wars, but the number is insufficient 
to carry out the Navy's missions of today - primary forward 
presence - without wearing out sailors. The Navy cannot 
continue to maintain a carrier battle group in each of its 
three trsditiocal theatres - Meziterranean, Western Pacific 
and In2iaa Ocean - even 90 percent of the time and be ready 
to surge for crises such as Haiti or North Korea without 
another carrier." Incidently, the majority of aircraft 
needed for an additional air wing would be manufactured 
in St. Louis by McDonnell Douglas Corp. 

Secretary Dalton does not, I believe, fully appreciate the 
the problems that the Navy (acd Air Force) wiil have 
retaining pilots on active duty during the next several 
years. The pressure will cone from the commercial airlines 
which are e x p e c t e d  to hire away pilots at increasing rates. 
One estimate is that nearly 50% of the coamercial pilots 
will r e a c h  tke mandatory retirement age of 60 by the year 
ZC30. The International Civil Aviation Organization 
estimates r k a t  global air travel will triple by =he y e v r  
2015. Federai Aviation Administration c h i e f  Cavid Hinson 

C - 
t h i n k s  the IZA3 estinatr is "modest". (r~uinq, February, 
1995) To unzerscore this point, a short article in The 
Yey:disc St== on Sunday, March 5, 1995, said =hat the 

7. Air zorce SOTC is expecting to increase their contribution 
to pilot training S y  600 percent next few years. 

4. Secretary Calton says that the Navy's share of t h e  defense 
budget does not inciuds enough fxnds to operate two strike 
trsininq bcz+es. I thlnk the jury is still o c t  with respect 
to exactly what t h e  budget will be. Preside-t Clinton is 
requesting a $5.7 billion raduction in defense s?ending in 
FY 1996. The Congress has several infiuenciai members that 



are advocating freezing the defense budget at FY 1995 level 
of $263.5. These members includs Senators McCain and John 
Warner and Congressman Floyd Spence. Senator Strom Thurmond 
has even indicated that he would support increasing the 
budget to $270 billion. Although the Navy cla3sifies NAS 
Meridian as a major installation it is relative small and 
inexpensive to operate when compared to other Navy  and Air 
Force bases. As you know, there a r e  two ways to spend t a x  
payer3 money: efficiently and inefficiently. NAS Meridian 
is an efficient, blue-collar operation. You won't find any 
VIP aircraft on our line, polished oak desks in our offices. 
or ceremocial honor guards. We don't e v e n  have an Officer's 
Club. There ere no Admirals or Generals assigned to NAS 
Meridian. Our top officers can usually be found wearing 
flight suits and pulling thsir weight (often s i x  d s y s  a week) 
just like everyone else. Per-hour pay rates for civilian 
employees are lower than anywhere else in t h e  Navy. In 
short, NAS Meridian is the best bargain in defense spending. 

Again, Senator Dixon, thank you for taking the time to consider 
this letter. I am confident that as the Commission continues its 
deliberations the true facts concerning NAS Meridian will come 
out and thgt you and your fellow Commissioners will vote to 
remove us from your final l i s t .  



March 24, 1995 

Lt. Col. Jim Brubaker 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Col. Brubaker: 

Attached you will find our proposed questions for the NAVY BSAT. If you have any questions 
please call us at 60 1-693- 1306. 

Thank you. 

/ Chairman 

P. 0. Box 790 MERIDIAN, MS 39302 
601-693-1306 (VOICE) 601-693-5638 (FAX) 



QUESTIONS FOR NAVY BRAC 

1. The Navy proposal for Air Training Stations realigns Corpus Christi as a strike training 
OLF of Kingsville. Using the formula for Daytime Runway Ops per Year, please show the 
calculation by which a strike training capacity for OLF Corpus Christi was calculated. 

Runway Ops / Yr = Flying Days / Yr X Daylight Hours / Day X Runway Ops / Hr 

2. Please provide the same calculation as above for Kingsville's other OLF, Alice Orange 
Grove. 

Runway Ops / Yr = Flying Days / Yr X Daylight Hours 1 Day X Runway Ops / Hr 

3. If there is a difference between the results for question 1 and question 2, please explain. 

4. The Training Air Station Military Value Matrix under the subheading Airfield Facilities 
includes two questions regarding Martime Training: Can you conduct all levels of Maritime 
Training at your main airfield? Can you conduct all levels of Maritime Training at one DOD 
owned OLF? The summary matrix shows NAS Meridian with a "0" score for these two 
questions. However, your summary data in the Training Air Stations Configuration 
Modeling Specifications shows "YES" by NAS Meridian for Maritime Training. A review 
of the Data Calls does not reveal any certified data on this question. Please provide a copy 
of the certified data showing NAS Meridian cannot conduct Maritime Training as shown on 
the Military Value Matrix. 

5. In regard to the above question, please provide an explanation of how Meridian received 
a "0" score for its ability to do Maritime Training, yet one of the Navy's recommendations 
to the Joint Cross Service UPT Group was to located Maritime Training as NAS Meridian. 

6. NAS Meridian also received "0" Military Value Matrix points for the question 
"Deployrnents/detachments to other air stations are not required to satisfy training 
shortfalls." The Capacity Data call shows a "YES" answer to this question which should 
result in score of "1 ". Why was no point scored for NAS Meridian? 

7. NAS Kingsville and NAS Whiting received "1" scores in the Military Value Matrix for 
the question "Is the existing AICUZ study encoded in local zoning ordinances?'. Data calls 
for both bases show encoded AICUZ for main airfields, but no encoded AICUZ for OLFs. 
Please explain why these bases received "1" scores. 

8. "Given projected training requirements for FY 2001, does your air station currently 
have all required flightltraining simulators?' is a Military Value Matrix question. NAS 
Kingsville received a " 1 " score. A review of the Data Call, however, shows Kingsville did 
not state its current number of simulators, but stated a hture capacity. How many 
simulators did Kingsville have in place at the time the Data Call was completed? Were they 
sufficient to do all FY 200 1 projected training? 



EXPECTED ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS 

1. 229,416=237 X 12.1 X 80 
We expect this answer because BSAT calculated Corpus Christi's capacity as if it were still 
going to be a main airfield. Both the 12.1 hours and 80 opslhr are incorrect for an OLF. 

2. 148,456 = 237 X 11.6 X 54 
This is the correct calculation for OLF Alice Orange Grove's maximum formula daytime 
runway capacity. However, historically the hours of operation have been limited to 10. Ten 
hours per day for OLFs was used in 1993. 

3. We do not know how they will answer this question. 

4. The BSEC minutes shows NAS Meridian initially got a "1 ". The BSEC changed the 
answer the "0" in August 1994. The reason given to us was BSAT called CNATRA and 
was told an overwater flight would have to refuel at Pensacola. There is no certified data 
for you to receive, but you should get the above answer. The real answer is the flight could 
be performed out of Meridian. Another answer is it would be combined with a cross 
country flight like many other are. 

5. Same as #4. 

6. We do not know how they will answer this. 

7. A possible answer is that AICUZ studies have not been done at the OLFs. Meridian and 
Corpus Christi have OLF AICUZ encoded. 

8. There is no good answer to this except to correct the answer. 
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t OMMIT I  t t S 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS 
RANKING MINORITY MEMBER 

NATIONAL SECURITY 

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 

ANDRE CLEMANDOT 

G.V "SONNY" MONTGOMERY 
31,  DIYIHICI M1s51s~1t.b.r 

May 30, 1995 I 

Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Navy BSAT's claim that strike training can be single sited at NAS Kingsville, 
thereby allowing NAS Meridian to be closed, is flawed. Our team analyzed the BSAT's 
original data, showed you the errors therein at our regional hearing, and provided your 
staff with evidence supporting our findings. 

Now, in the attached letter discussing the consequences of increasing PTR, Admiral Mike 
Boorda, Chief of Naval Operations, acknowledges the high risks in closing NAS 
Meridian. And this analysis is still based on the BSAT's flawed capacity "estimates." 

In 1993, the Commission determined our team's analysis correct and found two strike 
bases necessary to achieve 384 strike PTR. Strike PTR is returning to the same level at 
382 -- 360 strike PTR plus 22 strike equivalent E21C2 (see letter). And our team's 
analysis, based on actual performance data -- not estimates, continues to show two strike 
bases necessary. 

As the supporting data promised by the CNO is made available, I will forward it to you. 
I encourage you to please read the attached CNO letter. Thank you for your serious and 
sincere consideration of our case. 

Sincerely, 

GVM:jgm 
Enclosure 



CHIEF OF N A V A L  OPERATIONS 

\ 25 May 1995 

Dear Sonny, 

In response to your letter of 18 May regarding NAS Meridian, 
let me say up front that there is a sizable amount of data that 
has to be re-certified given the matters you pointed out that 
prevents me from answering all of your specific questions at this 
time. Let me answer what I can now and wetll continue to work 
the data as it is developed. 

First, you are correct that several events have occurred 
since DoNts- analysis and DoDts recommendation were made regarding 
Meridi~n. As you know, DoNts analysis of training air stations 
was based on the FY 01 force structure with an annual Strike PTR 
of 336. Based on this requirement, DON recommended Strike 
training be single-sited at NAS ~ingsville which incorporated NAF 
Corpus Christi as an outlying field. Since that analysis, two 
events have occurred that change the underlying assumptions: 

- Navy was given the requirement to fulfill the USAF 
EF-111 mission which requires us to buy 4 additional EA-6B 
squadrons and our own needs require us to buy back 6 additional 
F/A-18 squadrons across the FYDP. This plus up - c i d e d . w e  can 
successfully buy the 10 squadrons - is a 5 percent lncrease in 
Strike PTR (336 to 360). 

- CNATRA has recommended accelerating the relocation 
of E-2/C-2 training (36 PTR) from NAS Pensacola to NAS 
Kingsville. Because the requirements for E-2/C-2 training are 
about half that of Strike, this would equate to roughly 22 
additional Strike PTR. 

Compounding these is the fact that procurement rate for T-45 . 
aircraft of 12 per year, concomitant with the end of service life 
of TA-4J trainers, slows the transition to an all T-45 training 
syilabus which is significant because the alternative split of T- 
2/T-45 syllabus would require about 20 percent more flights per 
student. 

If all of these are considered together, the requirements at 
NAS Kingsville will increase by about 18 percent. Based on the 
calculated capacity for Kingsville/Corpus Christi, this will 
require operating at near 100 percent capacity from FY 01 through 
FY 04, assuming Meridian closes in FY 01 (vice FY 99 as 
recommended). Operating this close to maximum capacity would be 
difficult and uncomfortable - and unsatisfactory if we had to 
increase PTR for a significant operational surge requirement. 
But I ' d  be less than honest if I didn't acknowledge that Navy has 
the ability to absorb some increased capacity with managed 
alternatives such as increased workdays, increased night flying, 



detachments, and shifting some Strike related training into the 
JPATS aircraft when it comes on line.  gain, this is recognizing 
the risk associated with additional unknowns like aircraft 
groundings, bad weather in excess of planned figures, and missed 
carrier quals due to CV/CVN operational commitments or weather. 

With regards to the Samis and Hamilton report, the Naval 
~acilities Commahd has been directed to provide an assessment - 
and I will forward that on to you when it's done - but for the 
moment, I can't give you a good response on that. 

In summary, if both NAS Kingsville and Meridian were to 
remain open - even at a PTR of 360 - we would be operating each 
base at well below capacity. The combination of increased Strike 
PTR and a sinqle Strike traininq base makes successful com~let%ii 
of our projected PTR more difficult and reduces our capacity for 
surge operations - d U t  could be unacceptable. But the trade 
U ~ a i n s  the degree of d i f f i c ~ L t ~ ~ ~ _ r - ~ s &  versus cnnsfS LQ 
operate 2 strike tralnlng bases. 

Sonny, I will continue to look hard at everything I can to 
give you the best answer possible and I will keep you informed as 
new developments arise. 

Sincerely and very respectfully, 

J. M. BOORDA 
~dmiral, U.S. Navy 

The Honorable Gillespie V. Montgomery 
U.S. House of Representatives 
washington, DC 20515-2403 
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June 1 ,  1995 

Lt. Col. Jill1 Brubaker 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Com~ilission 
Arlington, VA 

Dear colonel- Brubaker: 

Because there continues to be a question regarding the BSAT's ops per hour 
factor for NAS Corpus Christi realigned as a jet training OLF, we ran the 
FAA Advisory Circular 15015060-5 model. This model is the one used for all 
ops per hour factors by both the Navy and the JSCG. It sl~ows a 56 ops per 
hour factor for NAF Corpus Christi, due in large part to the VFR availability 
of the parallel runways. 

Consider, also, the 111ode1 assunles sufficient aircraft are available at the 
airfield to utilize the parallel launch runway continuously. Not so for NAF 
Corpus Christi. As an OLF, the bulk of the flight activity will be touch and go 
pattern flights which originate and terminate at NAS Kingsville. There will be 
no training aircraft stationed on base, they will be at the NAS Kingsville 
homefield. The only aircraft available will be trainers that land to refuel plus 
the very limited (4% of the daily mix) other-tenant aircraft on base. So, NAF 
Corpus Christi will not have enough aircraft on board to maintain continuous 
use of the launch runway. Thus, the actual ops per hour factor will be even 
less than the FAA model calculates. 

If you have any questions about the enclosed data, please call. 

Chairman 

P. 0. B o x  790 M E R I D I A N ,  MS 39302 
601-693-1306 ( v o r c r )  601-693-5638 ( F A X )  



Average Daylight Service Volume 
For NAS Corpus Christi 

This spreadsheet will calculate the annual service volume when per cent of year 
hourly capacity, per cent maximum capacity and weighting factor are provided. 
It uses FAA Advisory Circular AC 1 50/5060-5. 

Weather 
Hourly O h  Max Weighting 

Mix Index % of Year 
Capacity Cap Factor 

VFR 96 74.6% 105 100% 1 
IFR 
VFR 
IFR 
Below Min 

Ops per Hr 
Service Volume 
u 

159,340 12.1 Hrslday, 237 DaysNr 
Air Station NAS Corpus Christ 
Remarks chart 3-9 vfr, 3-44 ifr, 3-3 vfr single runway, 3-43 ifr single runway and below min 
Date Run 
This portion of the spreadhsheet calculates hourly capacity if the hourly capacity base, 
t & g factor and exit factor are given. 

Hrly Cap Base 
Exit Hourly 

T&G Factor 
Capacity 

Chart 

Ops/Day Days Total Ops 
Service Volume 1 59,340 
Category "C" other activity 30 79.461 237 (18,832) 
Category "A" other activity 30 237 (7,110) 
Total 133,397 

Sources: NAS Corpus Christi BSAT Data Call #2 
FAA Advisory Circular 15015060-5 



NAS Corpus Christi Capacity Calculation 

The following data and FAA Advisory Circular Processes were used to compute Corpus Christi 
capacity as proposed by the BSEC: 

Runway Configuration: 8000' and 6000' parallel primary runways 
6000' crosswind runway 

Weather criterion (runway use): as provided in BRAC Data Call #2 

74.6% VFR Primary Runways 
8.5% IFR Primary Runways 

14.1 % VFR Crosswind Runway 
0.9 % IFT Crosswind Runway 
1.9 % Below Minimums all runways 

Aircraft Mix Index: 

Aircraft Mix was considered to be All T-45A (Category C aircraft) less 37,920 Annual 
Operations for Miscellaneous types (all other tenantltransient aircraft, as stated by the South 
Texas Military Facilities Task Force). While the tenandtransient aircraft may be all types (C- 
5's are Category D), a best case (most capacity) scenario assumes all are Category A. 

Aircraft Mix Index = (Total Ops Category C + 3 x's Total Ops Category D) / Total Ops 

Mix index was solved iteratively, as Total Ops capacity varied, Mix index was recomputed 
and the capacity calculation recomputed. This was done until Mix Index stabilized. 

Touch and Go Factor: 

The appropriate chart (Enclosure 1) was entered with the final mix index. A touch and go 
factor (T, enclosure I), was determined from the chart. Note: High mix indices limit the 
touch and go factor regardless of the percentage of touch and go traffic anticipated for the 
runway under analysis. 

Exit Factor: 

Exit factors (E, enclosure 1) were changed to reflect the lengthened primary and crosswind 
runway configuration. 



Hourly Capacity Calculation: 

"Hrly Cap Base" (C*, enclosure 1) was determined from the appropriate charts for the mix 
factor of 77%. This base was multiplied by the touch and go factor and the exit factor to 
determine the Hourly Capacity for each runway pair or runway. 

Weighting Factor: 

The weighting factor was detennined from a chart (Enclosure 2). Each runway's hourly 
capacity is compared to the highest runway capacity to determine its percentage of maximum 
capacity. The weighting factor is determined from the chart based on this percentage, VFR 
operations, or IFR operations for the calculated mix index. 

Determination of Ops / Hr for Airfield and Annual Daytime Service Volume: 

Each runwaylpair is evaluated for capacity thus: 

Wx Factor (" % of Year") x's Hrly Capacity x's Weighting Factor 

The Weighting Factors are "weatherized" for each runwaylpair: 

Wx Factor x's Weighting Factor 

The capacities are summed and this is divided by sum of the weatherized weighting factors: 

Airport Hourly Capacity = C Capacities / C Weatherized Weighting Factors 

Annual Capacity = Hourly Capacity x's 12.1 HourstDay x's 237 DaysIYr 



ANNUAL DAYLIGHT S E R V I C E  VOLUME 
(ASV.  W K l )  

Th i s  s p r e a d s h e e t  w i l l  c a l c u l a t e  the annual  s e r v i c e  volume when p e r  c e n t  of year  
h o u r l y  c a p a c i t y ,  p e r  c e n t  maximum c a p a c i t y  and w e i g h t i n g  f a c t o r  a r e  p rov ided .  
I t  u s e s  FAA Advisory C i r c u l a r  AC 150/5060-5. 

Weather mix % o f y r  
index 

v f  r 14 74.6  
i f r  14 8 . 5  
v f  r 0 1 4 . 1  
i f r  0 0 . 9  
below min 0 1 .9  

h r l y  c a p  % rnax cap  Weighting Factor  (w) 

193 100% 1 
5 9  3 1 % 4 
9  9  5 1 % 2 0  
5 5 29% 4 

0  0% 4 

Ops p e r  hour :  111 
S e r v i c e  volume : 317,007 
A i r  s t a t i o n :  NAS CORPUS CHRISTI 
Remarks : c h a r t  3 - 9  v f r ,  3-44 i f r ,  3 - 3  v f r  s i n g l e  m y ,  3-43  i f r  s i n g l e  and below min 
Date r u n :  9  February 1994 
T h i s  p o r t i o n  of t h e  s p r e a d s h e e t  c a l c u l a t e s  h o u r l y  c a p a c i t y  i f  t h e  h o u r l y  c a p a c i t y  b a s e ,  
t 6 g  f a c t o r  and e x i t  f a c t o r  a r e  g iven .  

h r l y  c a p  base t 6 go f a c t o r  e x i t  f a c t o r  h o u r l y  cap c h a r t  
160 1 . 4  0 .86 193 3 - 9 

5 9  1 1 5 9  3 - 4 4  
8 2 1 . 4  0 . 8 6  9  9 3 - 3  
5 8 1 0 . 9 5  5 5 3 - 4 3  

Notes: 

ENCLOSURE 2. 
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F I G U R E  3-45.  H O U ~ L Y  C A P A C I T Y  OF R U N W A Y - U S E  D I A G R A M  NOS. :  1 

T = 1.00 

To d.t.mln. h i t  ? a c t o r  I: 

1. mt .mln .  r r l t  ran9. f o r  a p p m p r l a c .  -1. Index f r o .  tel. 8.1- 

I .  ?or a r r l r . 1  run-.ye. d.t.r.ln. t h e  av.r.9. n h r  of ..it*lN) r h l c h  
a'.: (.I r l t h l n  .~proprl . t .  *.It ranq.. and 181 ..P.r.t.d b y  .c 
1.a.t 750 I..t 

3 .  11  * 1. 4 01 41.. C l l t  ?.CtOr - 1 .00  

4. I f  * 1. la.. t h a n  4. b.t.rrln. C l l t  T a c t o r  fro. L.81. b e l o r  f o r  
a p ~ r ~ ~ r l . ~ .  -1. Index and p.rr.nt .rclr.l. 

"1. I,,&.-- 
-"so . c x z r  ? A C T O I  r 

1re.t 408 ~ r l r . 1 .  SO( Arr  .el. 8 ACI r. m 
'.rc*ntlc.lD1 thr**holdl  

"-0 N-1 "-1 N-0 M-: "-1 :-o *-: t!-1 
' 

0 to 20 2000 to 4000 0.91 1 .00  1 .00  0 .91  1 .00  1.00 0.90 1 .00  1 .00  

21 to 50 1000 to 5500 0.90 0.96 0 .91  0.90 0.96 0 .91  0.90 0.96 0 .91  

51 t o  10  1500 t o  6500 0.91 0.97 1.00 0.91 0.97 1 .00  0.91 0.97 1 .00  

I 1  to 110 5030 t o  7000 0.91 0 . 3 1  1 .00  0.91 0.91 1 .00  0.91 0 .91  1.00 

111 10 110 5500 to 7500 0 . 9 1  0.97 1.00 0.90 0.97 1.00 P.90 0.97 1 .00  

I 
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c. Calcu la te  the conrponent q u o t i e n t s  by d iv id ing  each components c a p a c i t y  by 
its demand r a t i o .  

d. I d e n t i f y  the a i r p o r t  hour ly  c a p a c i t y ,  i . e . ,  the lowest q u o t i e n t  c a l c u l a t e d  
i n  c a b w e .  

3-6. ANNUAL SERVICE VOLUME (Am). Calcu la t e  the Am a s  follows: l 
a .  Calcu la te  the weighted hour ly  c a p a c i t y  (C,,,) f o r  the  runway component a s  

fo l lows  : 

(1) I d e n t i f y  the d i f f e r e n t  runway-use con£ i g u r a t i o n s  used wer the course  
of a year .  

(2) Determine the pe rcen t  of  time each runway-use con f igu ra t i on  is i n  
use ( P i  through Pn).  Include those t imes when the hour ly  c a p a c i t y  is ze ro ,  i.e., 
t he  weather cond i t i ons  a r e  below a i r p o r t  minimums o r  t he  a i r p o r t  is c lo sed  f o r  o the r  
reasons.  I f  a runway-use c o n f i g u r a t i o n  is used less than 2 pe rcen t  of  the time, 
t h a t  time may be c r e d i t e d  to  another  runway-use con f igu ra t i on .  

( 3 )  Calcu la t e  t he  hou r ly  c a p a c i t y  f o r  each  runway-use con f igu ra t i on  
(C1 through Cn) . 

( 4 )  I d e n t i f y  t h e  runway-use con f igu ra t i on  t h a t  provides  the maximum capa-  
c i t y .  General ly ,  t h i s  c o n f i g u r a t i o n  is a l s o  the  c o n f i g u r a t i o n  most f r equen t ly  used. 

( 5 )  Divide t h e  hou r ly  c a p a c i t y  of  each runway-use con f igu ra t i on  by the  
hour ly  c a p a c i t y  o f  the  runway-use c o n f i g u r a t i o n  t h a t  p rovides  the maximum c a p a c i t y .  I 

(6 )  Determine the ASV weight ing f a c t o r  ( W 1  through Wn) f o r  each runway- 
u s e  con f igu ra t i on  from Table 3-1. 

Table  3-1. Am Weighting Fac to r s  
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Directors: 

1 (501) 482-9752 Jim Dawson. Executive Director 

Mr. Al Cornella 
Commissioner 
Base Closure Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Arlington VA 22209 

9 June, 1995 

Elizabeth Kahlmus. President 

Jack Pace, Vice President 

M. B. Cobb 

Jimmie Smith 

Leonard L Turner 

Vivian Valentine 

Bill Whitworth 

Anita Jo Ross, Secretary 

Benny Watts, CPA, Treasurer 

Honorary 

Hon. G. \/: Montgomery 

Or Thomas E. Corn 

Today the area is mostly a quiet one. Local veterans organizations 
joined the Hon. Sonny Montgomery in his (successful) efforts to keep 
the base access road free of the blight of beer joints and the like. 

When the first service personnel arrived on the scene I worked closely 
with the officer in charge. The men were then allowed to wear civilian 
clothes as they were living in Meridian, but one complaint from the 
base commander was that local girls were keeping their distance from 
the young sailors. My advice to their commander was to put his men in 
uniform off base as well as on, and apparently that worked. Heard no 
more about the matter after they spruced up. 

One base program that has been of spectacular help to us has been 
the SHIPMATE program. These young people gave their free time to 
help us renovate the County Archives spaces (which take up the whole 
mezzanine of what has become a beautifully restored and revitalized 
hotel building), and the old Whynot High School building, now a thriving 
community center, both in tip-top shape. Photo enclosure shows the 
lobby of the former hotel, now the courthouse annex. 

1 Dear Commissioner Cornella 

I was unable to attend your meeting at NAS Meridian, 8 June, owing to 
physical problems, but I would like very much to present you a copy of 
our county history, Paths to the Past. 

Ours is the only county I know of in the state, and possibly in the South, 
that has a certified County Department of Archives & History. The ef- 
fort commenced with volunteers in 1984. 

I am a retired U.S. Navy warrant officer, and served here as a Naval 
recruiter, when ground was broken for the base, McCain Field as it 
was then called. 

The base occupies land first settled by pioneers brought in by the no- 
table Sam Dale, who grazed sheep and raised cotton where Naval 
aviators have now been training for decades. 

Just south of the base is the site of the old Coosa Choctaw Indian 
village, and running to the side of that is a short length of the Tennes- 
see Trace, which ran from Nashville to Mobile, the road Abraham Lin- 
coln used when he stopped by to visit Sam Dale. The area was known 
as Daleville after the (Choctaw Indian) Treaty of Dancing Rabbit Crreek, 
1830. Later Daleville moved to a site north of the base and the area to 
the south is now known as Lizelia. 



My only regret about this is that many of the young men and 
women who worked will such energy will probably never see the 
end results of their labors. 

Sometimes while the work at Whynot was in progress, the la- 
dies of the community would bring lunch, and older residents 
would gather at break times to talk to the young sailors. In fact, 
sometimes there would be no further work after lunch, because 
everyone was having such a good time socializing. Many of the 
oldtimers who had not had much contact with service personnel 
before were highly impressed with the young people. 

It is my hope that you will enjoy this book. Lauderdale County is 
marching ahead with the preservation of its history. I'm an histo- 
rian; hope I've not bored you. 

Sorry to have missed your visit. I hope if you should visit again I 
can show you the archives. 

Whynot, by the way, derives it name from an ancestor - the old 
Why Not village - of Randolph County, North Carolina. 

If you ever do visit, 1'11 be happy to tell you more stories, ok? 

I know you will do your best to render the best decision as re- 
gards the fate of our good neighbor, NAS Meridian. 

Kind regards and best wishes. 

Sincerely 
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M ~ s s ~ s s i ~ P l  

Dear Al: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20515 

June 9, 1 9 9 5  I 

Thank you for taking time to come to Columbus 
Air Force Base and Meridian Naval Air Station. 
There is no better way to judge our facilities 
than to see them in person. I appreciate your 
willingness to spend time with us and to allow 
our community leaders to make their presentations. 

Please let me know if I can provide any additional 
information on Meridian or Columbus in these final 
two weeks. 

Thanks again for coming. [ 
Sincerely, 

Defense ~ase- Closure 
and Realiqnment ! 
1700 N. ~ o o r e  St., Suite J a k 
Arlington, VA 2 2 2 0 9  
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June 19, 1995 

LRHMAN & COMPANY 
MAnIL9C)N AVBMfPI ~ O T U  L~LUON 

N R W  YORIC. NY 100XL) . ' 

The Honorable Alan Dlxon 
Chairman 
Base Cl~sing and Realign ent Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 1 Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22200 

on the Issue of pilot 
at the  Navy 
I would like to 

proposals to 
at a few centralized bases. They 

have failed not 
but because by 
Trafflc patterns 
results. Thus surge capaolty In 
emsrgenoies. 

Even in peaceful tlmes ther  Is always volatifi In pilot training rBrtw. Retention i Y rates are lower in peacetim and vary unpred ctably with alrllne pilot hiring. 
To some extent we were ab s ta stem the toss of pilots wtth specialized bonuses 
which were funded by  con^ ess, but the ability to stem pllot I08898 In the post- 
cold war era will remain Iim ed. 

ntly published e8tlrnates of the demand for pllots 
Is projected that there wHI be a huge Increase in 

ths same, time, moral and retention have been 
of our armed services continuoaZo downsize. . . . 

eleven years stralghl and the effects of thls 

r x ~ g l # n v ~ E  W I W  :)IR.t3.14 p ~ w a ~ ~ ~ n ~ ~ ~ ~ , w ~ v  - 



i declin~ are becoming more and more evident. We are headed for a period of 
reduced retentlon and high r than predicted pilot production requirbmento. 

During my tenure in the Pe tQgPn, the services were not constrained by their 
pilot training capacity, We ad 61 sufficient surge capaolty in our training bases 

. to accommodate swings in llot training requirements. Since that time, both the 
' Navy and the Air Force hav reduced pilot trainlng to a point that Is very near 

the margin with only a very odeat'surge aapablltty 10 meet pilot training 
requirements If those requi ements Incrmw algnlfioantly, I - - 

Once a ftight training baee closed it becomes virtuatly Impossible to 
reestablish Its training even If It continues operating as a ctvil airfield. 
Normalty the restricted alrspaoe is the !Ifst to go, but Clvlltan 
encroachment a n d  Is almost lrnmedlatcb and irreversible.. 

I urge you to rejwt olwe pilot tralnln basas like Meridian, Reese B and Corpus Christl. is v lk l  to U.S. rn litaty readiness and should 
not ba trvled wlth math models and systems analysis. Unllke 
much of the, thase bases are closed, they cannot be 
reconstituted. 
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2000 A4u-y Street 
Roesch Taylor Center 
Suite 417 
Pittsburgh, PA 15203 

The Hbnorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chauman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Cornmission 
1700 North %ore Sheet, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As you know, I have assisted the Navy Meridian Team with their techrucal 
review of Navy training capabihties, capacities and requirements. I elected to 
assist the Team in this effort to ensure that Navy strike pilot production is 
not threatened in the future. 

The Navy Meridian Team has shared with me internal Navy "Workmg 
Papks" which have been utilized by the Naval Air Training Command to 
calculate, and further update, the impacts to strike training should a single 
site strike scenario be implemented. As the former Chief of Naval Air 
Training, I would like to comment regarding these important documents. 

First, it is essential that the Commission understand the assumptions in 
these most recently projected capaaty utilization figures. 

1- Assumption: No aircraft attrition 

Flaw: Zero attrition i s  a p a l ,  but in the "real world" data has 
shown that a minimum attrition factor of 2% should be utilized. 
T45's do not have a zero attrition rate. 

2. Assumption: 100% instructor manning 

Flaw: With the manning situation the Navy does not fill all 
the instructor billets. They have not in the past and can not 
afford to in the future. They consciously plan and execute 
manning levels around 85 to 90% to fit the budget. This will not 
change. Further, even with proper manning, there are not 
enough instructors quahfied in all the required phases and 



Chainrnan Alan J. Dixon 
June 20, 1995 
Page 2 

available to schedule each day, every week, throughout the year, 
to maintain the ops per hour at all fields on a continuous basis. 
The same can be stated for student flow. The students are not 
waiting in h e  for their next sortie in order to keep the landing 
pattern full all day, every day. The instructors and students are 
not free assets. They must be schedul~d efficiently. 

3. Assumption: Carrier availability [every two months] 

Flaw: World events increasingly dictate that carriers will not 
be available to the demands of the Naval Air Training. The 
CNO, JCS and the CINCs know that carrier demand is, and will 
remain, high for both ZMRC and major conhngency support 
Further, even with a two month availability, i t  interrupts 
student flow for those who are waiting to "go to the boat." It also 
destroys the ops per hour requirement when .many of the aircraft 
are gone from the home fields on the carrier detachment for a 
week or more. 

4. Assumption; 1.4 hour aircraft turnaround time 

Flaw: Present turnaround times exceed 3 hours. A 1.4 hour 
turnaround time for all aircraft is not sustainable day every 
day. In my opinion, even with T-45's, this ambitious 
assumption cannot be met. This, also, does not take into account 
the lengthened turnaround times resulting from vigorous OLF 
activity; this factor m t  considered. Aircraft are harder to 
support away from horne field. 

Assumption: NAP Corpus Christi wdl have an ops per hou; 
capacity of 80. 

Flaw N o  strike aircraft are stationed at NAE Corpus Christi. It 
is na4, a home field! It is a g a v e  mistake to calculate an OLF 
capacity as if it is a home field operation. It is not a second strrke 
base. Also, the ops per hour does not allow for an initial 
(morning) buildup and (afternoon/evening) drawdown of 
operations. The 80 ops per hour capacity projected for OLF NAF 
Corpus Christi cannot be achieved and in my opinion even the 
54 ops per hour NALF Orange Grove and at NAF Corpus Christi 
is not possible all day every day! 



Chau-man h J. Dixon 
June 20,1995 
Page 3 

The most alarming items remain the conclusio~-~s. Under a best case scenario, 
NAS Kingsville will operate in a deficit in 2002 and 2003 (in 2000 and 2001 as 
well, if Meridian would close in FY 99 as originally recommended) and a t  an 
unacceptable 96% capacity into the future! The assets, in terms of aircraft, 
inshlltors, students and contract maintenance, do not (and will not) exist 
tha! will permit a tempo whch sustains 96% to 100+ "!, of a full 80/80/54 ops 
per hour every minute the fields are operating. You can not get there. A 
wtainable capability of approximately 80 - 85% of the field's ops per hour 
capacity is the best one can do. 

Sound training planning and sound military planning would never support 
such a scenario. All flexibility to meet needs or address "real world" 
operating constraints have been removed. I firmly believe endorsing such a 
recommendation will seriously jeopardize the Navy's ability to continue 
safely training the s t m k  aviators demanded in the foreseeable future. 

Sincerely yours, l 
- - 

William Tt McGowen 
Rear Admiral, U.S. Navy (ht) 

&dbrrp,. 



* AIRCRAFT AVAILABILITY 
T-2 61.7% 
4 - 4  5 2 . 6 %  
T-43 7 6 . 8 %  

* T45 BUY REHAINS 12 PER 

NO AIRCRAFT ATTRITION 

* 4 6  YEAR WEATHER AVERAGE 

WORKING PAPERS 

YEAR - * CLOSED NALP GOLIAD NOT AVAILABLE 

* 100 PERCENT INSTRUCTOR MANNING 

* AIRcFWPT CARRIER A V A I U B L E  EVERY TWO MONTHS 

TA4 OPERATIONS END 
FY96 WITH 336/36 PTR 
FY99 WITH 360/36 PTR 

* JOINT TRAINING (NFO/WSOj AND 2'44 MOVE TO NAS PENGACOW 
DICTATES EZ/C2 TRAIIIINC RELOCATE TO A STRIKE BASE BEGINNING 
IN FY97. 

* PEACETIME PLANNING FACTORS - 237 TRAINING DAY8 PER YEAR - FIVE OPERATING DAY8 PER WEK 
- NO DETACHMENTS . . 

1 4 HOUR AIRCRAFT TURNAROUliD TIME (PINAL L A N D I N G  TO NEXT 
TAKEOFF) 

* AVERAGE DAYLIGHT HOURS AVAILABLE 
- 1 2 . 1  NAS XINQBVILLE - 11.6 NALP ORANGE GROVE, NAF COXPUS CHRISTI 

* AIRFIELD OPERATIONS PER HOUR 
NAS K T N G 8 V I L U  - 8 0  
NAP CORPUS CHRISTI - 8 0  (EXTEND 13L AND 17) 
NALF ORANGE GROVE - 54 

* 1io16 DAYLIGHT OPERATIONS IN K I N ~ ~ V T L L E  c o r p u x  NOT 
CONTRIBUTING 'ID PTR (HALO, COACT GUARD, M M  XH-53,  CU3TOHS) 

* OPERATSONS PER PTR 
T2 - 900 
T 4 5 A D V  - 8 9 0  
T45TS - 1 4 8 1  
E2/CZ - 876 

* NO CAPACITY RESTRICTIONS AT DETACHMUIT 3TTE 



XINGSVILLE CAPACITY REQUIREMENTS 
XP MERIDIAN CLOSES XN FY99 AND F Y O l  

PTR FY98 FY99 FYOO FYOl FY02 FY03 FY04 FY05 
etk/E2-c2 . 

Meridian closes in F Y O I  

336/36 4 8 %  713- 8 0 %  90% 101% 95% 90% 90% 

366/36 49% 73% 86% 9 7 %  1 0 6 %  l O l Q  97% 96% 

Cagaaity i e  def ined as: 

Capacity requirement (or ueage) is t h e  t o t a l  a i r f i e l d  operations 
required to complete the given  PTR d iv ided  by the total a i r f i e l d  
capaoity of the complex (expremed as a percentage of a v a . i l a b l e  
oapaaity). 

WORKING PAPERS 

J 
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G u l f  B r e e z e ,  F1.  32561 

Honorable  Alan J .  Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense B a s e  C l o s u r e  and Real ignment  Commission 
1700 North Moore S t .  S u i t s  1 4 2 5  
A r l i n g t o n ,  V a .  22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I a m  writing this letter in behalf o f  Naval A i r  Station M a r i d i a n ,  
M i s s i s s i p p i .  A 5  the former  Assis- ta .nt  Chief of  S t a f f  for-  T r a i n i n g  
and  Opel -a t ions  on t h e  Chief  of Naval A i r  T r a i n i n g  S t a f f  from 
September  91 u n t i l  J a n u a r y  9 4 ,  I am concerned t h a t  p i l o t  t r - a i r l i ne  
r a t e  can n o t  be a c h i e v e d .  A combina t ion  of p r i o r  a t t e r o p t s  to 
c l o s o  M e r i d i a n ,  e x c u r s i o n s  of c a p a c i t y  a n a l y s e s ,  o v e r - s t a t e d  
s a v i n g s ,  and a  p o l i t i c s  w i l l  p rec lude  Navy and Marine s t r i k e  
t r a i n i n g  f r o m  m a i n t a i n i n g  o u r  carrier based force s t l - u c t u r s  a t  a 
t i m e  w i t h  i n c r e a s i n g  wor ld  wide c a r r i e r  presence r e q u i r e m e n t s .  I 
w i l l  d i s c u s s  some of my concerns and provide  t h e  a t t a c h e d  
examples  of t h e  complex i ty  of a v i a t i o n  t r a i n i n g  t o  emphasize t h a t  
s i n g l e  c i t i n g  Navy s t r i k e  t r a i n i n g  s imply  does n o t  work  n o r  i s  i t  
i n  consonance  w i t h  P u b l i c  Law 101-510,  l ' i t l e  XXIX Defense  Base 
Closui-es  and  r e a l i g n m e n t s .  

P r i o r  a t t e m p t s  t o  c l o s e  Navy Meridian wer-a v a l i d  a s s e s s ~ n e n t s  of 
t r a i n i n g  r e q u i r e m e n t s  u n t i l  Navy Chase F i e l d  i n  b e e v i l l e ,  T e x a s  
c losed .  Subsequent  t o  Chase c l o s u r e ,  Mer id i an  c l o s u r e  seemed t o  
t a k e  on a p u r e  b u d g a t  aspect w i t h o u t  regard t o  t r a i n i n g  
r a q u i r e m e n t s .  M e r i d i a n ' s  removal from t h e  c l o s u r e  l i s t  i n  ERAC 93 
seamed t o  e s t a b l i s h  a  fo rmer  budget  c h a l l e n g e  a s  now a n  even 
g r e a t e r  challenge to c lose .  The systematic d e c l i n e  i n  m i l i t a r y  
v a l u e s  f o r  Mer id i an  f ~ o m  one of t h e  best b a s o s  in 91 to i t s  l o w  

r a n k i n g  i n  8 5  i n d i c a t e s  t o  me increassd effort to t a r g e t  this 
Lase r a t h e r  t h a n  t o  t r e a t  a l l  bases t h e  same regardless of 
p r e v i o u s  BRAC recommendations.  

C a p a c i t y  a n a l y s e s  does  n o t  s u b s t a n t i a t e  ma in t enance  of f o r c e  
l e v e l .  I n  my fo rmer  c a p a c i t y  as A s s i s t a n t  Chief of S t a f f ,  
T ~ a i n i n g  and O p e r a t i o n s ,  Chiof of Naval A i r  T r a i n i n g  ( C N A T R A  N 3 ) ,  
I t o  t h e  s t a f f  i n  t i m e  t o  c l o s e  Chase F i e l d .  
S u b s e q u e n t l y ,  I provided c a p a c i t y  a n a l y s e s ,  p l a n n i n g  f a c t o r s ,  and 
requirements f o r  b o t h  day t o  day work w i t h  t h e  C N O ' s  s t a f f  and 
BHAC 93 d e c i s i o n s .  P r i o r  t o  detaching f r o m  CNATRA s t a f f  i n  
J a n u a r y  9 4 ,  I c u  au t t lo red  t h e  J o i n t  F ixed  Wing f l i g k ~ t  t r a i n i n g  
r e p o r t  i n  r e s p o n s e  t o  FColls and Miss ions  S tudy  arid completed 
pl-e l i rninary de - ta i l ed  c a p a c i t y  a n a l y s e s  f o r  RRAC 95 which i s  t h e  
b a s i s  f u r  c u r r e n t  Navy c a p a c i t y .  A s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  the BRAC 95  
a n a l y e o s  w a s  a J o i n t  c a p a c i t y  analyses w i t h  t h e  A i r  Force which 
corif irrned b o t h  my p ra l i rn ina ry  Navy c a p a c i t y  a n d  n ~ e t h o d o l o g ~  a n d  
t.he A i r  Force  t r a i n i n g  c a p a c i t y .  



Honorable A l a n  3 .  Dison continrler l .  

Although A i r  Force methodology was slightly d i f f e r e n t ,  p i l o t  
t r a i n i n g  c a p a c i t y  u s i n g  e i t h e r  methodology w a s  statistically 
i n s i g n i f i c a n t  . 
My c a p a c i t y  f i n d i n g s  from bo th  BRAC 93 and BRA% 95 actual 
b a s e l i n e  d a t a  w s r e :  
C A P A C I T Y  WAS NOT AT ANY ONE N A V A L  A I R  TRAINING STATION TO UO ALL 
STRIKE AND E2/Ci: TRAINING WITH THE ARTIFICIALLY LOWF'RED PTR 
( A  CORRECTION FOR FRS F O O L S ) .  The r e c e n t  i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  p i l o t  
t r a i n i n g  r a t e  o n l y  i n c r e a s e s  and a l r e a d y  identified shortfall i n  
t r a i n i n g  c a p a c i t y  f o r  any one Naval A i r  S t a t i o n .  F l u c t u a t i o r ~ s  i n  
p i l o t  t r a i n i n g  r a t e  o r  carrier a i r  wing c o m p o s i t i o n  w i l l  
e x a c e r b a t e  an a l r e a d y  unsolvable p r o b l e n ~  f o r  s a f o l y  and  
e f f i c i e n t l y  t r a i n i n g  Navy /Ma~- ins  c a r r i e r  based p i l o t s .  I n  a n  
e f f o r t  t o  b a l a n c e  t h e  budget, w e  a r e  c r e a t i n g  a loreign p o l i c y  
d o f i c i t  which can n o t  be b a l a n c e d .  W e  w i l l  have a perrnar ier~t ly  
i n c r e a s i r l g  sho r t s aga  of c a r r i e r  p i l o t s ,  t h e  only t r u l y  u n i q u e  
t r a i n i n g  t o  tho Navy f l i g h t  t r a i n i n g .  To say w e  have a d e f i n i t i v e  
p i l o t  t r a i n i n g  r a t e  f o r e v e r  i g n o r e s  s i g n i f i c a n t  h i s t o r i c a l  
changes  i n  PTU.  Complexity of f l i g h t  t r a i n i n g  i s  d i s c u s s e d  i n  
attac:hnlent 1 .  The s i m p l e  s t a t e m e n t  t h a t  w a  absorb  some i n c r e a s e d  
capacity when we al ready a r e  s h o r t  i n  c a p a c i t y  i n d i c a t e s  a c t u a l  
c a p a c i t y  d a t a  has  n o t  been openly  e v a l u a t e d ,  porsorrnel  who 
calculated t h e  d a t a  have n o t  come fo reward to  speak ,  o r  t h e  
n a i v e t e  of t h e  d e c i s i o r l  makers who w i l l  n o t  have t o  try t o  
a c k ~ i e v a  p i l o t  t r a i n i n g  ra tes  w i t h o u t  t h e  a s se t s .  B o ~ ~ I  tk iu  Navy 
a n d  t h o  A i r  F o r c e  have s a i d  some e x c e s s  capacity i s  n a c e s s a r y .  We 
are i g n o r i n g  o p e r a t i o n a l  common s e n s e  p r o p o s i n g  t o  opel-at2e a t  an 
o p e r a t i o n a l  tempo i n  e x c e s s  of our. h i g h e s t  Vietnam t r a i n i n g  r a t e  
a t  a s i n g l e  s t r i k e  base d u r i n g  peace t ime  (arid n o t  make r s q u i r a d  
t r a i n i n g  rate) , under  c o n t r a c t  main tenance  c o s t  a n d  l i m i t a t i o n s ,  
and p o s i t i v e  a i r  traffic c o n t r o l  ,procedu~-as .  

The cost s a v i n g  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  c l o s i n g  Meridian i s  l i k e l y  
o v e r c t a t e d .  Recerct newspaper ar - t ic les  i n d i c a t e d  twen ty  y e ~ r  
s a v i n g s  of $350-370M. My r e c o l l e c t i o n  of Base O p e r a t i o n  and  
S u p p o r t  ( B O S )  cost f o r  our s t r i k e  b a s e s  was a h o u t  $5.OM per y e a r  
e a c h .  Twenty y e a r  sav ings  wou ld  be abou t  $160M from c l o s i n g  one 
s i n c e  t h e  o n l y  s a v i n g s  1s i n  BUS. The f u n c t i o n a l .  t r a n s f e r  of 
f l i g h t  t r a i n i n g  cost  moves to t h e  o t h e r  base .  Although t h e r e  i s  
complex COBRA m o d e l l i n g  f o r  d e t a i l e d  a n a l y s e s ,  the c o n c e p t  t h a t  
s a v i n g s  i s  l i m i t e d  t o  t h e  b a s e  infrastructure p r o v i d e s  a r e a l i t y  
check  when c o s t  and r i s k  are e v a l u a t e d  a g a i n s t  t h e  consequence  of 
n o t  m a i n t a i n i n g  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e .  T o t a l  s a v i n g s  o v e r  the t w e n t y  
y e a r  pe r i od  will. Ge less t h a n  h a l f  of the c o n s t r u c t i o n  t o  move 
Memphis to Pensacola- Is c l o s i n g  Mer id i an  a good b u y  a s s e s s e d  
a g a i n s t  f u t u r e  ~ : i s k ?  

There a r e  p o l i t i c s  i n  a l l  d e c i s i o n s  and ERAC i s  n o  e x c e p t i o n .  'She 
Navy capacity r e q u i r e m e n t s  have pone f r o m  600 PTFC a t  t h r e e  bases  

450 PTR at two b a s e s  and rlow proposes n e a r l y  400 a t  one b a s e .  



H ~ n o r ~ b l e  Alan J .  Uixon c o n t i n u e d :  

I do not envy your t a s k  of t r y i n g  to separate the factual, 
operational, e m o t i o n a l ,  budget, and p o l i t i c a l  aspects of tho 
rnoi.lntainous data you have been p r o v i d e d .  I anr s u r e  your' 
Commission will reach an informed correct decision mesting the 
precepts of t h e  ERAC law and y o u r  conscience of what i s  r i g h t .  

I w i sh  you and the Commission eve ry  s u c c e s s  a s  you complete y o u r  
d i f f i c u l t  c l e l i b e r a t i o n a  and  t 1 - u s t  you will preserve the fo rce .  

William R .  L s d d y  // 



ATTTACHMENT ONE 

OPEkIATING AT ONE HUHDRED PERCENT CAPACITY 

The c o n c e p t  of operating at 100% capacity and officiency for 
100% of the time i s  s i m p l y  n o t  achievsable due t o  the c o r n l e x i t y  
and variables in flight training. No business w o u l d  or c o u l d  
opera te  on th6 precept t h a t  100% operations would n o t  be affec t ,ed  
by numerous variables many outside local control 

F l i g h t  training has a u n i q u e  environment and s e t  of 
variable6 which preclude precise programming and management. They 
h a v e  been  ovsrsimplified in an a t t e m p t  to show operational 
capacity at 100% and greater. 

Some of those variables which preclude 100% capacity are 

1. Individual performance will be optimal and maximum 
without affecting ~ t u d e n t  attrition. 

2 .  Weather f a c t o r s  will be uniformly distributed all 
year round and affect specific t r a i n i n g  phases 
evenly regardless of season. 

3 .  A i r c r a f t  avuilability/one t i m e  inspections/mods 
pipeline factors and attrition will be constant and 
p r e d i c t a b l e .  

4 .  On board students/loading/phasing/PTR c h a n g ~ s  will 
i n c l u d e  lead t i m e  f o r  ROTC/ACADEMY accessions since 
a b o u t  90% of o f f i c e ~ s  are accessed in J u n e  of each 
y e a r  a n d  the optimum studant training Load can b e  
maintained year  r o u n d .  

5 .  DOD b u d g e t  procoss will always provide a budget 
prior to 1 OC'l of each year and fully f u n d  flight 
t r a i n i r i g .  

Some amount  of exc6ss c a p a c i t y  at Naval Air Trainir~g 
Stations is necessary to accommodate v a r i a r ~ c e s  I n  the a b o v e .  

A MORE DETAILED EXPLANATION OF THESE FACTORS IS IN TME 
ACCOMPANYING PAGES 



O p e r a t i n g  a t  100% c a p a c i t y  continued 

I n  t h e  proposed  Navy p o s i t i o n  t o  s i n g l e  site a l l  strika t r a i n i n g  
a t  one  b a s e ,  s i g n i f i c a n t  v a r i a b l e s  must be assumed as s o l v e d  f o r  
c o n s t a n t s .  Those assumptions a r e :  

1 .  I n d i - v i d u a l  per formance  w i l l  be such  t h a t  a l l  on 
boa rd  s t u d e n t s  c a n  be programmed a t  t h e  master c u r r i c u l u m  g u i d e  
maximum e v e n t s  per' d a y  w i t h o u t  chang ing  a t t r i t i o n .  

2 .  Weather f a c t o r s  w i l l  be  e v e n l y  s p r e a d  a l l  y e a r  l o n g  
rather t h a n  w i n t e r  hav ing  g r e a t o r  l o s t  s o r t i e s  t h a n  summer a t  t h e  
s i n g l e  s t r i k e  base. 

3 .  The f l e e t  of a i r c r a f t  w i l l  n o t  undergo  a n y  
s u b s t a n t i a l  g round ing  for a l l  a i r c r a f t .  A l l  a i r c r a f t  
m o d i f i c a t i o n s  w i l l  be a l lowed t o  b e  i n c o r p o r a t e d  d u r i n g  normal  
i n s p e c t i o n s  and f i e l d  teams w i l l  be  i n  p l a c e  t o  i n c o r p o r a t e  
w i tho~ . t t  c o n t r a c t  main tenance  changes .  

4 .  S t u d e n t  l o a d i n g  w i l l  remain optimum f o r  a l l  phases 
and on-board  c o u n t  w i l l  n o t  be above optimum c r e a t i n g  d e l a y s  a s  a 
result l o c a l  w e a t h e r ,  detachment  i n c o m p l e t e s ,  c a r r i e r  
q u a l i f i c a t i o n  c a n c e l l a t i o n  due t o  wea the r /  deck  a v a i l a b i l i t y .  
S u f f i c i e n t  l e a d  time t o  respond t o  F'TR changes  p r e c e d e s  academy 
and ROTC a c c e s s i o n  p l a n s  s i n c e  91% of PTR comes from academy and 
ROTC . 

5 .  The DOD budget  p r o c e s s  w i l l  n o t  r e s u l t  i n  a 
C o n t i n u i n g  R e s o l u t i o n  A u t h o r i t y  ( C R A )  f rom f a i l u r e  of t h e  
Congress  t o  pass  a budge t  p r i o r  t o  the b e g i n n i n g  of u new f i s c a l  
y e a r .  T h i s  s i n g l e  p a r t  of t h e  d e m o c r a t i c  p r o c e s s  has  t h o  
p o t e n t i a l  t o  h o l d  p i l o t  t r a i n i n g  a t  a s i n g l e  strike t r a i n i n g  b a s e  
o p e r a t i n g  a t  maximum c a p a c i t y  h o s t a g e  f o r  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  r e a s o n s :  

1.  Maximum c a p a c i t y  assumes n o  s i g n i f i c a n t  s u r g e  
capacity o t h e r  t h a n  week-ends.  

2 .  Weather w i l l  a f f e c t  t r a i n i n g  e q u a l l y  a l l  y e a r  
r e g a r d l e s s  of w i n t e r ,  s e a s o n a l ,  end geograph ic  d i f f e r e n c e s .  Tha t  
i s ;  w e a t h e r  e f f e c t  on r a i n i n g  w i l l  n o t  be  c u m u l a t i v e  d u r i n g  t .he 
y e a r  due t o  p e r f e c t  s t u d e n t  l o a d i n g  and f l o w .  

3 .  A s i g n e d  e f f e c t i v e  f e d e r a l  budge t  w i l l  bo i n  
p l a c e  b e f o r e  Oc tobe r  1 ,  19xx e v e r y  y e a r .  Without  a n  approved 
b u d g e t ,  some l e v e l  of holdown on o x e c u t i ~ n  of t h e  budge t  w i l l  be 

of a l l  f e d e r a l  a g e n c i e s  The l eve l  of b u d g e t  r e s t r i c t i o n  
r o u t i n e l y  i s  103 below p r i o r  y e a r  e x e c u t i o n  u n t i l  a f e d e ~ a l  
b u d g e t  i s  p a s s e d .  I n  t h e  e v e n t  t h e r e  i s  a !=orit ini .~ing i lesv lu t ior r  
Author i ty (CRA) and 10% r e d u c t i o n  i n  e x e c u t i o n  f o r  t h e  first 
q u a r t e r  of t h e  f i s c a l  y e a r ,  t h e  r e s u l t  would p r e c l u d e  PTR 
ac t l ievsment .  The t r a i n i n g  command is r e s o u r c e d  f o r  even flow s o  
a s s e t s  would n u t  be  a v a i l a b l e  t o  g o  on de tachment  a n d  ~ n ~ i n t a i n  
c a p a c i t y  a t  home f i e l d .  H o m e  f i e l d  would n o t  have the i n t e r n a l  
c a p a c i t y  t o  s u r g e  and make u p  t h e  s h o r t f a l l  o t h e r  t h a n  increasing 
the workweek t o  6 o r  7 days.The weekend work would be of marginal. 
o p e ? - a t i o n a l  benefit s i n c e  it would c u r t a i l  a l r e a d y  e f f i c i e n t  
weekend i n s t r u m e n t / c r o s s  c o u n t r y  t r a i n i n g  a t  t h e  c o s t  of u n i t  
morale. 

A - 2  



{Jporating at 100% capacity continued: 

SOME EFFECTS OF THE ABOVE FACTORS ON PTH AND CAPACITY 

P r o v i o u s  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  CRA remains  v a l i d  a n d  i s  a d d i t i v e  t o  t h e  
budge t  and o p o r a t i - o n a l  f a c t o r s  p r e s e n t e d  below: 

EUUGET: I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  b e g i n n i n g  year  CRA, t h e  flying hour  
commitment t o  t h e  c o n t r a c t o r  i s  promulgated 60 d a y s  p r i o r  t o  t h e  
o p e r a t i n g  q u a r t e r .  This means e a r l y  August ,  f i r s t  q u a r t e r  of t h e  
n e x t  FY f l y i n g  hours  a re  on c o n t r a c t  b e f o r e  t h e r e  i s  a b u d g e t .  
CRA i r ~ ~ p l i c a t i o n s  a re  s i g n i f i c a n t  and c a n  a f f e c t  t h e  rest  of the 
yuar.If t h e  2% budget  w i thho ld  is n o t  r e s t o r e d  a t  m i d y e a r  r ev i ew 
t h e  end of t h e  f l i g h t  h o u r s  a r e  impac ted ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  when the 
l a s t  q u a r t e r  h o u r s  a r e  promulgated i n  e a r l y  May s h o r t l y  a f t e r  
midyear  r e v i e w .  T w o  o t h e ~  f a c t o ~ s  which may c a u s e  s i g n i f i c a n t  
p e r t u r b a t i o n s  i n  PTR i s  a  c o n t r a c t  c l a i m  from p l - i o r  y e a r  
e x e c u t i o n  and Dept of Labor Wage a d j u s t m e n t s  i n c r e a s i n g  conti-ac-t; 
c o s t  w i t h o u t  t h o  Navy having c o n t r o l  i n  c u r r e n t  year- budge t  
e x e c u t i o n .  I f  a c l a i m  i s  awarded t o  a c o n t r a c t o r  f rom a p r i o r  
y e a r  c l a i m ,  t h e  claim i s  p a i d  from c u r r e n t  y e a r  o p e r a t i o n s  
resulting i n  i n - y e a r  unfunded r equ i r emen t s  a t  t h e  expense  of P T R .  
The p r e v i o u s  CRA d i s c u s s i o n  and t h e  above can be  showstoppel-s i n  
a p e r f e c t  100% e f f i c i e n t ,  100% c a p a c i t y  o p e r a t i o n  t h e  Navy i s  
pr-oposing f o r  t h e  s i n g l e  s i t e  s t r i k e  b a e e .  

OPERATIONS:  S e v e r a l  f a c t o r s  have been o v e r s i m p l i f i e d  i , n  
e f f o r t s  t o  s i n g l e  s i t e  s t r i k e .  Those a r e ;  p h a s i n g ,  on boa rd  
s t u d e r l t s  l o a d ,  h o u r s  p e r  x ,  and t h e  c a p a c i t y  effect of h a v i n g  t o  
s t a n d  up  ark e n t i r e  T-2  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  i n c l u d i n g  c o n t r a c t  s i t e  
s t a n d  u p ,  A I M D ,  and  i n s t r u c t o r s  f o r  f o u r  y e a r s .  P r e  l o a d  i s  
i g n o r e d  

1 .  The move of a11 - 2 s  t o  Kingsvilie a l o n e  w i t h  
c o n t r a c t ,  i n s t r u c t o r s ,  a n d  students i r i  FY97 t o  begin FY9B 
o p e r a t i o n s  w i t h o u t  a f f e c t i n g  capaci ty  a t  b o t h  bases  f o r  7 - 4 5  o r  
T - 2 s  i s  a  g r o s s  s i m p l i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  complex i ty  of t h e  e n t i r e  
a v i a t i o n  t r a i n i n g  program. IT SIMPLY CAN NOT BE DONE! 

2 .  The h o u r s  p e r  X i n  t h e  monthly p r o d u c t i o n  r e p o r t  i s  
a measure  of e f f i c i e n c y  and d i r e c t l y  c o r r e l a t e s  t o  t h e  b u d g e t .  
The h o u r s  p e r  X a l s o  i s  a t r u e  measul-e of real time o v e r h e a d .  For  
example t h e  T - 4 5  plannod h o u r s  per X i s  1.Y33 arrd i n c l u d e s  a l l  
over t iead .  The hour  per  X i n  t h e  p r o d u c t i o n  r e p o r t  would c o n f i r m  
a c t u a l  ove rhead  and i s  p r o p o r t i o n a l  t o  h o u r s :  2 6 6 . 2 1 *  h o u r s  per 
c ~ m p l e t u ~  w i t h  s t u d e n t  h o u r s  of 1 7 5 . 6 *  e q u a t e s  t o  51% ove rhead  a t  
1 . 9 3 3  h o u r s  p e r  X .  A 2.1 hr/x would b e  e q u i v a l e n t  t o  55% 
o v e r h e a d .  C u r r e n t  h o u r s / x  l i k e l y  oxceed p l a n n i n g  f a c t o r s  and 
r e f l e c t  less t h a n  p l a n n i n g  factor e f f i c i e n c y .  

* r t h e  approved 9 3  p l a n n i n g  f a c t o r s  p r i o r  t o  r e d u c t i o n  
t o  orle CQ f o r  s t r i k s  t r a i . n i n g  w i l e  s t i l l  r e t a i n i n g  E'i;[,F 

i n  i n t e r m e d i a t e / p h a s s  1 s t r i k e  
A - 3  



C)p9i-at.:i fig at 1 O O X  capacity cor l t . inued:  

3 .  P h a s i n g  f a c t o r  c o r r e c t s  r e s o u r c e d  ( o r  e q u i v a l e n t )  
PTR i n  y e a r s  when t h e r e  a r e  cl-langes i n  PTK b y  u s i n g  a weighted  
a v e r a g e  of tl-16 c u r r e n t  y e a r  PTR and t h e  f o l l o w i n g  y e a r  PTR.  The 
we igh t  applied is p r o p o r t i o n a l  t o  the published c ~ r ~ i c u l ~ ~ r n  
l e n g t h .  

T - 4 5  c u r ~ i c u l u m  - - 40  wks 
c u r r e n t  y r  + 1 weight  - - 40 wks * . U 1  

- - . 4 0  
c u r r e n t  y r  weigh t  = 1 - (CY+1 p o r c e n t )  

- - 60 

I n  FY 97 (PTR=336) the T - 4 5  resourced PTK with a F Y  Y8 
(PTH=364) is: 

- 6 0  * 336 = 201 
+ . 4 0  * 364 = 1 4 6  

The r e s o u r c e d  PTR c o u l d  be a n a l y z e d  a c c o r d i n g  t o  
o p s / p t r  i f  c a p a c i t y  a n a l y s o s  i s  For  example t h e  p t r  
above i n  FY97 i s  o n l y  336 b u t  364  i n  FY98. A c c o r d i n g l y ,  t h e  ops 
r e q u i r e d  f o r  FY97 is :  

R e s o ~ ~ r c e d  PTR * OPS per PTR 
3 4 7  ;k 1511 = 5 2 4 , 3 1 7  OPS 

OR 317 * 1 8 2 2  = 6 3 2 , 2 3 4  OPS 

4 .  The number  of on board  s t u d e n t s  a f f e c t s  e f f i c i e n c y ,  
t i n e  t o  t r a i n ,  and ove rhead .  Phas ing  a l s o  a f f e c t s  s t u d e n t  l o a d i n g  
however ,  I w i l l  o n l y  d i s c u s s  t h e  e f f e c t  on ove rhead /  t i m e  t o  
t r a i n  h e r e .  S t u d e n t  l o a d i n g  i s  e s t a b l i s h e d  one s y l l a b u s  t i m e  
l e n g t h  p r i o r  t o  t h e  b e g i r ~ n i n g  of t h e  f i s c a l  year .  Changes t o  t h e  
l o a d  c a n  o c c u r  due t o  c a n c e l l a t i o n  of a CQ a v a i l a b l a  s h i p ,  
weather d e l a y s ,  a i r c r a f t  availability ( a i r c r a f t  down f o r  r t ~ o d t i  01- 
i n s p e c t i o n s ) ,  o r  any combina t ion  of t h e  above .  I f  t h e  onboard 
c o u n t  i s  t o o  much e x c e s s  warm--ups are r e q u i r e d  s i n c e  extra 
resoux-cos i n c l u d i n g  runways and  a i r s p a c e  a m  n o t  a v a i l a b l e  t o  
iricx-ease optempo. The a v e r a g e  o n  board s t u d e n t s  t o  e n s u r e  smooth 
t r a i n i n g  f l o w  i s  s i m p l i f i e d  t o ;  

( ( I n p ~ ~ t  -I. Output)/2 j * ( S y l l a b u s  l e n g t h  i n  wks/52)  1 . 0 5  
1 . 0 5  i s  t h e  f a c t o r  t o  a d j u ~ t  t o  50 wk yr i n s t e a d  of 5 2  w k s  

The e f f e c t  on t i m e  t o  t r a i n  a n d  s u b s e q u e n t l y  overhaad  resulting 
f rom an  i n c o m p l e t e  CQ i s  warm ups  and e x t r a  f l y i n g  hours  w i t h o u t  
being a b l e  t o  i n c r e a s e  b a s e  c a p a c i t y .  

TIME TO T R A I N  = (ON E.OARD ENDING/ SYL LENGTH TR) * ( 1 - I / ?  
ATTR% T R A I N )  WKS I N  FY REMAINING; 

A c a n c e l l e d  CQ l i k e l y  would a f f e c t  30 s t u d e n t s ,  i n c r e a s e  
onboard  c o u n t  by 9% which would r i p p l e  e f f e c t  t h e  e n t i r e  resource 
d i s t r i b u t i o n  and create a CQ d e t  of G O  s t u d e n t s  w i t h  r e q u i s i t s  
a f f e c t  on o t h e r  o ~ ~ g o i n g  t r a i n i n g  f l o w .  
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The o v e r l o a d  i n  asset with limited runway ops uso whorl cowpled 
w i t h  phasing effects f o r  next year p t r  mean o p e r a t i n g  at 100% 
capacity c o u l d  preclude making p t r  s v e r y  time there is a ptr 
change ,  C R A ,  cancelled CQ det, or a i r c r a f t  grounding 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF T H E  SECRETARY 

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

2 March 1995 
The Honorable G.V. (Sonny) Montgomery 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Mr. Montgomery: 

This is in response to a request from Mr. Bo Maske of your staff, for documents 
concerning Naval Air Station (NAS) Meridian, Mississippi, used during the 1995 base 
realignment and closure process. 

To be as responsive as possible I am enclosing copies of documents used to request 
capacity, military value, and COBRA scenario data from NAS Meridian pertaining to its 
undergraduate pilot training (UPT) function and the Naval Technical Training Center (NTTC), 
their replies to those data calls, Training Air Station and Training Center Military Value 
Matrices, and COBRA analyses conducted for our Base Structure Evaluation Committee 
(BSEC). The information provided was extracted from the 136 cubic feet of certified data we 
have collected as part of the deliberative process for the 1995 round of base realignment and 
closure. 

We are in the process of copying the BSEC's deliberative record and will send it to your 
office as soon as possible. If we can be of further assistance in the interim, please let me know. 

Vice Chairman, 
Base Structure Evaluation Co 

Attachments: 
(1) BRAC-95 Training Air Station & Training .Center Capacity Data Calls and Replies 
(2) BRAC-95 Training Air Station & Training Center Military Value Data Calls and Replies 
(3) BRAC-95 Training Air Station and Training Center Military Value Matrices 
(4) BRAC-95 COBRA Scenario Data Calls and Replies 
(5) BRAC-95 COBRA Analyses 



Training Air Station Capacity 
Analysis - Methodology 

Issue: Is there excess capacity within the 
Training Air Station subcategory? 

1 

Approach: 
- Capacity measure: number of pilots and NFOs trained per 

year (i.e., PTRINFOTR) 
- Analytical approach: compare historic PTRINFOTR (FY88-89) 

against future PTRINFOTR requirements (FY95-FY2001) 
- Recommend using maritime aviation training (i.e., USN, 

USMCy CGy and FMS) to show excess capacity in subcategory 
- Other aviation training requirements (i.e., USAF, IMT) will be 

accounted for in the configuration analysis 



Pilot Training Rate 



Primary Pilot Training 

U S N  I USMC FMS CG 



Pilot Training Rate 
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Pilot Training Rate 



Pilot Training Rate 



Pilot Training Rate 



NFO Training Rate 



Primary NFO Training 



NFO Training Rate 



NFO Training Rate 



Strike Pilot Training 



Training Air Station Capacity 
Analysis - Results 

Based on maritime aviation training requirements, 
excess capacity exists in 
- Primary Pilot (34%) 
- Maritime (36%) 
- E2lC2 (19%) 
- Rotary (24%) 
- Primary NFO (42%) 
- Advanced NFO (36%) 

Approach not valid for Strike because of Chase 
Field (i.e., strike training conducted at Chase until 
FY93) - 



Runway Capacity 

Capacity Measure -- annual number of daylight runway 
operations (i.e., take-offs, landings, and touch-and-goes) 

Formula 
Runway ops/yr = Flying days/yr x Daylight hours/day x Runway opshr  

Data 

- Annual number of training days - 237 days 

- Average number of daylight hourslday - 12.1 hours 

- Runway hourly capacity (opslhour) 

Based on FAA model 

Depends on mix of light and heavy aircraft 



Runway Capacities 
Annual Daylight Runway Operations 

Corpus Christi 817,548 

** Includes capacities of assigned out-lying fields 





Runway Capacity Scaling Factors 



Special Use Airspace Requirements 

Measure 
- Amount (sq. nmi.) of SUA required to accommodate 

training throughput 

Data elements (for each type of UPT) 

- Flight syllabus for each type of UPT 

- # Flights per stage 

- Time in airspace per flight per stage 

- Size of airspace block required per stage 

- Percent of overhead 

- Number of students trained per flight 







Airspace Availability - Guiding Principles 

If airspace is used by more than one military department, 
the scheduling department has priority (i.e., all airspace 
counts toward their capacity) 

- Example: FACFAS Pensacola schedules W- 155, 
therefore all airspace allocated to NAS Pensacola 

Availability of airspace shared by more than one Naval Air 
Stations is based on percent usage 

- Example: A-292 (4500 sq. nmi.) is used 80% by NAS 
Whiting and 20% by NAS Pensacola 

3600 sq. nmi. allocated to NAS Whiting 

900 sq. nmi. allocated to NAS Pensacola 





TRAINING AIR STATIONS 



I 

TRAINING AIR STATIONS 
RESPONSES 

CORP IKINGS~MERI (PENS (WHIT\ 

0 0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0 1  
1 1 1 1 0  
1 1 0 0 0  
0 0 0 1 1  ---- 
1 1 1 1 0  
0 1 1 0 0  
1 1 1 1 1  
0 0 0 0 0  



TRAINING AIR STATIONS 

Airspace 
Encroachment 
Weather 
Airfield Facilities 
Training 
Maintenance Facilities 
Ground Training Facilities 
Location 
MilitarylSupport Missions 
Base Loading 
Quality of Lie 





Objective function: 
- Minimize excess student throughput capacity 

Parameters: 
- Training requirements 

FY 200 1 student throughput (i.e., PTR/NFOTR) 
Daylight runway operations per graduate 

Special Use Airspace required to accommodate training 
throughput 

- Air station capacity 
Annual daylight runway operations 

Available Special Use Airspace 



Permissible Training-Site Combinations 
(What training is allowed at each air station) 

Training 
. . . . . .  . . 

! Primary Pilot 
I 

r Int Helo/Mar 
; I Adv Helo 

V e s  Yes Yes Yes Yes . 

Yes Yes Yes Yes ? Yes 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes i 

I Int E2lC2 i 2 
I Yes Yes Yes ' Yes Yes i I 

i Adv E2lC2 i I Yes Yes Yes I Yes j No i 

Adv NFO I Yes Yes No Yes 

i i Yes 
. . ,. ,, - . j' ; 

,', I i No 1 
! 



Initial Configuration Model Rules 

Maintain average military value 

Restrict certain types of training to one base 
- All T-44 training (Int E2lC2 and Adv Mar) 

I - All NFO training (Primary, Intermediate, and Advance) 
- Advance Helicopter training 

- Advance E2lC2 training 

Restrict certain types of training to at most two bases 
- Strike training 

- Primary pilot training 



Generation of Alternatives 

Model allows the generation of three solution sets 

Best solution-for a given set of constraints and data 

Next best-obtained by excluding the first solution 

Third best-obtained by excluding the first two 
solutions 





FY 200 1 PTR/NFOTR Requirements 

* Reflects consolidation offixed-wingflight training i.a. w., OSD Memo 
24 October 1994 
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TRAINING AIR STATION MODELING RESULTS 
First Run (1 4 Nov 1994) 

Rules Applied to the Model 

1. Average Military Value is maintained 

2. Restrict certain types of training to one base 
- All T-44 
- All NFO 
- Advance Helicopter 
- Advance E2/C2 

3. Restrict certain types of training to at most two bases 
- Strike 
- Primary Pilot 
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE N A V Y  
OFFICE OF THE S E C R E T A R Y  

WASHINGTON. 0 C. 20350-1000 

BSAT/TG 
7 March 1995 

The Honorable Don Nickles 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Nickles: 

This is in response to your letter of March 2, 1995, to the Secretary of the Navy, 
requesting documents used during the 1995 base realignment and closure process. 

As you requested, enclosed are two copies of the Department of the Navy's DoD B a s  
Closurund Realignment R e p ~ m s s i o n  

. . 
, March 1995, and copies of documents 

concerning Naval Air Station Meridian, Mississippi, and the other naval air stations in the same 
category with which it was evaluated. 

The information provided was extracted from the Department of the Navy's 1995 Base 
Structure Data Base (BSDB) that consists of 136 cubic feet of certified data we collected-as part 
of our process for the 1995 round of base realignment and closure. For your convenience, a 
complete copy of the BSDB is available in the Senate Reading Room. 

I want to point out that only information obtained through the data collection process the 
Secretary of the Navy established, certified for accuracy and completeness, was allowed entry 
into the BSDB. Additionally, throughout the process, the BSDB data was available for 
independent validation by the Naval Audit Service and the General Accounting Office. 

Detailed discussions of the analytical methodology used to develop the Department's base 
realignment and closure recommendations generally, and those for the training air stations in 
particular, are contained in Chapter 4 and Attachment F of the Department of the Navy's Report, 
respectively. 

If we can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

Base Structure Evaluation Committee I 



Y" 
Attachments: 
(1) p-and-*to- 

. . , March 1995 (two copies) 
(2) BRAC-95 Training Air Stations Capacity Data Call Responses 
(3) BRAC-95 Training Air Stations Military Value Data Call Responses 



TO: MR. CHARLES 
NEMFAKOS 

Executive Director, BSA T 

I Phone 703-681 -0450 

( Fax Phone 703-756-2 1 74 

CC: 

Date 22 April 1995 

Number of pages including cover sheet 5 

FROM: Alex Yellin 

Review and Analysis-Navy 
Team 

Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment 
Commission 

1700 N. Moore St., Suite 
1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

I Phone 703-696-0504 

Fax Phone 703-696-0550 

IREMARKS: Urgent For your review Reply ASAP (XI Please Comment 

I SUBJ: TRAINING AIR STATIONS, STRIKE TRAINING CAPACITY 

I Mr. Nemfakos, 

Please show how the advanced E-2lC-2 syllabus numbers are included into the calculations in 
terms of capacity and how that impacts the PTR. Our assumptions have been that the PTR 
rates for E-2/C-2 have been factored in at something less than 36 per year.(ie. only the 
advanced portion of the E-2lC-2 syllabus utilizes a T-2/1-45 aircraft, the intermediate phase 
utilizes the T-44). 

In your testimony on April 17 you stated that the Navy's capacity analysis for UPT used PTR 
plus 20% to determine the ability of a scenario to meet requirements. Please provide a copy of 
your analysis for strike PTR that demonstrates that the proposed scenario can meet a strike 
PTR of 425 (354 + 20%). (Assumption: 354 is derived by taking the strike PTR of 336 plus one 
half of the E-2lC-2 PTR of 36. Is this correct?) 

Attached you'll find a copy of our source for PTR for the FYDP. &* 
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C H I E F  O F  h A V A L  O P E R A T I O N S  

Z O O 0  h A V Y  P E N T A G O N  
W A S H I N G T O N .  D C  1 0 3 5 0 - 2 0 0 0  

I N  R E P L Y  R C F E R  T O  

1542 
Ser N889JG/4~661666 
20 Jul 1994 

From: Chief of Naval Operations 

Sub j : PILOT AND NAVAL FLIGXT OFFICER TRAINING RATES, FY 94 - 99 
Ref: (a) CNO ltr 1542 Ser ~889J6/3U658748 of 20 Sep 1993 

Encl: (1) Pilot Training Rates (PTR), FY 94-99 
(2) Naval Flight Officer Training Rates (h'FOTFJ,) , FY 94 -99 

1. This letter modifies and supersedes reference (a). 
Enclosures are effective on receipt and reflect planned 
production goals for FY 94-99. These goals are intended to 
resolve current pool excesses, balance ongoing transitions and 
new production with FRS output a ~ d  return to steady state force 
mix of 10 C-v-is, 12 VP Squadrons and appropriate force support for 
330 ships in FY 97. 

2. Significant changes include: 

-Increase VFA pilot manning from 17 to 19/squaZron 
-I<22uciion from 15 KO 12 VP squa5ro~s 

- 

-9ecom cf VAN 122 
-Realigment of E2/C2 pilot career paths 

T- - .  --+.ajus tment f c z  3 ~ 1 0  7001s 
-KSO c u r r i c ~ l ~ ~  e?proved/20 to 40 clxs cp cf -%S 1\TZT2 

3istriSuticn: 
CNO (?:1, 11, 12, K 5 ? 2 ,  N882, N8E9C1 N889F, N O ? 5 ,  K8212) 
CMC ( A ,  T ,  X ,  LSM-31,  E 7 F - 3 3 ,  b!?.'I0.>--2) 
CG MCCDC (TE'2>.) 
C3mT COGES," (G-PO-2/23, T3-2/7) 
CZNP-VPE2S (211-i, 4 3 ,  432, 433) 
CIET ( ?OL/T2 5 ) 
CN>-TXz. (00, N019, N-1, N-2, N-3, N-32, N-34, N-7) 
C0!Qu7.3.VE.IzEsFOR (CODE 51) 
CC'CJAVCZUITCOM (233: 311) 
N.~.;33PXOAA 
T S ? F A  

NAw9C (COD? 3) 



ROTARY 
214 y"l-94 STRIKE 

USN 17 3 
USMC 118 A 

NOAA u 
_C 

TOTAL 321 

PY-95_ 
USN 
U SMC 
cOGWZD 
FMS 

m 
U S N  
U SMC 
COGARD 
F'MS 
NO= 
TOT= 

PY- 9 7  
USN 
USMC 
C OGE-I 
FT.s 

m-$8 
USN 2C5 
USMC 1C3 
COGP3D 0 
*AS 30 
NOAA 0 - 

- - C  

T3T-a  22'3 

FA 
USN 

W A S  

NOAA 
TOTAL 



I 
/ \* 

I t .6 b -b s3 
C 

:y-94 RTO WSO - OJN TN 
/' USN 29 0 4 8 37 

USMC 0 1 7  1 4  0 
FMS 0 0 0 0 
NOPA 0 0 - 0 - 0 - - 

TOTAL 29 1 7  62 3 7  

pJ TOTAL 
1 0 2  2 5 1  
0 3 1 

ATDS 
35 

0 
0 

FY z %j. 
-4 

USN 
USMC 
FMS 
NOAA 

TOTAL 

FY-9f! 
USN 
USMC 
F'MS 
NOAA 

TOTAL 

FY-97 
USN 
USMC 
Pis 

NO?->. 
rpnT- 7 * w A rr- 



J 
,/PILOT AND NAVAL FLIGHT OFFICER TRAINING RATES, FY 94-99 

,/ 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and 
complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

DEPUTY CHISF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS) 
DEPCTY CHIEF OF STAFF (INST>LLATIONS & LOGISTICS) 

W.AEARNER . 

NAME (Please type or print) 
4-Em signarr~? 

// ;r/ 7' 
Title Date 



ASSIST ANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 2030 1 -3300 

A p r i l  10, 1995 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

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

Dear- Mr. Chairman: 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify on March 1, 1995, regarding the 
Department's closure and realignment recommendations and process. In response to 
your request, enclosed are answers to your questions for the record. 

I trust this information will be helpful, please let me know if there is anything else 
we can provide. 

Sincerely, 

poshpa Gotbaum 

Enclosure 
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COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
Mr. Joshua Gotbaum 

Question 1 : What is the annual cost of the excess infrastructure in the Joint Cross- 
Service areas remaining after the 1995 round? 

Answer: I have asked the Comptroller to gather the data necessary to estimate 
the cost of maintaining excess infrastructure remaining after BRAC 95. 
I will forward a response as soon as we have been able to assimilate 
the data. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
Mr. Joshua Gotbaum 

Ouestlon 2: The Defense Science Board (DSB) recommended a 20 percent cut in 
the laboratories' Civil Service personnel. in addition to the 4 percent per 
annum cut directed by Defense Policy Guidance 1995 through 1999. 
According to a senior DoD official, these cuts will result in a 35 percent 
reduction in these personnel by the turn of tke century. 

How much of a reduction in DoD laboratory infrastructure is contained 
in your recommendations? 

Answer: 

How and when is Do0 going to eliminate the excess infrastructure? 

Most laboratory reductions -- the 35 percent you mention -- will come 
from the allocation of workload reductions rather than from BRAG 
actions. 

The DoD recommendations for laboratory closures and realignments 
eliminate a relatively small amount of our excess capacity. However, 
there were noteworthy laboratory reductions including Naval Air 
Warfare Center Divisions at Lakehurst, NJ. and Indianapolis, IN, among 
others. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
Mr. Joshua Gotbaum 

Question 3: The Joint Cross-Service Review Team provided two options, both 
resulting in the closure of 8 depots. These options would eliminate 
between 30 million to 35 million excess hours from a total 8XC9SS 

capacity of about 40 million hours. 

The final Do0 recommendation would close 3 depots and realign 7 
others. How many hours of excess capacity will be eliminated if these 
recommendations are approved? 

Answer: If the DoD recommendations are adopted, excess capacity wili be 
reduced by just over 20 million direct labor hours, or by about 50 percent 
of the total excess capacity. The Department believes this to be a 
significant accomplishment. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
Mr. Joshua Gotbaum 

Question 4: What are the bases that were not recommended for closure by the Navy 
to the Secretary of Defense for economic reasons7 

Which, i f  any, installations were substituted for these omitted closures? 

Answer: Because of a concern over total job losses in the Slate of California and 
Territory of Guam, the Department of the Navy did not close the following 
activities. even though it otherwise, through its analytical process, could 
have arrived at a conclusion to recommend closure: 

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland, CA 

Western Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 
San Bruno, CA 

Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Construction and Repair, 
San Francisco, CA 

Naval Warfare Assessment Division, Corona, CA, and 
Public Works Center. Guam 

These actions reflect stand-alone decisions; there were no substitutions 
for these activities. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
Mr. Joshua Gotbaum 

Question 5: What do your recommendations do to merge medical facilities across the 
Services In each region7 

What possibilities were analyzed (cover by region)? 

Answer: The Medical Joint Cross-Service Group looked at overlapping catchment 
areas in their analysis of the Medical Health Services System 
~nfrastructure. The group aggressively sought out opportunities for 
consolidation of inpatient services. Six of sixteen of the alternatives were 
based on the evaluation of potential mergers across the Services. 
These included Fort Meade and Fort Belvoir in the National Capital 
Region, USAF Academy Hospital in the AcademyfFort Carson area, 
Shaw AFB Hospital in the ShawiFort Jackson area, Langley AFB 
Hospital in the Tidewater area, and Wilford Hall Medical Center in the 
San Antonio area. 

Of these alternatives, the hospital a1 Ft. Meade was recommended for 
downsizing by the Secretary of the Army, as was the hospital at Ft. Lee, 
Virginia. The Army also recommended the closure of Fitzsimmons 
Medical Center in Colorado, and both the Army and Air Force have 
agreed to realign their respective hospitals at Ft. Carson and the Air 
Force Academy to ensure adequate and cost efficient health care 
services remain to serve beneficiaries in the area. The Ft. Carson and 
Air Force Academy actions, along with the elimination of duplicate health 
care services in the San Antonio, Texas, Shaw AFB/Ft. Jackson, South 
Carolina, and the Virginia Tidewater areas will take place outside of the 
BRAC process. The Department is also implementing TRICARE, a 
congressionally-mandated regional health care program. TRlCARE is 
designed to increase access, improve quality and curb the rising cost of 
health care, while providing a uniform benefit for eligible beneficiaries. 
TRICARE will also serve as an incentive to further reduce duplicate 
services and share resources across Service lines. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
Mr. Joshua Gotbaum 

Question 6: How did Do0 view the benefits of regional (medical) complexes? 

Answer: The Department believes there are significant benefits to pursuing and 
evaluating consolidation of medical services and training. Through the 
base closure and Defense Health Program processes, the Department 
will continue to aggressively pursue these benefits. At the same time, 
the Department is implementing TRICARE, our congressionally- 
mandated regional managed health care program. TRICARE is 
designed to increase access, improve quality and curb the rising cost of 
health care, while providing a uniform benefit for eligible beneficiaries. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
Mr. Joshua Gotbaum 

Questlon 7: NAS Meridian received two looks -- one at the service level and the 
second look at the joint level. If the joint ranking was higher, why didn't 
000 take action based on the joint ranking, rather than accepting the 
Service recommendation? 

Answer: The two "looks" are not the same. The Joint Cross-Service Groups were 
established by the Deputy Secretary of Defense to provide a DoD-wide 
evaluation of their respective areas - undergraduate pilot training (UPT) 
in this case. They were further empowered to provide alternatives for 
subsequent analysis by the Military Departments which would reduce 
capacity and associated functional infrastructure. While the analyses 
conducted by the JCSG on UPT established a site value for each 
function (e.g., strike, helicopter, airtifb'tanker, etc.), it did not rank sites by 
an overall average functional value. In producing its alternatives, the 
JCSG analyses utilized military values, functional values, and capaclty 
resources. The Military Departments looked at the military value of 
installations based on all of their missions. Therefore, the evaluation 
conducted by the JCSGs was not a substitute for, but rather a 
component of, the Military Department analysis. In the case of Meridian, 
the Navy decided, and the Secretary of Defense agreed, that it did not 
need the training capability at NAS Meridian. 



COMMISSION QUESTJONS FOR THE RECORD 
Mr. Joshua Gotbeum 

Question 8: If implemented, will the Department's recommendations to the 
Commission reduce a major portion of the excess capacity in any or all of 
the five cross-service functional areas? Please discuss those areas in 
detail where large amounts of excess capacity remain? 

Answer: With the exception of Laboratories and Test & Evaluation, the DoD 
recommendations contain significant cross-service actions which 
generally achieve overall cross-service and excess capacity goals. In the 
Laboratories and Test & Evaluation areas, we will continue programmatic 
efforts to deal with remaining excess capacity, such as downsizing in 
place. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
Mr. Joshua Gotbaum 

Question 9: In May 1994, the Deputy Secretary of Defense stated that "Core is the 
capability maintained within organic Defense depots to meet readiness 
and sustainability requirements ... Core depot maintenance capabilities will 
comprise only the minimum facilities, equipment and skilled 
personnel necessary to ensure a ready and controlled source of 
required competence." (emphasis added) 

If DoD's recommendations are implemented, will any of the Services 
retain capacity above their core level? 

If so, what are the reasons for retaining this capacity7 

Answer: Although we have achieved a substantial depot maintenance capacity 
reduction all of the Services will retain some capacity above the core 
level. Further reductions will require developing a better sense of cross- 
service and private sector capabilities. 

Question: Will DoD's base closure list result in the minimum number of facilities to 
ensure readiness and sustainability? 

Answer: No. The goal is to reduce capacity, not merely the number of facilities. 
With regard to depots, the goal was to reduce excess capacity in a cost 
effective manner while retaining suiiicient capability to meet critical 
readiness capabilities and requirements. 

Question: If not, what means will the Department use to implement the Deputy 
Secretary's direction? 

Answer: The definition and quantification of core requirements must be separated 
from the sizing of the infrastructure to support those requirements. It is 
impossible and undesirable to attempt to exactly match capacity and 
requirements. With that in mind, the Department believes that the 
proposed closure and realignments achieve the object~ves set forth by 
the Deputy Secretary. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
Mr. Joshua Gotbaum 

Question 10: In 1993, the Defense Base Closure Commission realigned part of the 
Defense Information Service Agency (DISA) into 16 information 
processing megacenters. At that time, all officials concluded there would 
be excess capacity even within these rnegacenters. Some have 
suggested that DISA actually requires only 5 megacenters. To realign, 
DlSA would have to come to the Commission to change the 1993 
recommendation. 

Given that there is excess capacity within DISA, why are there not 
recommendations for further consolidation? 

Answer: The current megacenter migration resulting from BRAC 93 began in FY 
94 and is scheduled for completion through FY 98. Due to the ongoing 
establishment of these megacenters and their changing workload, 
meaningful capacity requirements are extremely difficult i f  not impossible 
to determine at this time. Before major changes can be made, the 
operating environment of this relatively new organization needs to 
stabilize. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE N A V Y  
OFFICE OF T H E  S E C R E T A R Y  

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

LT-07 16-F14 
BSATRG 
26 April 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: 

The response to questions asked by Mr. Alex Yellin of your staff, on April 22, 1995, 
concerning the capacity analysis the Department of the Navy conducted on undergraduate pilot 
training, is attached. In accordance with Section 2903(c)(5) of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990,I certify the information provided to you in this transmittal is accurate 
and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 
- 

I trust the information provided satisfactorily addresses your concerns. As always, if I can 
be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

r 
Sincerely, A 

Attachment 

1 

Vice Chairman, 
~ a s e  Structure Evaluation Co 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION QUESTIONS 
CONCERNING UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

Q1. Please show how the advanced E-2lC-2 syllabus numbers are included into the 
calculations in terms of capacity and how that impacts the PTR. Our assumptions have been 
that the PTR rates for E-2/C-2 have been factored in at something less than 36 per year (ie. 
only the advanced portion of the E-2lC-2 syllabus utilizes a T-2/T-45 aircraft, the intermediate 
phase utilizes the T-44.) 

Al. In its analysis of training air stations, the Navy treated E2/C2 training as an individual 
training pipeline consisting of two phases. The intermediate phase is conducted in the T-44 
aircraft (currently at Naval Air Station (NAS) Corpus Christi) and requires, on average, 400 
flight operations and 6 sq. n.mi. of special-use airspace (SUA) per graduate. The FY 2001 
training rate for this phase is 40 pilots. The advanced stage is conducted in the T-2 aircraft 
(currently at NAS Pensacola) and requires, on average, 866 runway operations and 17 sq. n.rni. 
of SUA per graduate. The FY 2001 training rate for this phase is 36 pilots. The configuration 
analysis accounted for these requirements directly in deriving its solution sets. 

42.  In your testimony on April 17 you stated that the Navy's capacity analysis for UPT used 
PTR plus 20% to determine the ability of a scenario to meet requirements. Please provide a 
copy of your analysis for strike PTR that demonstrates that the proposed scenario can meet a 
strike PTR of 425 (354 + 20%). (Assumption: 354 is derived by taking the strike PTR of 336 
plus one half of the E-2/C-2 PTR of 36. Is tlus correct?) 

A2. In developing its recommendations for train& air stations, the DON analyzed in its 
configuration analysis a scenario where all the FY 2001 pilot and NFO training rates were 
increased by 10 and 20 percent (see enclosure 1). The optimal solution for the scenario in 
which the PTR requirements were increased by 20 percent closed NAS Meridian. As enclosure 
1 indicates, this was the only feasible solution that closed a base. The fact that the model 
closed NAS Meridian indicates that the DON has enough capacity at its other four training air 
stations to handle a 20 increase in pilot training rates. 

While the DON'S sensitivity analysis focused on the total capacity across all bases, the BSEC 
in developing its specific scenarios (i.e., which training goes to which bases) analyzed the 
capacity of each air station to handle its assigned training. The analysis supporting the 
recommendation to consolidate Strike training at NAS Kingsville is shown below. 

Because daylight runway operations is the capacity limiter at training air station, we will show 
the capacity of the Navy's recommendation to handle Strike training in these terms. The FY 
2001 pilot training rate for Strike is 336 pilots. The certified data showed that the daylight 
runway operations per pilot training rate (PTR) for Strike training is 151 1 operations. The 
annual runway ops required to support a 336 PTR is: 

336 PTR x 151 1 ops/PTR = 507,696 annual ops 

The capacity at NAS Kingsville and NAS Corpus Christi (after the proposed runway 



extensions) is as follows: 

-> -. --,l - 3 5 s NAS Kingsville ---------- 229,416 annual ops 
- 1 - )  . I 1  ; < >; OLF Orange Grove ---- 148,457 annual ops - 

NAS Corpus Christi --- 219,936 annual ops '7 -, . , , ILD,  5 5 3  

annual ops _ _ 
5.1'1 ,% @\ 

- . y >  . . 
Comparing the requirement against ihe capacity shows an excess capacity of 

597,806 - 507,696 = 90,113 ops D .. 2' , . ' L' 

which equates to about an 18% surge capability under planned and budgeted operations. 

The numbers in your question imply that E2lC2 training is part of Strike training. It is not. 
The Navy will continue to train the small number of E2lC2 pilots in the T-2 (at NAS 
Pensacola) until the end of the service life of that aircraft which is beyond year 2001. 



TRAINING AIR STATION MODELING RESULTS 
First Run (14 Nov 1994) 

Rules Applied to the Model 

1. Average Military Value is maintained 

2. Restrict certain types of training to one base 
- All T-44 
- All NFO 
- Advance Helicopter 
- Advance E21C2 

3. Restrict certain types of training to at most two bases 
- Strike 
- Primary Pilot 

Enclosure (1) 



1312b02 APR 95 ZYB 

?M CNO WASHINGTON ~~//H809// 

ro CMC WASHINGTON DC//MMOA-Z/MMOA-~/ASM/MPP-~~/APP// 
3UMED WASHINGTON ~C//23/231// 
CMZT PENSACOLA FL/ /OOL// 
CG MCCDC QUANTI CO vA//TE~ ~ A / T E ~ ~ A / /  
COMNAVAIRLANT NORFOLK VA//3 5 / /  
COMtJAVAIRPAC SAN DIEGO ~ ~ / / ~ 0 1 / ~ 8 / ~ 8 0 / N 8 3  IN84 
c~MSTRKPIGHTWXNGLANT CECIL FIELD FL//NOO// 
COMSTRKPIGHTWZ NOPAC L E M ~ R E  CA//NO o// 
STRKFZTRON ONE ZERO STX//OO// 
STRKFITRON 0 s  TWO FTVE//NOO// 
VMFAT ONE ZERO ONE EL TOR0 CA//NOO// 
NAMTRAORUDET CECIL FIELD FL / /NoO//  
NAMTRAGRZTDET LEMOORE CA //NOO// 
NAWRAQRU MILLINGTON TN//OO// 
COMVAQWINGPAC WIDBEY ISLAND WA//NOO// 
TACELRON ONE TWO NINE//Noo // 
CHNAVPERS WASHINGTON DC//122/211~/222/404/432/433// 
CNATRA CORPUS CHRISTI TX//N-3/N-32// 
c ~ ~ A ~ c R U I T C O M  WASHfNdTON DC//21C/311// 
NAVAVSCOLSCOM PENSACOLA FL//0 0 / 9 2 / /  

SUBJ/PIU)T/NFO AND MAINTBNANCE PRODUCTION ALIGNMENT CONFERENCE// 
POC/TOM D O N O V A N / C ~ R / P R I P H N : D S N ~ ~ ~ - ~ O ~ ~ / - / - / S E C P H N : ~ O ~ - ~ ~ ~ - ~ O ~ O / /  

R M K S / ~ .  A PILOT/NFO AND MAINTENANCE PRODUCTION ALIGNMENT CONFERENCE 
IS SCKEDULED FOR 20-21 APRIL IN WASHINGTON D.C. MULTIPLE DYNAMICS 
t4-S MAXIMUM PARTICIPATION OF ALL ADDRESSEES ESSENTIAL. REGRET 
SHORT LEAD TIME. UNZF'6RH FOR CONFERENCE IS SDB OR SERVICE/CIVILIAN 
EQU I V A L m  . 
2 .  PURPOSE OF THIS CONFERENCE IS TO DISCUSS ALL IMPACTS ON 
RECRUITING THROUGH FRS, INCLUDING ENLISTED MANNING, TO SUPPORT THE 
STAND-UP OF FOUR VAQ SQUADRONS AND A POTENTIAL RETENTION (BUILD) OF 
3 - 6  S I X  TACTICAL SQUADRONS. CONFEMNCE GOAL IS TO PRODUCE, BY' 
COB 21 APR, A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN WHICH CAN BE FULLY SUPPORTED AND 
EXECUTED PROM CRUITCOM THROUGH FRS PRODUCTION. 

3 .  IS0 OF PLAN LISTED IN PARA 2 ,  ALL PLANNERS MUST CLEARLY IDENTIFY 



U)DITIONAL REQUIREMENTS INCLUDING FUNDING, MWNING, 
INFRASTRUCTURE 
SUPPORT (MAINTENANCE, SCHOOL HOUSE, AIRCRAFT ETC . . FOLLOWING DATA 
IS PROVIDED IOT ID POTENTZAL IMPACTS AND COSTS OF DOING BUSINESS : 

A. CNATRA 
.9DDRESS ISSUES BASED ON FOLLOWING STRIKE (NAW/USMC/FMS) PTR: 

FY-95 FY-96 FY-97 FY-98 FY-99 FY-00 FY-01 
303 319 360 360 360 360 360 

ADDITIONAL AREAS TO ADDRESS ARE POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF BRAC 9 s  
REDUCTION TO A SINGLE STRIKE TRAINING BASE, JOINT TRAINING AND 
T - 2  SDLM ZSSVES. 
8 .  TYCOMS 
CAT 1 NUMBERS REFLECT NAVY ONLY ANTICXPATED REQUIREMENTS TO SUSTAIN 
50 STRIKE/FIOHTER COMPLEMENT WITH AN INCREASE OF FORCB STRUCTURE. 
NUMBERS D6 NOT INCLUDE FLEET TRANS1 TION. 

FY-95 PY-96 FY-97 FY-98 FY-99  FY-00 FY-01 
F-14 ( PZLOT/NPO) 
CAT- 1 52 52  4 9  49  49  4 3  4 0  
F/A-18 
NOTE; 1 
CAT- 1 88 98 106 108 114 118 122 
EA-6% (PILOT/NFO) 
CAT-1 21/56 21/56 21/56 21/56 21/56 21/56 21/56 
BOTE: 1 F/A-18 NUMBERS ALSO ACCOUNT FOR F/A-18E/F FIT AND FRS 
INSTRUCTOR REQUIRZMENTS. 
ADDITf ONALLY, EMPHASIS ON ENLf STED MANNING ISSUES AND POTENTIAL 
IMPACTS OF BRAC MOVES ON FRS/FRAMP THRU-PUT MUST BE CONSIDERED. FRS 
REPS SHOULD BE PREPARED TO DISCUSS/UPPATE ALCON ON INITIATIVES TO 
INCREASE F/A-18 FRS AND FRAMP THRU-PUT. 
C. BUPERS 
IDENTIFY OFFICER AND ENLISTED REQUIREMENTS TO SUPPORT PLANS LISTED IN 
PARA 2 .  ADDITIONAL EMPHASIS MUST BE PLACED ON ACCURATE ACCOUNTING OF 
PERSONNEL, OFFICER AND ENLISTED, ALREADY IDENTIFIED IS0 EA- 6% SQDN 
PLUS UP AND AIRCREW ALREADY ID'D FOR F-14 AND F/A-18 TRANSITION. 
ACCURACY IN THIS AREA IS CRITICAL IOT PROVIDE AN ACCUIUTE BASELINE 
FROM WHICH ADDITIONAL AIRCREW CAN BE DRAWN TO SUPPORT ANY AND ALL 
PLANS PRESENTLY UNDER STUDY. 

4 .  A DETAILED CONFERENCE AGENDA WILL BE PROVIDSD VIA SEPARATE MSG. 

5 .  CONFERENCE WILL BEGIN AT 0900 AT THE NAVY ANNEX (BUPERSI RM 2828 
LOCATED ON THE SECOND DECK, WINQ 8 ,  RM 38 .  

6 .  N889 PHONE: DSN 224-6013 COMM: (703) 614 -6013. N889 FAX: 
DSN 223-9795, COMM (703) 695 -9795 .  MAKE ALL FAXS ATTN CDR DONOVAN.// 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301 -3300 

2 5 MAY 19%; 
oMIC SECURITY 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 17709 . 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your April 27, 1995, letter requesting that the Department of 
Defense provide responses to questions for the record resulting from the April 17, 1995 
hearing. On May 9, 1995, we forwarded an interim response to these questions. Enclosed 
is the final set of answers. 

I trust this information will be helpful, please let me know if there is anything else 
we can provide. 

Sincerely, 

/B~-- Robert L. Meyer 

Director 
Base Closure 

Enclosure 

cc: Senate and House Reading Rooms 



DEPOT lLWINTENANCE 

1. Did the Navy consider consolidatin,o platting operations at Louisville's new $36 million 
modern platting facility'.' 

ANSWER: No specific scenario was run that consolidated plating operations at NSWC 
Louisville. Although it is recognized that Louisville has a modem plating facility, the DON 
analysis focused on entire capability of an installation. It is the goal of DON to reduce excess 
capacity/infrastructure primarily by the total closure of installations. The plating process is only 
one of the many depot maintenance functions performed by NSWC Louisville. The final 
scenario adopted by DON for the closure of Louisville, not only transfers all other depot work to 
other depot activities, but allows for the plating work currently accomplished at Louisville to be 
performed at other existing DoD installations. This not only equates to greater savings in 
operational costs, but provides a significantly more positive environmental impact. 

2.  Regarding the Naval Air Warfare Center in Indianapolis, could you explain why the Navy 
gave this installation a 0 in the Military Value category for integrated capabilities? 

ANSWER: Within the "Mission Statement" section of the Technical Centers military value 
matrix, NAWC Indianapolis received a "0" for question #4, "Includes systems integration 
responsibility", and question #5, "Includes component integration responsibility". Questions 
within this section of the matrix were based on the activity's literdofficial mission statement, as 
reported in the ~Wlitary Value data call #5. Since the mission statement for NAWC Indianapolis 
did not assign responsibility for systems integration or component integration, both of these 
questions were scored "0". 

3. During the Commission's recent visit to the Naval Air Warfare Center in Indianapolis, we 
were shown the systems design facility for the EP-3 and ES-3 aircraft. We were told by the 
Naval Air Warfare Center that the cost to relocate those facilities to China Lake would be $30 
million. Could you please explain why the Navy only provided $1.17 million for Military 
Construction at China Lake to accommodate these facilities? 

ANSWER: In COBRA analysis, the Navy included $1.17M for military construction at NAWC 
China Lake precisely as submitted by NAWC Indianapolis in the certified Scenario Development 
data call. 

4. The Navy says that "continuing decreases in force structure eliminates the need to retain the 
capacity to dry-dock large naval vessels for emergent requirements." How many large-decked 
ships (CV, CVN, LHA Sr LHD) are in the Pacific Fleet now'? How many less are expected to be 
in the Pacific Fleet in 300 I? 



ANSWER: The continuing decrease in force structure describes the fleet's requirement for 
drydock capacity as it relates to the force structure used as a basis for BRAC-9 1. Since the 9 1 
round, and through 2001, the number of large-decked ships in the Pacific Fleet will decrease 
from 14 to 12, including a reduction of 2 CVNICVs. The Navy has retained two U.S. Navy 
shipyards in the Pacific theater, capable of handling any of the 12 large-deck ships homeported in 
that area. 

5 .  How many positions has the Navy historically saved with the closure of a Naval Aviation 
Depot or comparable industrial activity'? . 

ANSWER: The following represents the positions/billrt.s eliminated based on the closure of 3 
Naval Aviation Depots during BRAC-93: 

Activity Posirions/Billets Eliminated 

NADEP Alarneda 764 
NADEP Pensacola 1,000 
NADEP Norfolk 1,464 



UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

ITEMS FOR INCLUSION IN THE RECORD 

1. Mr. Finch, during your testimony, you stated to Commissioner Robles that you would 
provide a list of those criteria used by the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group to constrain the linear 
programming model from presenting nonsensical results. Please provide these criteria. 

ANSWER: In addition to the "Site/Function Constraint Matrix" which limited potential 
sitelfunctions combinations from the outset of the modeling process, constraints were imposed as 
the JCSG proceeded with its Optimization Model process. These constraints which were applied 
in an additive manner are as follows: - - 

1. Flight screening would not be performed/collocated with any other function - based on 
JCSG military judgment. 

2.  Primary and advanced NAVINFO, advanced NFO Strike, and advanced NFO Panel 
functions would be joint and single-sited - based on DEPSECDEF memo of 
October 24, 1994. 

3. No function would be "spread" or fractionalized smaller than a "notionalized" or 
smallest squadron (approximately 100 annual production) - JCSG military judgment. 

4. Flight screening function limited to the Air Force Academy and Hondo, TX sites - 
JCSG military judgment. 

5. Primary function limited to four sites - JCSG military judgment. (This constraint was 
later dropped.) 

6. Three site closure results (MIN PRZIIlE model run) used as baseline for follow-on 
Optimization Model runs. 

7. Air space and outlying airfield operations capacity from sites closed in MIN PRIME 
model run were transferred to remaining sites in close proximity for all additional 
modeling efforts. 

2. Mr. Finch, during your testimony, you stated to Commissioner Cornella that Flight 

Screening was "basically" included as a matter of completeness. For the record, please respond 
to the following question: 

Why did you include Flight Screening, a function not now nor envisioned to be done at UPT 
bases, but did not include Introduction to Fighter Fundamental (IFF) training, a function that is 
done at UPT bases, in the scope of your analysis? 

ANSWER: The JCSG defined its category scope to include: DoD flight programs which 
support and facilitate selection and training of pilots, naval flight officers, and navigators to the 
point of awarding .'Wings." Post-"Wings.' flying missions such a IFF, the Blue Angels, and a 
large number of graduate rotary-wins courses were exciuded from direct analysis. Non-tlying 
missions at the bases (such as technical training at Sheppard PLFB and NAS Meridian) were also 
excluded. When forwarding alternatives for consideration, the JCSG asked the military 
departments to quantify any such missions that impacted their capacity. 



3. General Blume/Mr. NemfakosIGeneral Shane, during your testimony, Commissioner Davis 
asked how much surge capacity exists in each service. Please respond to this question in terms 
of capacity to recover from temporary situations, such as a period of prolonged bad weather, and 
also in terms of capacity to accommodate an increase in the Pilot Training Rate in the event of a 
long-term increase in pilot requirements. 

ANSWER: Mai Gen Blume. If Reese AFB closes as recommended by DoD, the Air Force will 
retain approximately 13 percent surse capacity to recover from temporary situations at the 
Specialized Undergraduate Pilot Training bases. In addition, bases will have the capability to 
respond to temporary requirements by lengthening the duty day, increasing sortie density, flying 
on the weekend, etc. Increases such as these are not sustainable over a sufficient period of time 
to generate net increases in production. For extended operations such as an increase in the pilot 
training rate, the Air Force will retain between 7 and 12 percent surge capacity. 

Mr. Nemfakos. To ensure the DON has capacity to support future unforeseen increases in 
pilot/NFO training rates, as part of its configuration analysis the BSEC looked at scenarios 
where all the FY 2001 pilot and NFO training rates were increased by 10 and 20 percent. (This 
includes increases in the Air Force training scheduled for Naval air stations.) The results showed 
that even with the its closure recommendations, the DON could support a 30 percent increase in 
PTR requirements and still have some excess capacity. 

In addition, the capacity analysis was based on a 237-day work year and accounted for down 
time due to bad weather. If need be, training capacity could be increased at each air station by 
increasing the operating schedule (e.g., pilots could train on weekends to make up for lost flying 
time during the week days). 

Brig Gen Shane. The ability to recover from temporary situations, such as a period of prolonged 
bad weather is excellent. Because our flight training facilities are underutilized, our capability to 
surge is only constrained on the availability of instructor pilots, aircraft, and OMA funding. 
USAAVNC has the capability to support long term training increases. According to the 
Undergraduate Pilot Training Joint Cross-Service Group certified data, the Pilot Training Rate , 

could be increased to 2,056 annually with no additional MILCON. 

4. General BlumeMr. NernfakoslGenera.1 Shane, during your testimony, Commissioner Robles 
requested that each Service provide data summarizing the costs to train pilots. Please include in 
this information the fixed costs for Base Operating Support (BOS), Real Property Management 
Account (RPMA), Overhead and Personnel at each UPT base, and the variable costs which vary 
by the number of students and flight hours/sorties flown. These costs should reflect only the 
portion attributable to UPT for the installations that also host other tenant units. 



ANSWER: Mai Gen Blume. 

COST ESTIMATE BASED ON FY94 DATA 
Mission RPM BOS Medical* Total SUPT 
Fixed Fixed Fixed Fixed Fixed Variable 
Costs Costs Costs Costs Costs Cost Per 
(in $hI) (in $&I) (in $>I) [in $M) (in $bI) Graduate 

Columbus $33.5 53.9 $27.9 $8.5 $74.8 $237,507 
Laughlin $35.3 55.7 $32.2 $1 1.0 $84.2 $245,039 
Reese $32.1 S5.5 $3 1.0 $9.9 $78.5 $244,619 
Vance 

- 
$33.8 $5.7 $25.4 $4.9 $69.8 $232,394 

:C Although not specifically asked for, medical tixed costs are also provided. These costs are not 
included in any other of the fixed costs provided. 

Definitions: 

Mission Fixed Costs: Open-the-door costs to enter one student. Includes Instructors, school 
overhead, and maintenance. 

RPM Fixed Costs: The upkeep on the facilities that is required whether or not you have students in 
training (e.g., utilities). 

BOS Fixed Costs: Base operating support costs that are required to support the fixed personnel (e.g., 
transportation, supply, grounds maintenance, chaplains, comptroller). 

Medical Fixed Costs: Open-the-door costs to enter one student (e.g., supplies, and equipment to 
support fixed population). 

Variable Cost Per Graduate: The cost of sending one additional student through SUET. It does not 
include any fixed costs. 

Mr. Nemfakos. The Navy has issued a data call to collect these data. We will forward a 
response as soon as possible. 

Brig Gen Shane. 

Estimated costs for Undergraduate Pilot Training 
Undergraduate Pilot Training fixed-cost: $45,6 1 1,784 
Undergraduate Pilot Training variable-cost: $30.599 per student 
Undergraduate Pilot Training flying hour variable-cost: $322 per flying hour 
Undergraduate Pilot Training actual total cost: $1 14,745,433 (FY 94) 
Undergraduate Pilot Training actual civilian salary proportion: $9,150,860 (8.0%) 



Estimated costs for Undermraduate Pilot Training Share of Base Operations 
Base Operations fixed cost for Undergraduate Pilot Training: $2,926,,412 
Base Operations fixed variable for Undergraduate Pilot Training: $1,009 per student 
Base Operations total cost for Undergraduate Pilot Training: $4,985,370 
[Base Operations civilian salary proportion: $3,300,3 15 (66.2%)] 
Note: RPMA, overhead and personnel are included in above calculations. 

5. Mr. Finch, during your testimony, you stated that in order to achieve uniformity when 
making comparisons between the services; the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group drafted rules used 
by the FAX to measure airfield operations capacity at each UPT base. Please provide the 
formula that the FAA uses and how these rules were applied by your group. 

ANSWER: In collecting runway capacity data, the JCSG data call asked for the sustainable 
capacity of the air station's main iield and each outlying tield in terms of the number of flight 
operations per hour each runway complex can support. To ensure consistency in the responses, 
the question instructed the air stations to base their capacity caiculations on the methodology in 
the FAA Advisory Circular 15015060-5 entitled "Airport Capacity and Delay." T h s  
methodology accounts for the type and mix of aircraft, the runway and taxiway configurations, 
and reductions in operations due to weather and times the airfield is closed to flying operations 
for other reasons. The attached pages at TAB 5 excerpted from the Circular describe the 
procedure for determining the weighted hourly capacity for each runway. 

6. General Blume, during your testimony, you stated you would provide answers to several 
questions relating to weather. Please respond to the following questions: 

ANSWER: These questions pertain to Joint Cross-Service Group analysis and data and should 
therefore be directed to the Joint Cross-Service Group. 

Why was the percent of time at which the ceiling and visibility are better than 1000 feet and 
3 miles given any weight in the analysis when it is 1500 feet and 3 miles that represents a key 
weather decision factor in conducting Air Force flight training operations? 

-Mr. Finch: The measures and criterion reflected the JCSG developed consensus decision. The 
1000/3 ceiling visibility cutoff represents a key Navy decision factor. Missions were analyzed 
based on the users. For example, both Military Departments will conduct primary training, so 
both 100013 and 150013 were used. In Air Force unique bomber-fighter training, on the other 
hand, 150013 was used while 100013 was not. 

In tracking weather attrition, factors such as actual attrition experience, cancellations due to 
forecast icing conditions, and the occurrence of crosswinds out of limits can be used. Why was 
so much weight placed on crosswinds rather than some of these other factors in the UPT-Joint 
Cross-Service Group functionai value analysis? 



Mr. Finch: All weather factors (icing, crosswinds, etc.) were captured by weather attrition 
inputs. The extra weight given to crosswinds represents a measurement of the frequency of 
crosswinds, not a measure of "lost sorties." While some crosswind exposure is useful, frequent 
crosswinds complicate the learning process and can cause last-minute scheduling changes. 

The T-38 attrition rate planning factor at Reese is 25 percent compared to 17 percent for the 
T- 1. Since the T- 1 factor is currently in use at Reese, why did the UPT-Joint Cross-Service 
Group use the T-38 instead of the T- 1 planning factor in its functional value analysis? 

Mr. Finch: In computing the T-1 attrition planning factors, the JCSG used the reported value 
for Reese ME3 and a surrogate, based on existing aircraft, for the other sites. In the final 
analysis, no Air Force site received points for the T-1 planning factor in the JCSG model. Based - - . 

on T-37n-38 attrition planning factor comparisons across sites, there is no reason to believe that 
Reese AFl3 would gain an advantage from a T-1 planning factor comparison. 

7. Mr. Nemfakos, during your testimony, you stated to Commissioner Davis that you would 
provide for the record your analysis on Strike Pilot Training Rates. Please provide that general 
data along with your response to the following specific questions: 

Are the flight operations per strike Pilot Training Rate (PTR) at NAS Meridian and NAS 
Kingsville used in your capacity analysis the same? Please explain any dfferences. 

ANSWER: Yes, the analysis used 151 1 daylight flight operations per Strike PTR 

What is the current operations per strike Pilot Training Rate at NAS Kingsvllle? How does 
this compare with the figure used to determine strike Pilot Training Rate capacity at NAS 
Kingsville? 

ANSWER: NAS Kingsville's data call reported a daylight flight operations requirement for an 
all T-45 syllabus of 1393 ops. The 15 1 1 ops used in the analysis was derived as follows. Because 
in FY 2001 not all strike training will be done in T45  aircraft, we assumed 50 percent of the 
Strike pilots would go through an all T-45 syllabus and 50 percent would go through a split 
syllabus consisting of an Intermediate phase in the T-2 aircraft and an Advanced phase in the T- 
45 aircraft. Based on certified data, the flight ops requirement for this split syllabus was 
calculated as follows: 

Intermediate Phase in T-2 -- 74 1 (from NAS Meridian' data call) 
Advanced Phase in T-45 -- (from NAS Kingsville's data call) 

Total: 1,629 

Taking a weighted average. this gives 

( 1393 x .5 ) + ( 1629 x .5) = 15 1 1 daylight flight ops per Strike PTR 



To what extent was the Navy's determination that a single intermediateladvanced strike 
UPT base containing sufficient capacity to conduct training to support the strike Pilot Training 
Rate (PTR) in the future and under surge operations based upon the availability of NAS Corpus 
Christi as an outlying field'? 

ANSWER: Under the recommended scenario. the main airfield at NAS Corpus Christi is 
needed to support the single-siting of Strike training at NAS Kingsville. 

What is the maximum strike Pilot Training Rate (PTR) that NAS Kingsville could support 
with Orange Grove and NAS Corpus Christi available as outlying fields? 

ANSWER: Because daylight runway operations is the capacity limiter at training air station, we 
will show the capacity of this complex to support Strike training in these terms. As explained in 
response question 6b, the certified data showed that the daylight runway operations per pilot 
training rate (PTR) for Strike training is 15 11 operations. The capacity at NAS Kingsville, OLF 
Orange Grove, and NAS Corpus Christi (after the proposed runway extensions) is as follows: 

NAS Kingsville ------- 237 days x 12.1 hrslday x SO o p s h  = 229,416 annual flight ops 
OLF Orange Grove -- 237 days x 11.6 hrslday x 54 o p s h  =148,457 annual flight ops 
NAS Corpus Christi -- 337 days x 11.6 hrslday x SO ops/hr = 2 19.936 annual flight ops 

Total: 597,806 annual flight ops 

Dividing the total annual flight ops by the flight ops required per PTR gives a strike PTR 
capacity of 

597,806115 1 1 = 396 PTR 

The FY 2001 pilot training rate for Strike is 336 pilots. Thus, the recommended scenario 
provides an excess capacity of 

396 - 336 = 60 PTR 

which equates to about an 18% surge capability under planned and budgeted operations. 
Note that the Strike training capacity at this complex will increase as the Navy completes its 
transition to an all T-45 training syllabus. Once this transition is completed, the capacity at this 
complex will be 

597,80611393 = 427 PTR 

which increases the surge capability to about 28% 

To what extent would the strike [raining capacity o i  S A S  Kingsville be impacted if NAS 
Corpus Christi was not avaiiable? 

ANSWER: Without the use of NAS Corpus Christi. NXS Kingsville would need another 
outlying field to support all Strike training. 



8. Mr. Finch, your optimization analysis apparently placed primary emphasis on the installation 
military value data provided to you by the services, and less emphasis on the functional values 
developed by the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group. 

Please explain the reasoning for this approach? 

ANSWER: Sites have value both with respect to their ability to accommodate activities 
involving specific functions (e.g., those associated with flight training) and the more general 
military missions of the Military Departments. For the former, the initial means of representing 
value for tlight training functions was to consider the capacity of sites collectively to carry out all 
the functions associated with flight training. This was done by introducing a set of constraints 
that ensured that there was sufficient capacity in the collection of sites that remained open to 
handle all flight training functions. 

Beyond ensuring there was sufficient capacity to perform flight training functions, the 
Group's methods next considered military value, maximizing the inherent military value of all 
sites that remained open to carry out general military missions of the Military Departments. 

Finally, the Group's method considered the value of sites that remained open to perform 
flight training functions. Since functional value was already considered implicitly by setting 
constraints that guaranteed sufficient capacity to carry out all functions, this additional 
consideration of functional value was given lower priority. 

To allow functional value to drive the model is relevant only if we assume functions can 
be easily moved and are completely interoperable. In practice, this led to nonsensical results 
during the early, "unconstrained" model runs. For example, Navy Strike training with its 
attendant costly T-45 infrastructure was spread to four sites. Other functions were swapped 
between Air Force and Navy sites. Site functional value was also a more narrow look at 
installation value, as it did not consider collateral missions such as technical training. The 
Military Departments' inputs encompassed all functions and potential alternative uses of the 
installation. 

9. Mr. Finch, your Joint Cross-Service Group minutes of March 24, 1994, state that the UPT 
category is largely installation oriented. If the value of a UPT base is best reflected in its 
functional rather than military value, why didn't you base your alternatives on model output 
which maximized functional value unconstrained by installation military value? 

Since there is a direct correlation between the Joint Cross-Service Group's functional value 
rating and the Air Force's determination of military value, didn't the use of both functional and 
military value in the model simply increase the impact of functional value in the result? 

ANSWER: Functional and military values are not independent. SECDEF guidelines define the 
first four BRAC criteria as military value. Criterion one is "mission requirements." This 
indicates functional value is a significant element of military value. There is also no single 



functional value for each base. The JCSG generally analyzed each site for all UPT missions, 
regardless of whether the site currently supported those missions. The JCSG did not analyze 
non-UPT missions. Functional value is only a subset of military value. 

10. General Blume, since the Air Force relied so heavily on the results of the Joint Cross- 
Service Group's computer model. did you analyze the model for calculation errors? 

ANSWER: The Xir Force had representatives on the Joint Cross-Service Group and its Study 
Team to continuously monitor the process and its output. The Base Closure Executive Group 
also did an independent capacity analysis to confirm the required infrastructure level. 

I I .  General Blume&lr. Nemfakos, your Service recommendations used your own BRAC - . 

process as well as non-BRAC policy decisions to choose which UPT bases to close or realign. 
Why didn't your recommendations necessarily reflect the high functional value scores from the 
UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group? 

ANSWER: Ma.i Gen Blume. The Air Force recommendations do reflect the high functional 
value scores. The recommendation to close Reese AFB is consistent with the fact Reese had the 
lowest average functional value. 

Mr. Nemfakos: The DON'S process did not consider functional value. It used its own 
documented method for evaluating the military value of its installations. 

13. Gen Blume, the average functional value for each Air Force UPT base is shown (the Reese 
score is adjusted based on your recent memo to us). 
Columbus AFB 6.74 
Vance AFE3 6.67 
Randolph AFB 6.53 
Laughlin AFB 6.50 
Reese AFB 6.22 

The Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) apparently used the functional values 
from the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group. These averages were used to find military value by 
performing a standard deviation analysis to assign a color "Stop Light" code to Criteria I, "Flying 
Mission Evaluation." All eight criteria were then considered to derive an overall Air Force 
ranking: the result was Tier I for Columbus, Laughlin, Randolph, and Vance, and Tier III for 
Reese. 

Why didn't the Air Force simply use the functional value for the training that is actually 
accomplished at each specific UPT base to determine its score? Would the result have been 
different? 

ANSWER: Functional value is an important part of military value, but is not necessarily the 
only indicator. For example, Randolph AFB houses a Major Command Headquarters, a 
Numbered Air Force Headquarters, and the Air Force ltlilitary Personnel Center besides having a 



flying mission. In the case of UPT bases, average functional value scores, the BCEG "Stop 
Light" analysis, and professional jud~ment all indicated Reese AFB is the correct base to close. 
The Air Force does not believe the results would have been different if functional value were 
used as an exclusive measure. However, using only functional value would be a narrow analysis 
and would not comply with Secretary of Defense guidelines. In addition, the Air Force made a 
conscious effort to fully integrate. where possible, the Joint Group process into its entire 1995 
BRAC analysis. For the Laboratory, Test and Evaluation, and Depot subcategories, the Air Force 
used Joint Group data, the same methodology and, with few exceptions, the same measures of 
merit to produce the functional portion of the Criterion I grade for those installations. For the 
Gndergraduate Flying Training catezory, the Air Force used the Joint Group functional values as 
the basis for its Criterion I grade. These steps ensured that the Air Force analysis was consistent, 
to the maximum extent possible, with the Joint Group direction on analysis of these functions, 

- - 

It should be noted that the average functional values were not used to find "military 
value," but were instead used to determine the Criterion I grade. Military value, under the 
criteria, consists of the first four criteria. 

Finally, the BCEG examined the functional values derived by JCSG-UPT. After 
discussion, the BCEG agreed to include all activities pertaining to Air Force operations as the 
basis for the average functional value. Including ail potential flying training activities rather than 
the training actually accomplished provides a better analysis of both current and potential training 
value. 

13. Mr. Finch, did the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group run any excursions using the Linear 
Programming Optimization  model, such as the ones shown on below: 

a. Examining only Air Force Bases 
b. Examining only Naval Air Stations 
c. Excluding flight screening 
d. Excluding Navy-unique functional areas 
e. Excluding Air Force-unique functional areas 
f. Changing the weights on various factors, such as airspace. 

ANSWER: The Group was sensitive to the potential issue of adjusting the model after the data 
had been collected. Excursions to evaluate the sensitivity of the model to movement of new 
functions to new sites given differing minimum site levels was performed. Service specific 
excursions were not performed, given the joint perspective of the Group's efforts. 

What would the results be if these excursions were run? 

ANSWER: It would be inappropriate to speculate as to potentiai results without running the 
moaei. 



14. Mr. Finch, what were the options you considered for measuring capacity, and why did you 
choose the methods you did? 

.ANSWER: Factors of capacity and the methods to measure them were developed over time by 
the JCSG. The process started with development of the Data Call followed by construction of 
the Capacity Analysis Matrix and the questions utilized in point distribution for the Measures of 
Merit. 4 s  the process evolved, the JCSG refined its methods of measurement in the framework 
of sound operational experience and military jud, ument. 

I .  Mr. Finch, a separate functional value for the Air Force's post-UPT Introduction to Fighter 
Fundaments (IFF) training was not included among the 10 functional areas selected for assessing 
the overall functional value of each UPT-category base. 

- - 

Even though it is conducted after "Wings" are awarded, IFF is conducted at a UPT base, 
consumes capacity, and is similar in content to training events contained within the latter stages 
of the Navy's Strike Training syllabus. 

Why didn't the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group include IFF as an additional functional 
area? 

ANSWER: Post-"Wing" flying missions such as IFF, the Blue Angels, and a large number of 
graduate rotary-wing courses were excluded from direct JCSG analysis. Non-flying missions 
collocated at the UPT sites (such a technical training a Sheppard AFB and NAS Meridian) were 
also excluded. When forwarding alternatives for consideration, the JCSG asked the military 
departments to quantify any such missions that impacted their capacity. 

16. General Blume, did the Air Force consider transferring the Introduction to Fighter 
Fundamentals training from Columbus AFI3 to another location such as Luke AFB in order to 
increase the capacity to do other training at Columbus? 

ANSWER: No. The Air Force collocated Introduction to Fighter Fundamentals (IFF) training 
on the UPT bases in 1993 when it stood up h r  Education and Training Command during a major 
reor,oanization. This allowed a more seamless training continuum for fighter-bound students, 
particularly as the Air Force converted from generalized UPT to specialized UPT. Luke AFB 
also does not have the capacity to absorb this training. Even if Luke could absorb IFF, this 
would require an additional move for many fighter-bound students whose final formal training 
units were located elsewhere. To return to a different basing structure would be expensive and 
counterproductive. 

17. Mr. Finch, in the consideration of training airspace for both capacity analysis and functional 
value. the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group methodology permitted a base to claim credit for large 
sectors of airspace so long as any portion of it was within 100 nautical miles of the base. For 
bases near the Gulf of ,Mexico, this meant credit for huge over-water sectors. 



Both Air Force and Navy UPT programs train predominantly over land. This is to permit 
such over-land flight training events as ground reference maneuvers and low-level navigation. 
Over-water training is-performed close to shore. Since actual UPT practice precludes the use of 
large blocks of over-water airspace, doesn't giving credit for such over-water airspace unfairly 
skew the results in favor of coastal bases? 

ANSWER: Over-water airspace has intrinsic value to the Navy and the consensus of the JCSG 
was to consider it equally with over-land airspace. 

18. Mr. Finch, did either the Services or the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group consider the impact 
of contracting some UPT functional training areas to outside sources'? 

ANSWER: No. The JCSG charter was to help size infrastructure, not to make policy decisions. 

19. General Blume, does closing Reese AFB leave sufficient capacity in the UPT area to provide 
for surge capability in pilot training? 

ANSWER: Yes. The closure of one Air Force UPT base leaves sufficient capacity to provide 
for surge capability. However, there is not enough excess capacity to close more than one Air 
Force UPT base. 

20. Mr. Finch, all of your alternatives move the Navy's helicopter training to Fort Rucker. 
There are several different ways to implement this alternative. For example, the Navy could 
retain their current helicopter training process and be collocated at Fort Rucker as an Army 
tenant; or the Navy's pilots could be integrated into the Army training through a consolidation. 
Did the Joint Cross Service Group consider the issue of consolidation vs. collocation when 
developing its alternatives? 

ANSWER: No. The JCSG was not established to consider policy issues related to 
undergraduate pilot training. Therefore, its approach was to use existing policies that were 
applicable to the various functions considered by the Group. - In the case of helicopter training, 
existing policy was, and is, not to consolidate such training for the Army and Navy. Therefore, 
only alternatives that involved collocating or not collocating this function were considered. 

21. Mr. Finch, the Navy responded to your alternatives to close Whiting Field with COBRA 
analyses that showed a high cost of implementing the move of primary training to Naval Air 
Station Pensacola and helicopter training to Fort Rucker. 

Did the UPT-Joint Cross Service Group look at variations to this scenario, such as the 
relocation of helicopter training to Fort Rucker with primary training remaining at Whiting 
Field? 

ANSWER: Given the resource requirements. site capacities and functional values, and site 
military values, the Optimization iModel consistently moved the helicopter function to Fort 
Rucker and closed NAS Whiting Field. The Group did not look at additional variations. 



22. Mr. Nemfakos, would moving helicopter training out of Whiting Field help the Navy meet 
its requirement for outlying fields for primary training? 

i 

Does your answer change when considering the transition to any of the Joint Primary 
Aircraft Training System (JPATS) aircraft? 

ANSWER: No, the OLFs used for helicopter training are not configured to support fixed-wing 
training. JPATS does not change this situation. 

3 .  Mr. Nemfakos, the Navy Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) record states that 
the reason for rejecting the movement of helicopter training to Fort Rucker is the high one-time 
cost and long return on investment. 

Did operational concerns also enter into this decision or was it strictly an economic 
decision? 

ANSWER: The decision not to co-locate helicopter training at Fort Rucker was strictly an 
economic decision -- high one-time costs and a poor return on investment. Operational 
considerations. however, lead the DON to evaluate a co-location scenario as opposed to a 
consolidation scenario. 

24. General Blume, please summarize the main reasons why the Base Closure Executive Group 
(BCEG) choose Reese AFB to close? 

ANSWER: When all eight criteria were applied to the bases in the UFT category, Reese AFB 
ranked lowest relative to the other bases in the Undergraduate Flying Training category. In 
addition, Reese AFB was recommended for closure in each alternative recommended by the DoD 
Joint Cross-Service Group for UPT. 

25. Mr. Nemfakos, please summarize the main reasons why the Base Structure Evaluation 
 ohmi it tee (BSEC) chose NAS Meridian to close? 

ANSWER: First, the current Force Structure Plan shows a continuing decline in the PTR 
(particularly in the decline from 11 to 10 carrier air wings) so that Navy strike training could be 
handled by a single full-strike training base. Second, the consolidation of strike training that 
follows the closure of NAS Meridian is in the spirit of the policy of the Secretary of Defense that 
functional pilot training be consolidated. The training conducted at NAS Meridian is similar to 
that conducted at NAS Kingsville, which has a higher military value, presently houses T-45 
assets (the Department of the Navy's new primary strike training aircraft) and its supporting 
infrastructure. and has ready access to larger amounts of air space, including over-water air space 
if such is required. Lastly, the net of all costs and savings associated with this recommendation 
is a savings of Sl5S.S million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $33.3 million 
with an immediate return on investment expected. 



26. Mr. Finch, please discuss the process used to analyze a potential NAS Meridian/Columbus 
AFI3 complex. 

What alternatives or "strawmen" did the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group consider? 

ANSWER: The Group evaluated three alternatives for the NAS IvIeridian/Columbus AFB 
complex: 1) A JPATS Primary "klaster" site. 2 )  a Strikemomber-Fighter complex with Strike at 
NAS Meridian and Bomber-Fighter at Columbus AFB. and 3) moving Maritime and 
Primary/lntermediate NFO/NAV to NAS Meridian to allow creation of a JPATS Primary 
"blaster" site at NAS Pensacola and NAS Whiting Field. The first alternative's up-front costs - 
building five outlying fields and relocating Columbus AFB's Bomber Fighter function to 
Laughlin .WB were considered excessive. The second alternative was dropped because it did not 
result in the net increase of a ''base complex," would waste significant investment in the T-45 
training system at NAS Kingsville, and it would also require high, up-front cost at NAS 
Meridian. The third alternative, while not as costly to implement as alternative one, was 
discounted as the Maritime and PrimaryIIntermediate NFONAV functions could be readily 
accommodated by those flight training bases not recommended for closure. (JCSG Meeting 
Minutes of February 23, 1995). 

What COBRA runs were performed to assess a potential YAS kleridian/Columbus AFB 
complex? 

ANSWER: None. 

What cost advantages were considered (for example, NAS  meridian and Columbus AFB 
using joint targets and outlying tields and sharing excess capacity during runway maintenance)? 

ANSWER: The JCSG considered potential savings in shared or combined facilities from a 
JPATS site consolidation or formation of a JPATS base complex, but found they could not 
readily be identified. The Group also agreed that savings, if any, would be well in the future. In 
reviewing the base complex issue, the Group found no clear or compelling rationale to change 
the Military Departments' recommendations. 

27. Mr. Nemfakos, if the redirect of mine warfare helicopter assets to NAS Corpus Christi is not 
approved, what impact would that have on the operations per day available for pilot training at 
Corpus Christi? 

How much do other flight operations at Corpus Christi reduce daily operations available for 
pilot training? 

ANSWER:-Operating mine warfare helicopters out of NAS Corpus Christi would have a 
negligible effect on the runway operations available for pilot training. A11 other flight operations 
at NAS Corpus Christi. to include the proposed mine warfare helicopter operations, require less 
than 5 percent of NAS Corpus Christi's pilot training capacity. 



28. Mr. Finch, will Joint Primary Aircraft Training System (JPATS) increase or decrease the 
number of bases required for UPT training? 

ANSWER: The answer will depend on the aircraft selected and the evolution of the JPATS 
training syllabus. For example, some contenders may require longer runways than others. On 
the other hand, these same aircraft may be able to absorb some flying time from the more costly 
and more infrastructure-intensive advanced training tracks (i.e., T-45 Strike training). 

29. Mr. Finch, what was the impact of Joint Primary Aircraft Training System (JPATS)-related 
issues on the group's assessment of functional value? 

What specific facility and airspace requirements were used to determine Joint Primary 
Aircraft Training System (JPATS) functional values? 

ANSWER: For purposes of the analyses, the Measures of Merit utilized the maximum 
requirements identified in the source selection process for JPATS (i.e., 5,000 ft runway). 

CONGRESSIONAL QUESTIONS SUBNIITTED FOR THE RECORD 

UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TWINING 

Ouestions submitted bv Conaressman Smith: 

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? 

ANSWER: The mission of NATTC Lakehurst Detachment does not include training pilots for 
flying off and onto aircraft carriers. The NATTC Lakehurst Detachment personnel and 
equipment support training requirements specific to operations and maintenance of aircraft 
carrier catapult, launch, and recovery equipment systems. The personnel and equipment 
necessary to continue supporting this training will be relocated to NAS Pensacola. 

2. At what cost do you envision recreating the unique aircraft flight training facility in 
Pensacola? 

ANSWER: NATTC Lakehurst Detachment is not a unique aircraft flight training facility and 
therefore will not be recreated as such. However. all appropriate costs to relocate NATTC 
Lakehurst Detachment necessary personnel and equipment that support training requirements 
specific to operations and maintenance of aircraft carrier catapult, launch, and recovery 
equipment systems were included in the COBRA analysis for Lakehurst. These costs are 
calculated automatically by COBRA algorithms from various input data and appear as part of the 



aggregate one-time costs for NAWC AC Lakehurst, NJ plus the one-time costs for NAS 
Pensacola, FL. The exact cost will be determined as part of the implementation planning and 
budgeting process; however, it would be expected that the final cost would be of a similar 
magnitude. 

3. Do facilities exist at Pensacola for the housing of the Lakehurst NATTC students? 

ANSWER: Yes. BRAC 93 moved average onboard of 5004 students to NAS Pensacola. 
BRAC 95 adds the relocation of aviation students from both NTTC LMeridian and Lakehurst, a 
total of 162 additional students. Barracks space was sized under BRAC 93 to accommodate the 
planned force structure through the end of the century. The FY 3001 average onboard for 
aviation students, including lMeridian and Lakehurst, is 3226. The Navy is under contract to 
build BEQ space for 4924 beds. This number includes planned onboard, transient students and a 
surge capability. In view of this, the BSEC made a determination that no additional BEQ 
construction was required. 

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? 

ANSWER: NATTC Lakehurst Detachment does not train aircraft carrier student pilots. 

Ouestions submitted bv Senators Shelbv and Heflin and Congressman Everett: 

1. In November of 1994, the Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training 
submitted three different alternatives for consideration by the military departments and Secretary 
Perry. According to documents submitted to the BRAC, each alternative reduced excess capacity 
while maintaining high military value. Each of the three alternatives consistently recommended 
consolidating all military undergraduate helicopter pilot training at Fort Rucker. 

However, these recommendations were not adhered to in there entirety. Secretary Perry 
chose not to consolidate UHPT at Fort Rucker as recommended due to high MILCON costs 
associated with closing Whiting NAS. He then directed consolidating all Navy initial fured-wing 
training at Whiting NAS. 

a. Why is it that consolidation of UHPT at Ft. Rucker was not adopted? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. While the recommendations forwarded by the UPT Joint Cross- 
Service Group called for moving the DON'S Advanced Helicopter training to Fort Rucker, they 
said nothing about consolidating UHPT. Because of operational differences in training Navy and 
Army helicopter pilots, in evaluatins these proposds, the DON only considered the co-location 
of UHPT. 



b. Since the Navy is moving all of its initial fixed-wing training to Whiting NAS, wouldn't 
limited space be freed-up if UHPT was moved to Ft. Rucker? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. bloving the DON'S Advanced Helicopter training to Fort Rucker 
would free-up space at NAS Whiting Field for fixed-wing training. However, because there is no 
issue of limited space at NAS Whiting Field for fixed-wing training, this additional space would 
be of little value. 

c. From an efficiency standpoint. doesn't it make sense to have a11 initial rotary-wing training 
dedicated at one location? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. It would make sense to have all initial rotary wing training at one 
location if both the Navy and Army had the same training syllabi, same trainers, and identical 
aircraft. They do not. The DON has unique training requirements which are driven by its 
operational missions (i-e.. a sea-based environment). Because of this, a consolidation of UHPT 
training would still require separate training tracks for Navy and Army pilots, and therefore, only 
create costs. 

2. On March 30, 1993 General Colin Powell stated at the House Armed Services Committee 
Army Posture Hearing that, "I believe the proper place to do the centralization (of UHPT) and 
where it can be done very well is at Fort Rucker, Alabama." He went on to say, "I am committed 
to push this as hard as possible because there are real savings here and this is where we ought to 
find the savings." 

The cost to transfer the UHPT operation at Whiting Field to Fort Rucker is less than $18 
million dollars. In 1992 the DoD IG reported that relocation of UHPT to Fort Rucker would save 
at least $79 million dollars over 5 years. 

a. Is this savings estimate still valid today? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. It should be noted that the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force 
Management and Personnel) and the Department of the Navy nonconcurred with the portion of 
the 1992 DoD IG audit report in which were presented the savings estimate cited above, 
believing that the audit analysis attempted to compare dissimilar programs and also questioning 
the estimated monetary benefits from relocation. 

In considering the UPT JCSG alternatives during the 1995 base realignment and closure 
process, the BSEC used only data, certified to be accurate and complete, contained in our 1995 
Base Structure Data Base, and information provided and verified by the other Military 
Departments. Based on our analysis of this certified data, the total estimated one-time cost to 
implement the "non-JPATS' alternative is S 155.7 million with an annual recurring savings after 
implementation of $13 million and a return on investment expected in 14 years. The net present 
value of the costs and savings over 30 years for this scenario is a savings of $9 million. The total 
estimated one-time cost to implement the "JPATS' alternative is $159 million with an annual 
recurring savings after implementation of $13 million and a return on investment expected in 15 



years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years for this scenario is a savings 
of $7 million. 

3. In a proposal to the Roles & &fissions Commission. the Army has stated that by 
consolidating all primary DoD rotary-wing training, integration and standardization among the 
services would be enhanced to truly support jointness. Each of the services would continue to 
provide advanced training for their own unique aspects of rotary-wing aviation. 

The Army has the capacity to train all of DoD's primary helicopter pilot requirements 
without any need for expansion or new construction. 

a. From an efficiency and interoperability standpoint, doesn't it make sense for all introductory 
helicopter pilot training to be conducted by the Army? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nernfakos. There is a fundamental difference in how the Army and the naval 
services desire to train their pilots from an operational perspective: each has its own set of 
validated requirements that drive its training program, the location for the training, and 
efficiencies derived. The Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard training requirements include 
fixed-wing training for all students, emphasis on basic and radio instrument training, situational 
awareness/unusual attitude/aerobatic training and shipboard landing training. We use aircraft 
systems as well as simulators and ground support systems that are different from those used by 
the Army in support of this specialized training. Then too, we believe that the operational 
environment in which our helicopter pilots will eventually be required to fly validates and 
mandates our current approach to UHPT. For example, the absolute necessity for aviator 
competence in over water tlight, where aircraft performance and navigational techniques 
employed differ significantly from those over land, carries unique training demands. And, 
especially for Marine helicopter pilots, replacement of the aging CH-16 fleet with V-22 aircraft 
that feature in-flight transitions between rotary and fixed-wing modes will spawn a completely 
different dynamic for which they must be trained. In contrast, Axmy requirements and training 
are oriented toward the day/night VMC, ground contact environment that supports the Army 
mission in the field. 

What makes the most sense for all the Services is to adhere to training programs that best 
prepare pilots to function in the respective operational environments in which they will be 
employed. Different requirements produce efficiencies unique to the specific training program at 
each base (NAS Whiting Field and Fort Rucker). It should be noted that intent of the Secretary 
of Defense in establishing a JCSG for UPT was not for it to examine the UPT programs of the 
Services with an eye toward consolidation, but to assist the Military Departments in identifying 
asset sharing opportunities. To what extent "jointness" is served by consolidation of UHPT, 
whether it should be, and which Service ought to conduct consolidated UHPT for all are issues 
more appropriately addressed outside the base realignment and closure process. 

4. During the BRAC 95 Navy hearing earlier this year, General ,Mundy commented that in the 
1970's the Army was training Marine helicopter pilots. and that this arrangement worked very 
well. 



a. Is there any reason why the Marine Corps couldn't return to this arrangement? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nernfakos. The Department of the Navy does not endorse Army UHPT for 
Marine pilots, because it does not meet the training requirements for service with the Fleet and 
Fleet Marine Forces. During the Vietnam War. the Marine Corps experienced a severe shortage 
of pilots, and following the direction of the Secretary of Defense, accepted helicopter pilots who 
had been trained by the Army. To meet Marine Corps requirements those Army-trained pilots, 
whose training was complete by Army requirements, required an additional 70 to 75 hours of 
tlight training that was provided in Marine Corps helicopter training groups. General Mundy's 
comment during the Commission's hearing on Pvlarch 6, 1995, did not indicate his willingness to 
change the training syllabus for Marine Corps helicopter pilots, but was offered in rebuttal to 
~ugge~t ions  ;hat our current resistance to UHPT consolidation is fueled in whole or in part by 
interservice rivalry. 

5. In 1992, the JCS report on Roles & Missions recommended consolidation of all primary 
helicopter training with the Army. A team led by the Navy was tasked by Secretary of Defense 
Aspin to review this recommendation. Their findings concluded that consolidation would need 
to be put on hold until primary training for both fixed wing and rotary wing could be evaluated 
together, the service and operating costs of the new TH-67 trainer had been determined, and that 
the decision would be made with the context of a base closure round. 

a. Each of these points has been satisfied, yet DoD only adopted the fixed-wing portion of the 
Cross-Service Group recommendation. Why was rotary-wing training ignored? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. The 1992 JCS Report on Roles & Missions, signed by General 
Colin Powell in February 1993, did not recommend consolidation of primary helicopter training. 
Instead, it stated "Ifit is cost effective, Navy, Marine Corps and Coast Guard helicopter training 
will be moved from Pensacola to Ft Rucker. " A joint working group, led by the Navy with 
assistance from the Army, recommended "retaining existing Navy helicopter training at Whiting 
Field and continuing use of the T-34C for primary training and track selection at least througlt 
JPATS introduction. This proven training format is presently the least costly approach to 
producing Navy helicopter pilots that meet service requirements. " The study further 
recommended that "All services reevaluate each of the options presented in this study shortly 
after the following events occur: JPATS source selection is complete and acquisitionloperating 
costs are identified. Final force levels are established and this flight training requirements 
determined. A m y  receives TH-67 deliveries and actual inventory and operating costs are 
identified. " The study was forwarded with concurrence from the Army. 

Rotary-wing training was considered on an equal basis with all other types of UFT in both 
the Department of the Navy's analysis and that conducted by the UPT JCSG. The rationale for 
the Department of the Navy's rejection of the UPT JCSG alternative to close NAS Whlting Field 
is explained in response to question 1. 



6. Earlier this year, the Navy testified before the BRAC 95 commission that the consolidation 
of Navy helicopter training with the Army was not feasible because it was a "people" issue, or a 
quality of life issue and that Navy Pilots fly in more extreme weather conditions at sea than the 
Army does. If that in fact is the case, why does the Pentagon continue to request Army 
helicopters and pilots to support naval missions? 

A number of Army missions in support of Naval operations: 

1983: Operation Urgent Furv 
*Shipboard operations involving the Army's 18th Airborne Corps: UH-60's, 
OH-58AtC's' AH- 1 'S 

1987: Operation Prime Chance 
*Shipboard and overwater operations involving the Army's 4117th CAV (now 412) with 

OH-58D's 
*valid CONOPS mission today 

1994: Operation Uphold Democracv - Haiti 
* 10th Mountain Division operated from the USS Eisenhower 
*OH-58D's had extensive missions prior to invasion 
*UH-60's, CH-47's, OH-58NC's and AH-1's transported troops and equipment to the A 0  
for several days, followed by command & control missions 

Each Army Aviation unit has a task for shipboard operations incorporated in their mission 
essential list of tasks. The Army trains for shipboard operations and performs shipboard 
operations. 

ANSWER: Mr. Nernfakos. As mentioned in response to question 1, training for Army 
helicopter pilots and naval aviators is designed to prepare them for two significantly different 
operational environments. The record of employment of Army helicopters shows that the Army 
does operate from Navy ships on certain occasions and under visual meteorological (VMC) 
weather conditions. However, Army helicopter pilots are not trained for, and do not operate 
during, degraded weather conditions. In contrast, every Navy pilot is trained to operate from 
large and small deck ships under all weather conditions. In each of the cases cited above, Army 
helicopters were required due to unique mission circumstances and operated under favorable 
weather conditions as directed by senior Defense Department officials. 

7. In 1992, MGen. Dave Robbins, then-Commander of the Army Aviation Center, noted that 
one of the main reasons the Navy was opposed to consolidating this training with the Army was 
because the Navy used initial fixed-wing training as a "cutting" tool for students. 

a. Do you believe this to be the case. and is there any legitimate reason why the Navy needs 
this extra "cutting" tool? 



b. Could the Navy use the Army's training syllabus that places student pilots directly into the 
rotary wing pipeline? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nernfakos. The Navy practice of using fixed-wing aircraft in rotary-wing pilot 
track selection and training was validated by a 1994 Center for Naval Analysis study which 
concluded that "Splitti~zg the current iVavy primary into two separate tracks, rotary primary and 
ji-xed-wing primary, cottld increase attrition ifc~irrent sta~zdcrrds ure maintained. Attrition would 
be higher in euch truck than in the present unfiedprimup and thus would be higher overull. " 
Increasing attrition will increase the cost of training and require increased accessions. In 
addition, the study forwards the following training considerations: 

"The motor skills cznd learned responses needed to fly helicopters andhed-wing 
airplanes in forwardflight are almost e.xactly the same ... These skills are transferable." 

"Flying helicopters in hover mode is different fromjlying them in forward flight mode. 
From a training stczndpoint, it is sensible to first teach rotary-wing pilots fonvardflight in a 
jiked-wing trainer. Student pilots can then move to helicopters where they acquire specialized 
jlight skills. " 

"Some jlight training, particularly navigation and instrument flying, involves skills that 
are not specific to a particular type of aircraft." 

The Air Force also supports the concept of undergraduate, primary tixed-wing training for 
its helicopter pilots. In December 1992 the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force stated "...$?xed- 
wing training before rotary-wing training produces a betrer trained helicopter pilot for less 
money. " 

Based on the benefits of fixed-wing primary training, using the Army's cumculum would 
not meet Navy, Marine Corps and Coast Guard requirements. 

8. According to the DoD IG, "Relocating the Navy's primary helicopter training to Fort Rucker 
would relieve ground and air traffic congestion at Whiting Field NAS." 

a Is there a problem with congestion at Whiting Field, both in the air and on the ground? If 
so, would relocation of the Navy's Undergraduate Helicopter Pilot Training program free-up 
space at Whiting Field? 

b. How does Fort Rucker compare with Whiting with regard to available space? 

c. Since the Army already owns nearly 80% of all DoD helicopters, does Fort Rucker have the 
capacity to train all of DoD's primary helicopter pilot requirements? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. There is no ground or air congestion at NAS m t i n g  Field. As 
previously stated, fixed wing (T-34C) aircraft normally conduct training operations at altitudes 
above 1500 feet and rotary wing (TH-57B/C) training aircraft operate in the airspace structure 



below 1500 feet. Commercial airliners overfly training airspace at altitudes above 24,000 feet. 
Navy fixed-wing aircraft conduct landing operations at exclusive fixed-wing airfields, which are 
specifically designed to train naval aviators to land day or night, in fair or foul weather, and 
aboard the confined landing areas of our ships at sea. These airfields are located within ten miles 
of home field, enhancing training efficiency and lowering cost per completed student sortie. 
NAS Whiting, in effect, is two airfields for the price of one. There are no course rule conflicts 
between fixed-wing and rotary-wins aircraft operating at these two fields. Operations in joint- 
use areas are normally conducted using air traffic control procedures andlor radar monitorins. 
Additionally, helicopters. by design, can operate at very slow airspeeds. As a result. near mid-air 
collisions involvinz Navy helicopters are virtually non-existent. In contrast, increased congestion 
at Fort Rucker would result from consolidating training there. 

Fort Rucker is larger than NAS Whiting Field.   ow ever, NAS Whiting Field meets all 
present and future Navy requirements for primary and helicopter training and includes sufficient 
maritime operating areas for the Helicopter Landing Trainer ship. Additionally, the area around 
Fort Rucker has a much greater concentration of noise sensitive areas than does NAS Whlting 
Field. 

Fort Rucker requires significant facilities MILCON, extensive rehabilitation and upgrade 
of existing structures and, equally important, extensive quality of life improvements to support 
consolidated training. Facilities meeting the Navy's requirements for both mission and quality of 
life are currently available and in use at NAS Wluting Field. 

Brig Gen Shane. Yes. According to Undergraduate Pilot Training Joint Cross- Service Group 
certified data, the total DoD throughput in the near future is 1,48 1. Thls training rate would only 
engage 72% of Fort Rucker's present capacity for undergraduate helicopter pilot training. 
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May 30, 1995 

Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Suite 1425 - 

Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Navy BSATfs claim that strike training can be single sited at NAS Kingsville, 
thereby allowing NAS Meridian to be closed, is flawed. Our team analyzed the BSATts 
original data, showed you the errors therein at our regional hearing, and provided your 
staff with evidence supporting our findings. 

) Now, in the attached letter discussing the consequences of increasing PTR, Admiral Mike - Boorda, Chief of Naval Operations, acknowledges the high risks in closing NAS 
Meridian. And this analvsis is still based on the BSAT's flawed capacity "estimates." 

In 1993, the Commission determined our team's analysis correct and found two strike 
bases necessary to achieve 384 strike PTR. Strike PTR is returning to the same level at 
382 -- 360 strike PTR plus 22 strike equivalent E2lC2 (see letter). And our team's 
analysis, based on actual performance data -- not estimates, continues to show two strike 
bases necessary. 

- - - - -  
- - - --_ - - - -----a- _ ^ -- ----. - .* -as- 

- A S ~ q ~ % ~ 1 n g ~ a t a p r o m i s e d  bgi;tG CNO is made available, I will-forward it-to you. - - - - -  - 
I encourage you to please read the attached CNO letter. Thank you for your serious and 
sincere consideration of our case. 

.. --._--.-.p..-. ~ . . . - - .- .. -- Sincerely, . _--_- -. ._ .. . 
. . 

.-. 
GVM:jgm 
Enclosure 



CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 

25 May 1995 

Dear Sonny, 

In response to your letter of 18 May regarding NAS Meridian, 
let me say up front that there is a sizable amount of data that 
has to be re-certified given the matters you pointed out that 
prevents me from answering all of your specific questions at this 
time. Let me answer what I can now and we'll continue to work 
the data as it is developed. 

- - First, you are correct-that several events have occurred 
since DoNts analysis and DoDts recommendation were made regarding 
Meridiari. As you know, DoNts analysis of training air stations 
was based on the FY 01 force structure with an annual Strike PTR 
of 3 3 6 .  Based on this requirement, DON recommended Strike 
training be single-sited at NAS Kingsville which incorporated NAF 
Corpus ~hristi as an outlying field. since that analysis, two 
events have occurred that change the underlying assumptions: 

- Navy was given the requirement to fulfill the USAF 
EF-111 mission which requires us to buy 4 additional EA-6B 
squadrons and our own needs require us to buy back 6 additional 

2 % -7; , F/A-18 squadrons across the FYDP. This plus up --.we can 
successfully buy the'l0 squadrons - is a 5 percent lncrease in 

-A* . Strike PTR (136 to 360). 

- CNATIW has recommended accelerating the relocation 
of E-2/C-2 training ( 3 6  PTR) from NAS Pensacola to NAS 
,Kingsville. Because the requirements for E-2/C-2 training are 
about half that of Strike, this would equate to roughly 22 
additional Strike PTR. 

Compounding these is the fact that procurement rate for T-45 
aircraft of 12 per year, concomitant with the end of service life 
of TA-4J trainers, slows the transition to an all T-45 training 

-- - ---sy-l=Sabus---which--is signifkant because -the a-lternative-sp'liYoFT~-* ,--" ---- 
- - - 2--~45---5--  yll-a-fJuC would require about 20 percent more-fllghts-per 

student. 

If all of these are considered together, the requirements at 

-. --- - 
NAS Kingsville will increase by about 18 percent. Based on the 

-. - 
-calculzrted~capa-city for T(Tnqsville/Corpus ~hrist~t2ESwill- - -  

require operating at near 100 percent capacity from FY 01 through 
FY 04, assuming Meridian closes in FY 01 (vice FY 99 as 
recommended). Operating this close to maximum capacity would be 
difficult and uncomfortable - and unsatisfactory if we had to 
increase PTR for a significant operational surge requirement. 
But Itd be less than honest if I didn't acknowledge that Navy has 

) the ability to absorb some increased capacity with managed 
" alternatives such as increased workdays, increased night flying, 



detachments, and shifting some Strike related training into the 
JPATS aircraft when it comes on line. Again, this is recognizing 
the risk associated with additional unknowns like aircraft 
groundings, bad weather in excess of planned figures, and missed 
carrier quals due to CV/CVN operational commitments or weather. 

With regards to the Samis and Hamilton report, the Naval 
F'acilities Comrna'nd has been directed to provide an assessment - 
and I will forward that on to you when it's done - but for the 
moment, I can't give you a good response on that. 

In summary, if both NAS Kingsville and ~eridian were to 
remain open - even at a PTR of 360 - we would be operating each 
base at well below capacity. The combination of increased Strike 

. p TR and a sin q le Strike t raining base makes successful comgletion 
of our projected PTR more difficult and reduces our capacity for 
-e operatias - d that could be unacceptable. But the trade 

rmains the degree of d i f f i c u  or rlsKs versus costs LO- 
operate 2 Strike tralnlng bases. 

Sonny, I will continue to look hard at everything I can to 
give you the best answer possible and I will keep you informed as 
new developments arise. 

Sincerely andvery respectfully, 

J. M. BOORDA 
Admiral, U.S. Navy 

The Honorable Gillespie V. Montgomery 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-2403 
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WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Sonny Montgomery ' 

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

Dear Sonny: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of a letter you received from 
Admiral Michael Boorda, Chief of Naval Operations, concerning the Naval Air Station (NAS) 
Meridian. I appreciate your strong interest in the future of NAS Meridian and welcome your 
input. 

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 
contained in Admiral Boorda's letter will be considered by the Commission in our review and 
analysis of the Secretary of ~efense's  recommendation on NAS Meridian. 

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

Sincerely, 



C l l l E F  OF N A V A L  OPERATIONS 

'3 June 1995 

D e a r  Sonny, 

As p r d e d  la isy letter af'25 May, I had the Navad 
Facilitf a4 &gMee;shiq command (NAWA-GCOH) review the Samig 
and H a d l t o h  r e p o r t  on aircraft  noiSe and safety impacts at Naval 

h Air Station (NAS) Carpus Chr i s t i -  ~FZFBCEWX?Z3M MS already 
raniliar witk S d s  and IIamil tan f s voxk, as they pxavlided the 
mask racent: noise data for NAS ~ i n g w i l l a ,  HAS ~eridian, a d  NAs 
Corpus -isti to assist the.ua in preparing kheir report. 

NAWPCENWOM~S analysis or ma Xinqsville airfield anB 
airspace  complex reveals mat SmIS and Hamilton assumed strike 
krainipg c ~ p ~ a t i c r n a l  levels f o r  C o r p u s  C h r i s k i  that are  
unsub~+bvtiaced. For example,  Chey did not W e  into account the 
cantbaed USP of N a v a l  Auxiliary ~andFng F i e l d  Orange Crave. As 
the primary outlying field f o r  .xingsville, Orange G F Q V ~  will 
continue to support sfpnificent amout  o f  touch and ga, field 
carrier landing practice, akd ground cantrolled approach ( G C A )  
training- continuing to use Orange Grove siglifimt=ly 
decrease the  number of a i rc ra fk  e V m e  at Corpus t h t i s t l .  

Concerning safeqy to #a comnunity, the Sam3-s and Hamilton 
report reJies an A l r  'r'orici-'~nstallation~ C d m p a C l b l s  U s e  Zones 
(XICUZ) pol icy rather than Navy guidelines- Armrdinqly, the 
clear zonm dimension3 and t he  application o f  accident potential 
zones around tho a i r f i e l d  used in Che report  are i n c a r r ~ e -  We 
have a long-stunding and successful AICUZ p r o p -  in South T e x a s .  
The ccmrmunities 6f Kingsville and Carpus C k r i s r i  suppoe tbe 
Navy's program and have addressed aircraft npise and saT,ety 
concerns in their aornprahcnsive land use glannhg- A ; -  c-='J- 

-1 ,&, >&y,&< f,&,* 

In summary, NAVFJLCE!!GCQM's analysis of the S m i s  and 
Hamilton repor t  indicates that it ovtarstat~s thp projectad 
impacts at Corpus #axisti- 

Sonny, I cantihue to be ready f a  addzess your and y a w  

vezy = e s p e P f ~ 1 y ,  - 
I - 

cs, 
J, M. B O D R M  
A d m F r a l ,  U.S. N a y  

w* 
Tho Honor3blc ~ i 1 l ~ i . e  V. Kontgomary 
House af Representatzves 
Washingtan, DC 20515-2403 



\iTRITTEN SI'ATI3hlEh'T OF THE HONOR-SLE S1-IEIL:"l Ii'IDNALL 

SECRETAR)' OF THE AIR FORCE 

BEFORE 7'1-E DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNhlEKT COMMISSION 

JUNE 14, 1995 

Since the Gth of March, when I last had an opportunity to discuss ~ v i t h  you the BRAC 

recommcndations afiectirlg Aur Force installations, I know that you and you; s:afThavc been very 

busy with your revie\v. The Air Force has also been workins steadiljr to refine the cost and 

savings analysis associated with our BRAC 95 recommendations, and has provided you with 

updated COBIt4 products and additional information. This further consideration has reconfirmed 

my view that, with one except.ion that I will discuss later, the Secretary of Defense's 

recomnlendations represent the best choices for reduction of excess Air Force infras:n;cture 

considering cu ; re i~~  and Lture operational and fiscal requirements 

This morning, I wouid ilke ro focus on some ocr:?t: issucs :ha: i;a\re been rzised bi\. 

- communities z7S your ~ t a ~ r e c a r d i n g  .- our recommendations. Because the Commission added all 

five Air Force depot installations for consideration for closure or further realignment, and because 

o i the  v e p  significant potentizl impact of that action, I rslill spend the majority of my time 

discussing depots. Let me state at the beginning, I strongly support the depot downsizing 

recommendation as the best, and indeed the only really viable course for reducing Air Force depot 

infrastructure and excess logistics capacity. 



manpokler. Due to past workload consolidation eflbns at our depots, there is very little 

redundant execution of workload at the different depots As a result, most manpower positions 

and related equipment will have to be transferred to the depots receiving workload from a closed 

facility. There would be some manpower savings related to overhead and management hnctions, 

but they are already properly reflected in the Air Force analysis. Although the suggested use of 

higher assunled manpower szvings may be appropriate for small, single-use depot maintenance 

facilities, this approach is not accurate or realistic for the very large, multi-faceted missions 

supported on Air Force logis~ics center installations. When measured properly against the depot- 

related manpower authorizations, Air Force scenarios eliminate between twelve and fifteen 

percent of the total ALC positions, including twenty percent of the overhead and over half of the 

Base Operating Support positions dedicated to running the installations. 

More importantly, even assuming grearer manpower saving does not alleviate the 

fi~ndamental concern the .hr  Force faces in contemplating depot ins:allation closures - that is, the 

cost to close. As I have previously discussed, the one-time costs associated with the closure of a 

depot, even for the various scenarios provided by your staff, are enormous -- indeed, the least 

expensive scenario is priced at over S560 million. To understand the full impact of these costs, it 

is important also to consider their distribution by year. The nature of BRAC actions requires that 

expenses related to relocating missions and workload such as military construction be incurred 

early, to accommodate the necessary mission relocation before a closure can take place. Our 

current estimate of costs acro:js Fiscal Years 1996 to 2001, compared to available budget 

resources, indicates considerable budget shortfalls in some years if the Commission approves all 

our original recommendations except the Kirtland AFB realignment. Although we have sufficient 



funds to coLeer the one-tinit: costs associated with these closure and realignment actions across the 

entire period, we have a shonfall ir l  FYs 96 and 97 ranging from S5O million to almost 5250 

million in each year. We will likely deal with this short-term problem by delaying closure dates on 

certain actions, and thus moving expenses into later years, wllere hnds  remain. 

We will not be able to do this if we have to close a depot. If, for example, a depot 

installation is closed, we will have a shortfall across the entire period in excess of 53 17 million. 

There will be no rescrvc in the later years to solve the large shortfalls in the first several years. 

This problem would be hrther exacerbated if your staffs susgestion of earlier closures were 

followed, since more costs would be required in those earlier years. In either event, the closure of 

a depot would have drama:ic adverse impacts on our budget and necessarily draw essential hnds  

-. 
'i from other, top priority programs. We would have to draw from readiness, modernization and -.! 

quality of life initiatives t h ~ t  are so critical to our hture Air Force. 

Quite simply, the methods suggested to increase saving and make a closure more 

attractive do not resolve our difficulties and do not make closure a fiscally viable alternative. The 

Air Force considered these very issues during its deliberations earlier this year and in reaching the 

difficult decision to downsize rather than close our depot installations. I continue to  believe that a 

dispassionate review of the proposed reductions in capacity, square footage, and personnel, as 

well as the necessary constraints imposed by the operational and fiscal realities, will lead to the 

conclusion that the .4ir For-ce recommendation is prudent, cost effective, and the only responsible 

alternative. I stronzly support it and urge you to do the same. 



1 would also like to address some of the recommendations concerning our Laboratory 

bases. We have devoted considerable attention to the closure of Rome Laboratory and the 

attendant costs. The refined costs presented to you as a result of our site survey are reliable 

estimates for implementing this recommendation. Splitting the functions of Rome Lab between 

Fort hlonmouth and Hanscom Air Force Base has provided considerable efficiencies compared to 

a relocation to either site alone. We have also examined the costs of transferring the technical 

equipment involved and have included appropriate calibration and installation costs. This action is 

cost effective and operationally sound with a reasonable payback of the investment within six 

years. Of course, this action is also a significant step toward the broader goal of implementing 

cross-service consolidation of laboratory assets. 

The recommendation to close Brooks Air Force Base is like~vise sound and should be 

zpprovea. In our subsequent rei.ien7 process, we haive identised adairional efficiencies, such as 

the School of Aerospace h4edicine's use of lecture halls and oiher facilities currently used by the 

Air Force Institute of Technology at Wright-Patterson .Air Force Base. I am concerned, however, 

that the Commission may view the low costs for the cantonment option proposed by the San 

Antonio Community representatives as attractive. From my perspecti\ e, cantonment is not a 

viable option. The proposed cantonment would retain a substantial installation without its own 

support establishment, requiring cumbersome scheduling and travel for routine maintenance, 

personnel services, and other normal, day-to-day requirements. The large number of personnel 

who would remain at Brooks \vould not receive adequate support under the bare bones concept 

required by the cantonment. The recommendation to close Brooks Air Force Base, with the 



majority of its activities relocating to \l'ri_eht-Patterson Air Force Base, will achieve the long-term 

reduction in Laboratory capzcity and infrastructure we need for a reasonable investment. 

As the Secretaq* of Defense has communicated to you, the recommendation regarding the 

realignment of Kirtland Air Force Base no longer represents a cost effective measure. With this 

one exception, I strongly urge the Commission to approve the Secretary of Defense's 

recommendations to close or realign Air Force installations. 
- 

I would like to turn to General Fogleman now to provide additional comments on various 

operational considerations related to the recommendations. 



UrRITTEN STATEMENT OF GENERAL KONALD K. FOGLEh4W 

AII< FORCE CHIEF OF STAFF 

B E F O E  THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AnTD REALIGhMENT COMh?lSSION 

IUNE 14. 1995 

Like the Secretary, I appreciate this opportunity to address you once again on the Air 

Force recommendations for closure or realignment, as well as the installations added by you for 

consideration. The nature of my testimony today has to do with some very real operational 

concerns that I have about these additions. 

First and foremost, in the large aircraft base category, I am strongly opposed to the 

i closure of Grand Forks Air Force Base. I want to spend a few minutes on this subject so as to 
4 

leave no doub? on where I stand on this important operational question. 1 believe we must retain 

 he core tanker %ring at Grand Forks. ll'niie I recognize the finmcial artractiveness of a full 

closure, I cannor overemphasize the need ro place operational considerations zhead of potential 

saving in this instance. 

Those operational considerations arise from the very nature of post-Cold War military 

operations. I say military, not Ail- Force, because all U.S. military components must shape their 

capabilities around the reality we face. That reality includes fewer forward-deployed forces, 

greater emphasis on short-notice contingencies and various operations other than war. The 

conlmon need in all these actions is greater mobility. As you know, actions i n  the 199; BK4C 

i round firmly esfablisiicd Air h4obi.i;~ \I'in~_s on each coast to concentrate resources for rapid 



response and deployment suppon. During that same period, as AhllC Commander I formed three 

core tanker wings, at Fairchild Air Force Base, Washington; hllcConnel1 Air Force Base, Kanszs; 

and Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota. 

At that time I firmly believed that the orsanizational improvements, operational 

capabilities, and fiscal efficiencies of a core tanker wing were essential to our ability to  respond 

quickly to the critical reheling requirements of the mobility mission. I am even more convinced 

today that the three core tanker wings was the right way to go. Grand Forks Air Force Base is 

positioned well to support not only these missions, but also requirements under the Single 

Intezrated Operations Plan, or SIOP. I should note that, although we have indicated an 

abundance of tankers in this region, this measurement is based on a comparison of tanker 

1 resources to training requirements, not SIOP requirements or  operational contingencies. The 

mo\femer,t of hlalmstrom -4ir Force Base tanker assets to h4acDill ,Air Force Bnse, under the Air 

Force recommenda~ion, \vilI bring resozrces 2nd requirements inro z reasonzbie balance 

I've written you a letter that provides my rationale in some detail. The operational 

concerns have also been endorsed by the senior war fihters, CINC STRATCOM and CINC 

T W S C O M ,  who share my th'x~ghts and resolve for the Grand Forks tanker wing. 

Let me offer some remarks on the Undergraduate Flying Training bases and our 

recommendation to close Reese Air Force Base. I understand and agree with the Commission's 

belief that the flying training bases are all excellent bases that effectively supporr their important 



mission. I t  will not be a s y  IC) see Recse close, just as i t  has been diflicult for every excellent 

installation closed in previous rounds. I t  is clear to me, however, tha t  if the Air Force must close 

a UPT base, Reese is the rig!][ choice. The conclusion is reinforced by the fact that every analysis 

performed by the Air Staff, the Joint Cross-Service Group for Undergraduate Pilot Training, and 

your staff has supponed the closure of Reese Air Force Base. 

There has been some question of the need to close a flying training base. The conclusion 

of Air Education and Training Comn~and is that we have an excess capacity of one base. I 

understand that some would argue we will need more pilot production beyond the period 

analyzed in the BRAC process. At this point we are comfortable that we cor ill be able to meet our 

foreseeable production requirements after the closure of Reese Air Force Base, if the joint 

\ 

3 initiatives that are beginning to mature reach full productivity. 
$ 

Since the Commission zcided .dairionzl bzses for consideration in the Air Force Reserve 

category, I want to make several comrnenrs on the alternatives. Let me begin by stating that our 

Air Reserve Component forces are critical as an integral part of the variety of post-Cold War 

operations that I referred to earlier. Our ability to continue to rely on our reserve forces requires 

that we recognize the need to support the unique recruiting and training requirements of those 

units. After carehl review of the bases in these categories, we concluded that we could 

accommodate the reduction of one F-16 and one C- 130 unit. Those reductions match the force 

reductions experienced as we drew down to a 20 fighter wing force. 14'hile hrther closures are 



perhaps possible from an "irop-on-t11e-ramp" perspective, closure of addilional units would mean 

the removal of units from prime recruiting and retention locations. 

It would also mean a reduction in presence in a number of communities. There is no 

better way to communicate to the American public the reality of military actions than when co- 

workers and neighbors see their friends don uniforms and serve as pilots, crew chiefs, and 

Beyond these ~enera l  statements, I wholeheartedly support the Secretary's initiative on 

the potential inactivation of the Reserve C-130 unit at O'Hare International Airport. Selecting 

this unit as the C-130 unit to inactivate 2nd providing an opponunity for the City of Chicago to j 
relocate the .4ir K2tional Guard zctivity at their expense provides a rezsonable solution to our 

need to inactixae a reserve unli 2nd their desire to obtzin ~ile enrire property 

On the issue of Reserve F-16 bases, I cannot agree with any action considered by the 

Commission that would result in the inactivation of the unit at NAS Fort Mrorth Carswell Field. 

The collocation of Navy and Ar Force reserve operations at that location, recommended by the 

1993 BRAC Commission, has proven to be a real success story. For the Air Force Reserve, it 

represents a cost-eKective tenant operation in a location that is superb for recruiting and 

retention. Because of its location on a military installation, few savings to the Department of 

Defense will result from its closure. Disrupting this niodel installario!l is simply unjustified. 

countless other critical positions. These various factors, unique to reserve and guard units, make 

it clear that no more than the rc!commended reductions should be acted upon. 



I have emphasized the operational aspects of the various actions under consideration, 

because my job is to ensure that we can carry out the missions we are assigned. I want however, 

also to add a word on the issue of depot closure. I understand very well those who call for the 

closure of an Air Force depot in BRAC. It is clear that we have excess capacity. I t  is equally 

clear, in my view, that our approach reduces that capacity in the manner tliat best serves the total 

operational mission of the Air Force. To do otherwise, to force the Air Force to absorb the 

enonnous costs associated with a depot closure, would directly and adversely impact 

modernization, readiness and the quality of life initiatives that are so important to our people. 

As the Secretary discussed, reducing excess capacity by closing a depot would severely 

5 harm the very programs that we are committed to protecting -- prosrams that ensure an effective 
J 

Air Force of the future. And i t  is unnecessary. The do\vnsizins initixive presents a ve ry  

attrzctive 2nd vizble zfternzrive to achieve the necesszql rsductio:?~ \4*iriiout c:i;;pling our  budgel. 

Does it 20 2s far as closure? No, but it does achieve compara5le reductions that  ivill ezse the 

pressure that excess capacity places on our budget. I believe i t  is ih'e only responsible a p ~  roach to 

this issue, and wholeheanedly support it.  



C H I E F  O F  h A V A L  O P E R A T I O N S  
2 0 0 0  N A V Y  P E N T A G O N  

W A S H I N G T O N .  D C  2 0 3 5 0 . 2 0 0 0  
I N  R E P L Y  R L f f R  T O  

1542 
Ser N889JG/4~661666 
20 Jul 1994 

From: Chief of Naval Operations 

Subj: PILOT AND NAVAL FLIGHT OFFICER TRAINING RATES, FY 94-99 

Ref: (a) CNO ltr 1542 Ser N88956/3U658748 of 20 Sep 1993 

Encl: (1) Pilot  raining Rates (PTR), FY 94-99 - 
(2) Naval Flight Officer  raining Rates (NFOTR), FY 94-99. .-.-. 

1. This letter modifies and supersedes reference (a). 
Enclosures are effective on receipt and reflect planned 
production goals for FY 94-99. These goals are intended to 
resolve current pool excesses, balance ongoing transitions and 
new production with FRS output acd return to steady state force 
mix of 10 CbWs, 12 VP Squadrons and appropriate force support for 
330 ships in FY 97. 

2. Significant changes include : 

-Increase VFA pilot manning from 17 to 19/squadron 
-Iizduction from 15 co 12 VP squacirons 
-Decom of VAW 122 
-RealigLment of E2/C2 pilot career paths 
-Adjustment for Yelo pools 
-WSO curriculu-i approved/20 to 40 plus c? = f  -%S hTOT3 

Ey direction 
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rk%i STRIKE 
USN 1 7 3  
USMC 1 1 8  
COGARD 0 
FMS 30  
NOAA - 0 

TOTAL 3 2 1  

ROTARY 
214 

TOTAL 
5 5 0  

PY-95 
USN 1 6 3  
USMC 110  
COGARD 0  
FMS 30  
NOAA - 0 

TOTAL 303 

Flr-96 
USN 1 8 3  
USMC 1 0 6  
COGARD 0 
FMS 30 
NOAA - 0 

TOTAL 3 1 9  

PY- 97  
USN 
USMC 
COGPrn 
WAS 
NO?-Z. 

T3T3Z 

IT-98 
USN 
USMC L C 3  
C OGE-W 0 
-FMS 3 0 
NOAA - 0 

TOTAL 535 

I T - 9 9  
USN 
USMC 
COGMiD 
FMS 
NOAA - 0 

TOTFL 336 



VAVAL FLIGHT PFFICER TRAINING JUiTES 20 J u l  1994 

- \A Z q \& hcb 5 - 3  
\, .Z ?. 3 

FY-94 
USN 
USMC 
FMS 
NOAA 

TOTAL 

RIO - 
29 

0 
0 
0 - 

2 9 

ATD S 
35 
0 
0 
0 - 

3 5  

NAV - 
102 
0 

15 
1 - 

118 

TOTAL 
251 
31 
1 5  
1 - 

298 

USN 
USMC 
FMS 
NOAA 

TOTAL 

USMC 
ms 
NOAA 

TOTAL 

FY-97 
USN 
USMC 
-94s 
NOAR 

TOTPL 

- - - -  - <  

USN 4 8 0 38 5 7  128 
0 

4 0 
USKC iE 311 

12 
E38 S 0 

0 
5 - - -  C 

4 0  0  
3 0 

NO= 
G 

0 
9 

0 
15 - - 0 C 

55 - - - 0 1 
58 TOTiL 48 5 0  - 1 

5 7  40  1 4 4  3 5 7  
- 

ENCLOSURE ( 2  ) 



i .  I 

PILOT AND NAVAL FLIGHT OFFICER TRAINING RATES, FY 94-99 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and 
complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS) 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF (INSTALLATIONS & LOGISTICS) 

w. A EARNER . 

NAME (Please type or print) 

Title Date 
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10 May 95 

From: Chief of Naval Operations 

Subj: PILOT AND NAVAL FLIGHT OFFICER AVIATION TRAINING 
REQUIREMENTS, JOINT USN/USAF TRAINING RATES 

Ref : (a)'CNO ltr :542 Ser N889JG/4U661666 of 20 Jul 1994 

Encl: (1) Pilot Training Rates (PTRI. FY 95-00 
( 2 )  NFO Training Rates (NFOTR), FY 95-00 

1. This letter modifies and supersedes reference ( a ) .  Enclosures 
are effective on receipt and reflect training requirements to support 
fleet, Joint USN/USAF, USCG, FMS, and NOAA requirements. 

2 .  USN PTR beginning in FY-98 and NFOTR beginning in FY-97 reflect a 
phased increase in production to address the outfitting of four(4) 
EA-6B squadrons to take over the USAF EF-111 mission and the 
transition of six ( 6 )  TACAIR squadrons to F/A-18 squadrons across the 
Future Year Defense Plan (FYDP). F/A-18E/F fleet introduction team , 
(FIT) and fleet replacement squadron (FRS) requirements are also 
included. 

3. PTR in FY-96/97 and NFOTR in FY-96 could not be increased over 
levels published in ref (a) to match an ideal production schedule to 
meet para. 2 force changes. Compounding this situation, PTR/NFOTR 
from FY 92-94 was artificially reduced below ''fleet requirementsa in 
order to shrink student pools. PTR/NFOTR listed in enclosures (1) - 
and (2) is designed to reestablish production rates to meet and 
sustain fleet requirements by FY-98 and out. 

4 .  This letter also represents the first publication of joint USAF 
requirement numbers that will be produced by CNATRA. 

5. OPNAV point on contact. is CDR Tom Donovan. N889J6. A/V 224-6213. 
commercial (703) 614-6013 F&x 

* 

H. T.  RITTENOUR 
By direction 
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DISTRICT OFFICES 
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16011 327-2766 

Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Navy BSAT's claim that strike training can be single sited at NAS Kingsville, 
thereby allowing NAS Meridian to be closed, is flawed. Our team analyzed the BSAT's 
original data, showed you the errors therein at our regional hearing, and provided your 
staff with evidence support.ing our findings. 

Now, in the attached letter disc.ussing the consequences of increasing PTR, Admiral Mike 
Boorda, Chief of Naval Operations, acknowledges the high risks in closing NAS 
Meridian. And this analysis is still based on the BSAT's flawed capacity "estimates." 

In 1993, the Commission determined our team's analysis correct and found two strike 
bases necessary to achieve 384 strike PTR. Strike PTR is returning to the same level at 
382 -- 360 strike PTR plus 22 strike equivalent E2lC2 (see letter). Xiid our team's 
analysis, based on actual performance data -- not estimates, continues to show two strike 
bases necessary. 

As the supportingdata promised by the CNO is made available, I will fo&Gd it-to you. 
I encour.tge you to please read the attached CNO letter. Thank you for your serious and 
sincere cmsideration of our case. 

- Sincerely, . - - . - - - 

GVM:jgm 
Enclosure 



CHIEF O F  N A V A L  OPERATIONS 

25 May 1995 

Dear Sonny, 

In response to your letter of 18 May regarding NAS Meridian, 
let me say up front that there is a sizable amount of data that 
has to be re-certified given the matters you pointed out that 
prevents me from answering all of your specific questions at this 
time. Let me answer what I can now and we'll continue to work 
the data as it is developed. 

First, you are correct that several events have occurred 
since DON'S analysis and DoD1s recommendation were made regarding 
Meridiafi. As you know, DoN1s analysis of training air stations 
was based on the FY 01 force structure with an annual Strike PTR 
of 336. Based on this requirement, DON recommended Strike 
training be single-sited at NAS Kingsville which incorporated NAF 
Corpus ~hristi as an outlying field. Since that analysis, two 
events have occurred that change the underlying assumptions: 

- Navy was given the requirement to fulfill the USAF 
EF-111 mission which requires us to buy 4 additional EA-6B 
squadrons and oar own needs require us to buy back 6 additional 
F/A-18 squadrons across the FYDP. This plus up -provided we can 
successfully buy the 10 squadrons - is a 5 percent inc/rease in 

. Strike PTR (336 to 360). 

- CNATR4 has recommended accelerating the relocation 
of E-2/C-2 training (36 PTR) from NAS Pensacola to NAS 
Kingsville. Because the requirements for E-2/C-2 training are 
about half that of Strike, this would equate to roughly 22 
additional Strike PTR. 

Compounding these is the fact that procurement rate for T-45 
aircraft of 12 per year, concomitant with the end of service life 
of TA-4J trainers, slows the transition to an all T-45 training 
syllabus which- is significant because the- alternative - split' -of T-- - 

- -  - - - 
-2-/TL45 syllabus would require about 20 percent more- flights per 
student. 

If all of these are considered together, the requirements at 
NAS Kingsville will. increase by about 18 percent. Based on the 
-calculated- capacity for Kingsville/Corpus christii--t-his-will- - -  

require operating a.t near 100 percent capacity from FY 01 through 
FY 04, assuming Meridian closes in FY 01 (vice FY 99 as 
recommended). Operating this close to maximum capacity would be 
difficult and uncomfortable - and unsatisfactory if we had to 
increase PTR for a significant operational surge requirenent. 
But I'd be less than honest if I didn't acknowledge that Navy has 

! the ability to absorb some increased capacity with managed 
alternatives such as increased workdays, increased night flying, 



detachments, and shifting some strike related training into the 
JPATS aircraft when it comes on line. Again, this is recognizing 
the risk associated with additional unknowns like aircraft 
groundings, bad weather in excess of planned figures, and missed 
carrier quals due to CV/CVN operational commitments or weather. 

With regards to the  ami is and ~amilton report, the Naval 
~acilities Comma'nd has been directed to provide an assessment - 
and I will forward that on to you when it's done - but for the 
moment, I can't give you a good response on that. 

In summary, if both NAS Kingsville and ~eridian were to 
remain open - even at a PTR of 360 - we would be operating each 
base at well below capacity. The combination of increased strike 
PTR and a sinqle strike traininn base makes successful com~letion 
of our ~roiected PTR more difficult and reduces our capacity for 
surue operations - _and t&i t could be unacceptable. But the trade 
9ff ~ a i n s  the degree of difficultv or rlsKs v p r s w  coststO 
operate 2 Strike trainlng bases. 

Sonny, I will continue to look hard at everything I can to 
give you the best answer possible and I will keep you informed as 
new developments arise. 

Sincerely and -very respectfully, 

J. M. BOORDA 
Admiral, U. S. Navy 

The Honorable Gillespie V. Montgomery 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-2403 
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The Honorable Sonny Montgomery 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Sonny: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of a letter you received fiom 
Admiral Michael Boorda, Chief of Naval Operations, concerning the Naval Air Station (NAS) 
Meridian. I appreciate your strong interest in the future of NAS Meridian and welcome your 
input. 

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 
contained in Admiral Boorda7s letter will be considered by the Commission in our review and 
analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendation on NAS Meridian. 

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

Sincerely, 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

1000 NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

20 June 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: 

Thank you for the opportunity to reiterate the Department of 
the Navy's position on the infrastructure capacity required to 
accomplish the undergraduate pilot training (UPT) mission. I 
stand by my original recommendation to close Naval Air Station 
(NAS) ~eridian and realign NAS Corpus Christi in order to 
consolidate all Navy Strike training in the Kingsville-Corpus 
christi complex. I take this step reluctantly because NAS 
Meridian is a fine base in good condition and has enjoyed superb 
community support. Nevertheless, we cannot forego the savings 
from this closure in this time of declining budgets. 

At your request, we carefully reviewed our assessment of the 
infrastructure we need to support current pilot training 
requirements and to accommodate a potential increase in UPT in 
the event force sizing initiatives recently proposed were to be 
adopted. It is our opinion that through careful management of 
aircraft assets, personnel, and resources, the risk we face by 
single siting our T-45 training assets is acceptable. 

I trust the foregoing clearly articulates to the Commission 
the Department of the Navy's position regarding this base 
realignment and closure action. As always, if I can be of any 
further assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

hn H. Dalton 
of the Navy 
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w NAVY MERIDIAN TEAM 
BRl EFING 
BIRMINGHAN REGIONAL HEARING 
APRIL 4, 7995 

Chairman Dixon, Commissioners, this is the third time the Navy 
Meridian Team has had the opportunity to address the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission. It has become sort of 
a biennial celebration for us. 

We appreciate this Commission and this process. It is difficult and 
consuming, but we have found it fair and reliable. Thank you for 
this opportunity to present our case. 

Let me introduce the team behind me who will help answer your 
questions. 

Vice Admiral Robert F. Dunn, retired, former Deputy CNO (Air 
Warfare); 

Rear Admiral William McGowen, retired, immediate past Chief of 
Naval Air Training (CNATRA); 

Captain Randy Leddy, retired, former Assistant Chief of Staff for 
Training and Operations at CNATRA; 

and former NAS Meridian officers: Captain Ken Storms, retired, 
former Commander of Training Air Wing One; and 

Lt. Commander Jack Douglass, retired, former Wing Operations 
Officer. 



hv 
Our case, today, will show you (Figure 1): 

NlTC Meridian. Stands Alone. 

"Mississippi Complex": Unique Cross Service Opportunity. 

NAS Meridian: Excellent Functional and Military Values. 

Major Errors Corrupt Navy Capacity Estimate. 

Sustainable Capacity Requires Two Strike Bases 

NAS Meridian Required to Meet Force Structure 

Governor Fordice has already made our case on NTTC, so let's 
check it off 

(Check #I CHART A). 
. . 

A major benefit of the "Mississippi complex", as the Governor 
noted, is its joint use of assets. Proximity allows these bases to 
shift capacity from one to the other at need. 

The functional value analysis of 11 Air Force, Navy and Army 
training air stations, developed by the DOD's Joint UPT Study 
Group, ranks Meridian among the top four bases cumulatively. 
(Figure 2) 

Yet, the Defense Department, apparently, has not considered, and 
fails to appreciate the joint training potential of the Mississippi 
complex, especially the role played by Meridian. 

The Navy has recommended a joint scenario (and our analysis has 

V identified others) that better utilizes bases, reduces excess 



b v  capacity, and saves dollars. The DOD's Joint Study Group chose 
not to pursue such alternatives. 

Is the nation going to move strongly in the joint arena or not? If so, 
this Commission will have to take the lead. 

If not, then we agree with Chairman Dixon and the Secretary of 
Defense that joint training must be revisited before the end of the 
century. 

In either case, the useful evidence from the joint arena is perfectly 
clear - NAS Meridian and the Mississippi complex would be, and 
should be, strong contenders. 

(Check off #2 Figure 1). 

Mixed signals are being sent about Meridian's military value. 

As noted, the DOD's Joint Study Group gives the base high 
functional military value. The Secretary of the Navy and CNO 
testitied that Meridian, looked at from a joint service perspective, 
has high value and should remain open. 

On the other hand, the Navy's Base Structure and Analysis Team 
(BSAT) has seriously underestimated Meridian's Military Value. 

Take the ovewater airspace issue, a repeat from 1993. Certified 
data shows over water airspace required or preferred for 4% of 
pilot training (96% for over land). Yet, the Navy's military value 
matrix weights it at 40% of airspace values, 10 times its actual 
usage. (Figure 3) 

Here's another example. The Base Structure Evaluation 
Committee questioned how Meridian could perform all levels of 

v maritime aviation training with their inland location, saying "If 
carrier qualifications were conducted in the Gulf of Mexico, all 



stations other than Meridian could perform all maritime training," 
(BSAT minutes Sept. 7 9, 1994. See Appendix A). 

Well, Meridian can conduct carrier landings to the Gulf, but it's a 
moot point. There is no training carrier. All carrier landings are 
done on active carriers off the East and West Coasts. 

Yes, the Navy and the sea are intrinsically linked. But, as fact affer 
fact shows, the Gulf of Mexico and undergraduate pilot training are 
not. DOD's Joint Study Group recognized this reality. But the 
BSAT consistently undervalues Meridian because of its inland 
location, when its rural, unencroached location is actually an 
advantage. 

We have presented data to staff regarding these and other 
problems with the Military Value scores. 

Military value drives both Navy and Joint configuration models. 
These models are geared to choose lower ranked bases for 
closure. With a proper Military Value, Meridian could not have 
fallen out as a closure recommendation. 

When only obvious corrections are made, Meridian is the top rated 
Naval Air Training Station, as the Navy's newest, most modem 
base ought to be. (See Figure 4) 

(Check #3, Figure 1). 

In 1993, the Navy wanted to put strike training at Kingsville and 
Pensacola. Lack of adequate operating CAPACITY caused the 
Commission to find a "substantial deviation" and vote unanimously 
to keep Meridian open. 

Lack of CAPACITY is still the real issue in 1995. 

V 



The Navy's new closure proposal is different. It single sites strike 
training at Kingsville with Corpus Christi realigned as an outlying 
field. 

There are two other changes since 1993 that affect capacity. New 
T-45 jet trainers are in use. As T-45s come on-line, the buy is one 
a month, both the T-2 and TA-4 jet trainers will be retired. Strike 
training will migrate complete to T-45s at the earliest in 2003. So it 
will be almost a decade before promised T-45 efficiencies will be 
realized. 

Advanced early warning and carrier delivery aircraft training, 
E2/C2, will move to the T-45 since it will be the only carrier capable 
trainer. The DODfs Joint Study Group consolidated strike and 
E X 2  pilot training rate (PTR) for outlying years. The Navy is 
planning for the change, but did not consolidate requirements. 

PTR requirements themselves are another change. Force structure 
reductions caused strike PTR to decrease from 384 to 336. When 
you consolidate advanced E2/C2, you get a net PTR of 355, a 
decline of just 7.5%. 

Let's look at capacity (Figure 5). Capacity is limited by daytime 
runway operations -- the number of aircraft each airfield launch 
and recover per hour, each day. 

The capacity formula takes working days, hours per day, and a 
weather corrected operations per hour figure to get daytime 
operations available. You use the daytime operations it takes to 
produce a student pilot, or ops per PTR, to get the annual pilot 
training rate, or PTR capacity. 

In 1993, the Commission relied on staff to validate the figures 
resulting from this formula. It is doubtful that any figures have been 

)V scrubbed as thoroughly as the strike training capacity figures for 
1993. 



V 
Here's what they looked like. Note the different hours per day and 
ops per hour between homefields and outlying fields. 

This 1887 ops per PTR number is the critical figure in these 
calculations. So, let's look at where it came from. 

The Naval Air Training Command collected actual flight operations 
and student PTR for Kingsville, Meridian and Chase field from 
1989 through 7 991. These were averaged to get 221 0. (Figure 6). 

Using actual experience, 2210 was separated into day and night 
figures. 1887 is the daytime figure. 

As you see, these figures were based on real performance. Notice 
also that Kingsville's averages are high. In other words, it takes 

(I 
Kingsville more operations to produce a pilot than average. 

Using the performance based 1887 figure, PTR capacity for 
Kingsville was 21 0, for Meridian 195. 

This capacity was further validated. During the Vietnam War, 
bases operated at full capacity, flying 18 to 24 hours per day, six to 
seven days a week. In 1993, Meridian's Wing Commander took the 
top wartime operations for each base, scaled them to peacetime, 
and calculated PTR rates of 208 for Kingsville and 193 for Meridian 
- right on top of the formula figures of 210 and 195. (Figure 7) 

To recap, the 1993 capacity figures were calculated using real 
performance numbers, then validated by Vietnam War maximum 
output figures. 

Now, it's time for the 1995 figures. (See Appendix G) 



Daytime runway ops pretty well match the 1993 figures for 
Kingsville and OLF Alice Orange Grove. It was in calculating a jet 
OLF capacity for Corpus Christi that the first major error occurred. 

Can you even do intensive jet training at Corpus Christi? Flying student 
jets over a major metropolitan area increases noise and safety hazards, 
particularly at night. The dosure plan calls for intensive field camer 
landing practice at night in Corpus Christi. No jet AlCUZ (Air Installation 
Compafi Me Use Zone) study has been done, so fhe Navy doesnY know 
if Corpus can serve as a jet OLF or not. 

Then there are environmental problems. Corpus Christi has one jet 
runway. Its crosswind runways are to be extended to 6000 feet. 
However, there are wetlands issues to address. Until an 
Environmental Impact Statement is prepared, the Navy doesn't 
know if required runway extensions can occur or not. 

We suspect AICUZ, environmental, and operational problems 
(FOD, air traffic, etc.) are likely to make Corpus Christi unsuitable 
as a jet OLF. Without Corpus Christi, the single site closure 
scenario falls on its face. 

But. even with Corpus Christi, the scenario doesn't work. So, if it is 
a viable jet OLF, what is its capacity? 

The BSAT gave it a homefield capacity for maritime and primary 
training (Figure 8). Its short parallel runway can handle T-44 and T- 
34 trainers. It cannot handle jets. When changing Corpus Christi to 
a jet OLF, the BSAT failed to change its capacity. At best it would 
be equivalent to OLF Alice Orange Grove. In fact, it is less. 

Alice Orange Grove is a dedicated jet OLF. Corpus Christi will be 
joint use with Coast Guard, Customs Service, and CCAD C5 
flights. A 1991 Aircraft Noise Survey (by Harris Miller Miller & w Hanson Inc. See Appendix E) showed non-training average daily 
ops totaled 108, over 90% daytime. This kind of flight activity 



reduces daytime availability by at least two hours, and that's the 
figure we used. Increased drug interdiction, Coast Guard rescue, 
or border patrol efforts will reduce it more. Introduction of mine 
warfare helicopters, including the MH53E, the world's largest, can 
only worsen the problem. 

The difference between what the BSAT used and a realistic jet 
OLF capacity is significant. 129,260 daytime operations is the 
correct. When added to Kingsville and Alice Orange Grove, the 
correct total available operations figure is 507,133. (Figure 9) 

Now that we have operations available, how do we get the ops per 
PTR figure? This is the other key to the 1995 capacity issue. 

Remember, we have confidence in the 1887 figure from 1993. But, 
now, the BSAT says 151 1 is a good figure. Why is there such a 
difference? 

The simple answer is two additional major errors and one ill 
considered decision. Let me explain. 

Data for the T-45 is still being developed and no statistically sound 
data base exists. So, unlike 1993's performance based figures, 
1 995s figures are estimates.(Figure 1 0) 

Kingsville is the T-45 base, so it did the estimate. It listed required 
student flights. Then, ops per flight were estimated. That gets you 
total student operations. Here, the first major error occurred. 
Kingsville failed to count all student ops. (By request, CNATRA has 
provided us documentation of this error. See Appendix 6)  

Total student ops is an incomplete number. Overhead must be 
added. Overhead consists of extra flights due to unsatisfactory 
performance, maintenance flights, etc. Overhead figures come w from CNATRA planning factors. These are annual, CNO approved 



estimates. The approved overhead factor for the T-45 was 51.4% . 
Kingsville used 35%, the second major error. (See Appendix B) 

The two major errors you have seen were compounded by an ill 
considered decision that corrupts the formula. 

Ops per PTR is a key figure in the formula. The rule for ops per 
PTR was set in 1993: "Since training air stations are not set up to 
deploy squadrons for training, it is important to be able to do all 
training at or near the air station." 

1993 and the original 1995 data calls obeyed this provision. 

With no mention in its minutes, BSAT changed the rule in August 
1994. Its revised data call stated: "Do not include flight ops 
required by the syllabus but conducted at other sites." (See 
Appendix C) 

The revision corrupts the formula and double counts capacity. By 
eliminating potential deployment ops, a base can increase its 
capacity to any number. But, where are the aircraft, instructors and 
maintenance team to sustain the homefield operations? They are 
gone. 

Kingsville eliminated 11 0 deployment ops, including 100% of its 
weapons ops, effectively eliminating the need for its own target 
range (See Appendix 6, page 2). Yet, "Control of an air-to-ground 
training range is important" for strike training (BSAT minutes 
August 16, 1994). 

CNATRA closed the permanent weapons detachment at El Centro, 
California in 1992. Will El Centro be reopened for Kingsville? At 
what cost? There's nothing in the COBRA to pay for it. 

In 1993, bases weren't set up to deploy. Are they set up to do so 
now? 



Answers to these questions are not in the COBRA, BSAT minutes, 
or certified data. It's clear this decision was ill considered. It 
certainly has the appearance of an attempt to manipulate the 
formula. 

Taking these errors into account, the 151 1 figure corrects to 1822. 
A reality check supports these corrections. 

1822 is clearly more in line with the 1887 ops per PTR figure 
based on real performance, scrubbed by staff, and validated by 
Vietnam War data. 

Now, let's go to the bottom line. The PTR capacity estimate for the 
Kingsville/Corpus Christi scenario is 278 -- far below the 336 strike 
PTR and the 355 strike -E2/C2 PTR requirements. 

V 
The capacity simply is not available to single site strike training -- 
this constitu-tes a substantial deviation from Base Closure Criteria 
One. 

Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, we are once again dependent 
upon this Commission and your staff to scrub the numbers. When 
you do, you will find, just as the 1993 Commission did, that the 
Navy Meridian Team has been rigorous in its analysis and is on 
target. You will also find that the BSAT has once again allowed 
significant errors into certified data that became critical errors in 
key calculations. 

(Check #4 Figure 1) 

Mr. Chairrnan, Commissioners, we want to lay this capacity issue 
to rest once and for all. So let us show you the reality of the Navy's 

V 
single site scenario. 



We ran the runway capacity numbers using the Navy's figures and 
got a PTR capacity of 336. (Figure 11). That's exactly equal to 
future strike PTR, but not enough to cover the 355 strike-EYC2 
requirement. In other words, using the Navy's own figures, 
Kingsville, Alice Orange Grove, and Corpus Christi would have to 
operate at 100% or more of capacity. 

There would be no room for any PTR bumps. The Navy has 
projected PTR flat from 1997 through 2001, but actual PTR is 
never flat. 

You can take the CNO's word for that. Admiral Mike Boorda (BSAT 
minutes of Jan. 13, 1995), said: training air stations are "a good 
place to retain some excess capacity because the number of pilots 
DON will need fluctuates depending on factors outside its control." 
(Figure 12) 

But there is no excess capacity at all in the Navy's single site 
scenario. 

Then there's the difference between formula and real capacity. 
Is a formula generated runway capacity estimate a sustainable 
capacity? Can you continuously operate a training base at 100% of 
formula capacity? 

Here's an analogy. The estimated RPM capacity of most car 
engines is 6000 revolutions per minute. You could try to run your 
car at that rate all day, everyday. But would you? Should you? 
Would you count on it? 

You can use a formula to estimate runway capacity for a strike 
training base. And you could try to run it at 100% capacity all day, 
everyday. But would you? Should you? Would you count on it? 

V We asked the experienced aviators sitting behind me what it would 
be like to operate at 100% of capacity: 22 aircraft takeoff every 



y hour, one every 2.7 minutes, from the launch runway; six jets are 
in the landing pattern at the homefield arrival runway, four in the 
pattern at each OLF, continuously, every hour, all day long. (See 
Appendix D) 

That's an op tempo similar to O'Hare, Atlanta Hartsfield, and Los 
Angeles International. Can a training base sustain this level? 
Should you put inexperienced student pilots in this environment? 

We asked these questions of our experienced aviators. And the 
emphatic answer was no. You can't run a training base safely at 
100% of formula capacity. There are too many variables for this to 
happen. 

The first variable is the students themselves. They are students, 
not experienced naval aviators. 

The second is your assets. Will you have the right number of 
instructors, aircraft, and students all the time? Experience says no. 
Aircraft will go down, student flow is uneven. Instructor shottfalls 
are frequent and the ability to increase instructors under training is 
non-existent. Can you maintain your aircraft safely to fly at max 
ops for max hours everyday in a peacetime environment? Will the 
Navy pay for the extra maintenance support to do so? Experience 
says no. 

The third variable is contingencies. For example, Corpus Christi 
and Kingsville have both been impacted by hurricanes in the last 7 
years. Can you afford to put all your eggs in one basket with no 
capacity buffer? Experience, again, says no. Homestead AFB 
certainly suggests no. 

Our experienced aviators, after reviewing the variables and 
constraints not included in the runway capacity formula, say 

w sustainable capacity is at best 85% of formula capacity. 



w 
There is only one strike training scenario that allows bases to be 
loaded at sustainable capacityv- Meridian and Kingsville. Their 
sustainable capacity is 353 PTR, right on the 355 strikelE2lC2 
PTR requirement (Figure 13). This scenario allows for student 
inexperience, for asset problems, for contingencies. It provides the 
modest excess capacity sought by Admiral Boorda. 

The Air Force concurs with the CNO on this issue (Base Closure 
Executive Group minutes, Dec. I, 1994): 

"Even under the best of conditions, we recommend a capacity 
buffer. For the foreseeable future, UPT will undergo the turmoil of 
multiple base closures and the fielding of new. aircraft including the 
Air Force T-1, the Navy T-45, and both services' JPATS. A. 
sufficient buffer is critical." (Figure 14) 

"A sufficient buffer is critical." 

The only strike. training scenario that provides any capacity buffer, 
that loads bases at sustainable capacities, is the two strike base 
setup we have right now - the one the 1993 Commission voted to 
keep -- NAS Meridian and NAS Kingsville. 

Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, facts, experience and common 
sense tell you Navall Air Station Meridian is needed -- no it's 
essential - for the Navy is to achieve its required mission under 
the Force Structure Plan of the United States. 

(Check # 5 and #6 CHART A) 

Mr. Chairman, I have a very brief closing statement to make after 
the Q&A period. 

Y Thank you. 
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MILITARY VALUE MATRIX 
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Location 

B. Proximity to Training Areas 

1. Does the location of the air station permit any speciaIhd;training with other operational units 
(e.g. Battle Groups or Joint fo~ces)? If so, provide details. 

Yes. Air Station provides temporary support for air assets of ITF-6. 

2. Describe the plan for conducting carrier and helicopter landing trainer qualifications. Will ship 
deploy to training squadron site or will squadrons deploy? 

Due to lack of a training carrier in the Gulf of Mexico, TW-2 deploys to the east or west cast  te 
utilize fleet carriers for carrier qualifications. 

3. How far (nmi.) is the air station from a designated naval operations area where an aircraft 
carrier would conceivably operate ? 

4. If the aircraft carrier deploys to an area within operating range of training air squadrons, would 
CQ training usually conducted directly from the air station or on a detachment basis? 

Directly from the station. 



Facilities 

A. Air space and Flight Training Arms (cont.) 
L. 

8. Are there any air tdfic control qnstra.ints/procedures listed in the cumnt Air @s 
manual/A.CUZ study that cumntly, or may in the future, limit air station options? 

No. 

9. Does the current airspace which you schedulelcontrol pennit Advanced Strike training? If not, 
explain why . 
Yes. 

10, Is there airspace within 50 NM which permits Advanced Strike tmining? 

Yes. 
w 

1 1. Does the cumnt airspace configuration permit helicopter training? If not, explain why. 

Yes. Some general use ainpace would need to be designated 'ALERT AREAS" if flight 
operations exceeded 250,000 operations per year. 

12. Does the ainpace conf~guration prohibit other types of undergraduate pilot training? If so, 
explain why. 

No. To complete NFO training, 4 surface search (over-water) sorties are required per studerl. 
Those sorties, when conducted in conjunction with airway navigation sorties, could be flown 
out of NAS Meridian to NAS Pensacola, re-fuel, then to W-l55 and vice versa. All air 
intercept sorties required for NFO training can be conducted at NAS Meridian. 

22 Revised 20SEP94 





APPENDIX B 

KINGSVILLE 
OPSIPTR CALCULATIONS 

EXPLANATION: The following is a Kinesville worksheet provided the Navy-Meridian 
Team by CNATRA upon request for data supporting data call information. 

Where you see odd numbers in columns titled "Ops/Flight" and "Totals," a major error 
has occurred. By definition you cannot have an odd number of operations. Each take-off 
and each landing is one operation. Each approach and each departure is one operation. 
You will always have an even number of operations. Kingsville left out take-offs for a 
number of flights. 

You will also see the overhead added at  1135%." The correct add should have been 
1151.4%." 

The second page shows where deployment ops were subtracted. Note 88 weapons ops 
were deducted. Go back to the first page and note that 88 weapons ops is 100% of those 
listed. 

Page 3 is the CNATRA Planning Factor report for the T-45. The highlighted 175.60 is 
student only. The difference of 90.30 is overhead. 90.30 overhead divided by 175.60 
student equals 51.4%. (Kingsville apparently divided 90.30 by 265.90 to get its 35% 
factor. The math was wrong.) 
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APPENDIX C 

BRAC-93 & BRAC-95 DATA CALLS 
ON 

FLIGHT OPSIPTR 



3. Give the number of fight operations (i.e., take-offs, landings, and approach= 
without landings) and the minimum number of night flight operations required pcr student 
for each type and 1 4  of pilot training (and trainer aircraft). Give the historical average for 
day and night (1) fight operations required by the syllabus for ach student, (2) overhead' 
flight o p t i o n s  Kr student, and (3) total flight operations attributed to each student. Also 
verify the type(s) of vainer aircraft for each type and level of training, and make oomctions 

I Ovehcld  includu s x t n  flighuduc lo unsati~factor~ pcrfomunce. ainintarocc flighu. inwmplels nigh&. 
instmctor training, flights, warm-up fligbts. and instrument cback flightr. 

'1f requirements are still being derived, give best estimate. 



Mission Requirements 

b. Flight Training (cont.) 

3. Give the total number of flight operations (i.e,, take-offs, landings, and approaches 
without landings) and the minimum number of night flight operations required per graduate 
for each type and level of pilot training (and trainer aircraft). Include only those flipht 
operations that are conducted at your air station and outlying a i&aryhkk-Da not include 

ht ops required by the syllabus but conducted at other sites (e .~.  on det ' 
pt tndk-- 

air stations or on a carrier). To complete the below table, give the historical average for day 
and night (1) flight operations required per graduate at the air station and OLFs, (2) 
overhead' flight operations per graduate, and (3) total flight operations at the air station and 
OLFs attributed to each graduate. Also verify the type(s) of trainer aircraft for each type 
and level of training, and make corrections where necessary. 

I Overhead includes extra flights due to unsatisfactory performance, maintenance flights, incomplete flights. 
instnlctor training, flights, warm-up flights. and instrument check flights. 

Type of Pilot 
Training 

General 

Strike 

E2lC2 

w 2 ~ f  requirements are still being derived, give best estimate. 

6024 1 (DC2 3R 19 AUG 9 4 )  7-R 

Level of Pilot 
Training 

Primary 

Intermediate 

Advanced 

Intermediate & 
Advanced (TS 
Syllabus) 

Advanced 

Intermediate 

Advanced 

Fligbt Operations per Student 

Trainer Student Overhead' Total 

Aircraft Day Night Day Night Day Night 

T-34C NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 

JPATS' NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 

T-2 NIA NIA NIA N/A NIA NIA 

TA -4J NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 

T-45 906 213 487 81 1393 294 

T-45' 599 204 289 70 888 274 

T-44 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 

T-2 N/A NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 

T-45' NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 

Maritime 
Intermediate / - T-34C NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 

JPATS2 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 



Mission Requirements 
/BY3 OW~IA/J 

FLIGHT OPERATIONS PER F'LIGRT CALCULATED AS FOLLOWS: 
2210 TOTAL FLIGHT OPERATIONS PER PTR x .4 FOR T-2's = 884, 

x .6 FOR TA4'S = 1326 
NIGHT FLIGHT OPERATIONS CALCULATED BY SYLLABUS SORTIES: 

4 FOR INTI6 FOR ADV x 14.3 

* b. Plieht T&g 
Give the total number of flight operations (i.e., take-offs, landings, and approaches without 
landings) and the minimum number of night flight operations required per PTR for each type 
and level of pilot training (and trainer aircraft). Include all overhead2. Also verify the 
type(s) of trainer aircraft for each type and level of training, and make corrections where 

a. Estimate requirements for the T-45. 
T-45 DATA ESTIMATE FROM LATEST CNATRA PLANNING FACTORS DOCUMENT AND DRAFT 
MASTER CURRICULUM GUIDE. 

Wv 

20verhead includes extra flights due to unsatisfactory performance, maintenance flights, 
instructor training flights, flights canceled due to weather (i.e., incomplete flights), warm-up 
flights, and instrument check flights. w 3 

necessary. 

Type of Pilot 
Training 

General 

Strike 

EWC2 

Maritime 

Flight Operations per PTR Level of Pilot 
Tmhing 

primary 

Intermediate 

Advanced 

Intermediate 

Advanced 

Intermediate 

Advanced 

Total 

884 

951 -*' 

1326 

951 ' 

Trainer 
Aircraft 

T-34J 

T-2C 

T-45' 

TA-4J 

T-4s 

T-2 C 

T-45' 

T-44 

T-34C 

T-44 

Night 

57 

121.5 ' 

86 

l21.5 ' 
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KEN STORMS' BRIEF 
to BRAC Commission Staff 
23 MAR 95 

In my 3 1 years of active duty, I have spent a total of 8 years in a flight 
instructor billet. One year was in Navy Primary Flight Training, two years in 
a Replacement Air Group (FRS now) and five years in the Strike Training 
pipeline as Executive Officer and Commanding Officer of an Advanced 
Squadron and later as a Training Air Wing Commander. I have also served as 
the Navy and Marine Corps Aviation Safety Coordinator at what was then 
called Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Air Warfare) now N88. 

My loyalty to the United States Navy and Naval Aviation has never been 
questioned. While working in the Pentagon, I adopted the belief that when a 
decision was made which I thought was incorrect or unwise, 1 owed it to 
myself and Naval Aviation to find out why. Either the senior decision maker 
had more information than I, or I had more information than the decision 
maker. Either way we needed to talk. Most times, that senior person had 
more information than 1 and when I heard it I could fully support the decision. 
Sometimes I possessed more information, and the decision was reversed or 
modified. 

When I heard that using Runwav Caoacity was the theory to determine a 
military base's ability to produce a PTR, I needed to further investigate the 
theory. 

I found that the Runway Capacity Theory works well for some major civilian 
com~nercial airfields. At these large facilities the number of aircrews, aircraft 
and maintenance personnel exceed the capacity of the runways and 
departure/arrival controXlers to physically launch and recover the aircraft. 

At military Training Air Stations there are factors that act to constrain the 
ability to ever reach runway capacity. These constraints are number of 
aircraft, instructors, students and weather criteria. 

In order to operate a Naval Air Training base at maxiinurn runway capacity, 
* 

we would have .to place a student aviator in the same traffic density as 
experienced at Iiartsfield, O'Hare, Los Angeles International, etc. By utilizing 



the outlying airfields to maximum capacity, it would be similar to a La 
Guardia, JFK and Newark complex. Flying into these kinds of traffic densities 
is hard enough on experienced aviators armed with a co-pilot and a navigator. 
It would be overwhelming, unsafe and unnecessary to place a student aviator in 
that arena. 

I know of no production system whether it be manufacturing, industrial, 
educational or performance (such as race cars, aircraft, etc.) that are designed 
for operating at maximum performance. In our Naval aircraft, we utilize 
maximum range speeds, maximum endurance speeds, as well as terminal 
(maximum) speed. While the capability of achieving maximum performance 
when needed must be preserved, to intentionally plan to operate at maximum 
performance levels invites catastrophic failure. 

If a home field were my aircraf? and 80 ops per hour was my maximum speed, 
! would fly it at 60-65 ops per hour (max range speed) or  the most cost 
effective product~on speed. I could produce the maximum number of Naval 
Aviators and still maintain those I have already trained. I would still have a 
realistic surge capability. That would allow me to increase speed if requ~red 
but allow me to endure for a long perlod of time. 

As a squadron Executive Officer in  1980, my Training Squadron was working 
seven days per week, twelve hour shifts. In that year we had 18 instructors 
come upon their end of obligated service. Sixteen left the Naval service and 
two accepted follow on tours. During my C o ~ n m a n d i n g  Officer tour, my 
Wing Commander allowed me to go to eight hour shifts, five days per week. 
Our production went down for two months then in one month i t  returned to 
the old production rate. At the end of my tour, production was increased I I% 
above the old rate while the individual working hours were reduced by 33%. 
Exactly 18 instructors reached their end of obligated service with 16 taking 
follow on tours with the fleet, and two opting for civilian careers. 

You simply cannot work. people and machines for extended periods of time at 
100% of their capacity. Naval Aviators filling the roles of Strike flight 
instructors are not shore duty sailors. They are sea duty carrier aviators who 
happen to be on shore duty. 



ASSET REQUIREMENTS BASED ON PTR 

336 PTR I 5 1 1 OPSIPTR 

968 OPSIDAY HOMEFIELD 80 OPSIHR 12.1 HRSIDAY 
626 OPSIDAY 1 OLF 54 OPSIHR 1 1.6 HRSIDAY 
545 OPSIDAY 1 OLF 54 OPSIHR 10.1 HRSIDAY 

------------------- 
21 39 OPSIDAY 

2139 OPSIDAY X 237 DAYSNR = 506,943 OPSNR + 151 1 OPSIPTR = 336 PTR 

FLIGHTS SCHEDULEDIDAY = 312 
FLIGHTS COMPLETEDIDAY = 283 
STUDENT COMPLETED FLIGHTSIDAY = 187 w AIRCRAFT NEEDED IN "A" STATUS = 121 (.359 AIRCRAFT PER 1 PTR) 
INSTRUCTORS NEEDED = 138 (.4088 INSTRUCTORS PER 1 PTR) 
STUDENTS NEEDED = 311 (.925 STUDENTS PER 1 PTR) 

DAILY FLIGHT SCHEDULE PARAMETERS: 

1. LAUNCH 22 AlRCRAFTlHR AT HOMEFIELD FOR 12.1 HRS. 
2. AIRCRAFT MUST LAUNCH AT 2.7 MINUTE INTERVALS. 
3. 4 AIRCRAFT GO TO OLF #I AND GET 13 MORE OPERATIONS EACH. 
4. 4 AIRCRAFT GO TO OLF #2 AND GET 13 MORE OPERATIONS EACH. 
5. 6 AIRCRAFT STAY AT HOMEFIELD FOR 13 MORE OPERATIONS EACH. 
6. 8 AIRCRAFT GO TO AREA AND DO HIGH WORK THEN FILL IN AT OLF'S FOR 

13 MORE OPERATIONS EACH WHILE ORIGINAL OLF AIRCRAFT ARE TURNING 
AROUND ON DECK. 
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TABLE 3 
OPERATIONS BY AIRCRAFT TYPE 

NAS CORPUS CHRIST1 

An analysis of the contribution of each aircraft type to total noise 
exposure indicated that only the transient A-4 aircraft, in addition to 
the based aircraft, would contribute significantly to Ldn. Consequently, 
of the 49.422 daily transient operations, 38.846 were modelled, giving 
total modelled operations of 871.938. By modelling only the A-4 transient 
aircraft, as well as all based aircraft, the total M n  was computed to be 
within 0.1 dB of the total, had all transient operations been modelled. 

The breakdown of all aircraft types and operations, as modelled, are 
presented in Table 4. The percentage of aircraft operations by arrival, 
departure and patterns are based on the information as provided in the 
squadron data packages. 
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TABLE 6 (contpued) 
MODELLED AVERAGE BUSY DAY OPERATIONS BY FLIGHT TRACK 

NAS CORPUS CHRIST1 

Large T r a n s p o r t  A i r c r a f t  
(P-3) 
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w 
TABLE 6 (continued) 

MODELLED AVERAGE BUSY DAY OPERATIONS BY FLIGHT TRACK 
NAS CORPUS CHRIST1 

Jet A i r c r a f t  
( A - 4 , H U - 2 5 , C - 5 0 0 )  
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TABLE 6 (continued) 
MODELLED AVERAGE BUSY DAY OPERATIONS BY FLIGHT TRACK 

NAS CORPUS CHRIST1 

Helicopters 
(HH-65.w-1) 
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Realign NAS Meridian COBRA Analysis 

The analysis was based on the Navy's close NAS Meridian COBRA file 
"TNAS6DA.CBR." The close Meridian scenario was modified by deleting the 
transfer of NTTC Meridian personnel and equipment to NETC in Newport, Rhode 
Island, and the Supply Corps Officer School in Athens Georgia. All facilities at 
Meridian would close except the NTTC compound (training and headquarter 
buildings , and enlisted barracks), the medical and dental clinic, the Counter Drug 
Training Academy, the Consolidated bachelor quarters, the galley, Navy Exchange 
facilities, the Enlisted Club, morale, welfare and recreation facilities, the 
freshwater and waste water treatment plants. One hundred enlisted and fifty 
civilian employees were added from the positions being eliminated to perform base 
operating and security functions. 

The "realign NAS Meridian" scenario resulted in an increase in the net 
present value of savinys by 2015 of $16.5 millions over the "close Meridian" 
option and a reduction of one time costs of $37.5 million. This is because the 
$30 millions dollars in new construction at Athens, Georgia and Newport, Rhode 
Island, is never paid for by the small reduction in recurring costs resulting from the 
relocation of the scl~ools. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~5.01) 
Data As Of 10:22 11/19/1994, Report Created 15:33 03/29/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : ALT 3 - TRAINING MAS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\TNAS604A.(:BR w l t d  Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95C+f.SFF 

Start ing Year : 1996 
Final Year : 1999 
R O I  Year : Imnediate 

NPV i n  2015(SK): -464,499 
1-TimeCost(sK): 81,434 

Net Costs (SK) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 1998 1 999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - ---  - - - -  ---- 

M i  lCon 19,512 -24,461 27,140 -16,250 -12,000 
Person - 198 -1,782 -9,076 -20,656 -25,980 
Overhd 3,354 1.778 -930 -1,387 -6,868 
Moving 2,485 1,617 3,525 2,256 0 
Missio - 28 - 28 - 28 - 28 - 28 
Other -14,097 -2,362 -3,250 -17,406 -17,500 

TOTAL 11,028 -25,237 17,381 -53,471 -62,376 

1996 1997 1998 1 999 - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Off icers 1 7 41 12 
En1 is ted  16 58 182 71 
Civ i l ians 2 9 84 125 
TOTAL 19 74 307 208 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Officers 129 82 98 10 
En1 isted 3 1 87 81 1 68 
Students 25 1 1 78 137 716 
Civ i l ians 81 7 65 17 
TOTAL 492 354 38 1 91 1 

Sunnary: - - - - - - - -  
Close NAS Meridian SCENARIO 0160 - Consol Str ike Trng a t  NAS Kingsvi l le  
- Relocate NTTC t o  NavSCScol, Athens 8 NETC, Newport, R I  
Realign MAS Corpus Chr is t i  - Relocate UPT t o  NAS Pensacole & WAS Uhi t ing Fie ld 
- WAS Corpus Chr ist i  remains open as a NAF under MAS Kingsvi l le  
Mine Helo assets placed i n  Mine Warfare C t r  o f  Excellence, saving costs 
assoc u/ BRAC-93 placement of helos at NAS North Island 

Total - - - - -  
-9,958 

-83,672 
-10,921 

9,883 
-168 

-62,115 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

-25,980 
-6,868 

0 
- 28 

0 

TOTAL - - - - -  



COBRA REAL1 GNNENT S W R Y  (COBRA ~5.01) 
Data AS of 21:59 03/27/3995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NTTC-OPEN MAS-CLOSE 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NTTC-OPN-CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N~~OH.SFF 

Star t ing Year : 1996 
Final Year : 1999 
ROI Year : lmnediate 

Net Costs (SKI Constant Dol lars 
1 996 1997 1998 1999 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

n i  [Con 17,031 -24,882 0 - 16,250 
Person -434 -2,078 -10,126 -20,614 
Overhd 2,424 1,044 -2,175 -4,750 
novi ng 2,519 1,633 3,434 1,080 
Missio - 28 - 28 - 28 - 28 
Other -14,997 -2,589 -3,250 -17,406 

TOTAL 6,515 -26,900 -12,146 -57,968 -60,555 

1996 1997 1998 1999 - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Off icers 1 7 4 1 12 
Enl is ted 16 58 182 71 
C iv i  1 ians 2 9 84 125 
TOTAL 19 74 307 208 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off icers 129 82 98 0 
Enl is ted 3 1 87 72 0 
Students 
C iv i l i ans  
TOTAL 

Sunnary: - - - - - - - -  
Realign MAS Meridian 
- Consol S t r i ke  Trng a t  MAS K ingsv i l l e  
- NTTC Meridian remains open 
Realign MAS Corpus Ch r i s t i  - Relocate UPT t o  MAS Pensacola 8 MAS Whiting F i e l d  
- MAS Corpus Ch r i s t i  remains open as a WAF under WAS K ingsv i l l e  
Mine Helo assets placed i n  Mine Warfare C t r  o f  Excellence, saving costs 
assoc w/ BRAC-93 placement o f  helos a t  NAS North Is land  

Total - - - - -  
-40,000 
-84,634 
-14,130 

8,666 
-168 

-63,242 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

-25,690 
-5,337 

0 
- 28 

0 

TOTAL - - - - -  
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PRESENTERS 



PRESENTERS 

Honorable Kirk Fordice, Governor 
State of Mississippi 

Bill Crawford 
Director, Navy-Meridian Team 
BRAC-91, 93, 95 

Robert F. Dunn, Vice Admiral, U. S. Navy (Retired) 
Former Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Air Warfare) 

William McGowan, Rear Admiral, U. S. Navy (Retired) 

w Immediate Past Chief of Naval Air Training 

Randy Leddy, Captain, U. S. Navy (Retired) 
Former Training and Operations 
Chief of Naval Air Training 

Ken Storms, Captain, U. S. Navy (Retired) 
Former Commander, 
Training Air Wing ONE, Meridian 

Jack Douglass, Lieutenant Commander, U. S. Navy (Retired) 
Former Operations Officer, 
Training Air Wing ONE, Meridian 

P. 0. Box 790 MERIDIAN, MS 39302 
601-693-1306 (VOICE) 601-693-5638 (FAX) 
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GLOSSARY 

AICUZ 

BASH 

BCEG 

BSAT 

BSEC 

CNATRA 

CNO 

COBRA 

DOD 

DON 

POD 

JPATS 

NAS 

NFO 

NTTC 

OLF 

OPS/PTR 

PTR 

STRIKE 

UPT 

Air Incompatible Use Zone 

Bird Air Strike Hazard 

Base Closure Executive Group 

Base Structure Analysis Team 

Base Structure Evaluation Committee 

Chief of Naval Air Training 

Chief of Naval Operations 

Costs of Base Realignment Action 

Department of Defense 

Department of the Navy 

Foreign Object Damage 

Joint Primary Aviation Training System 

Naval Air Station 

Naval Flight Officer 

Naval Technical Training Center 

Outlying Field 

Operations per Pilot Training Rate 

Pilot Training Rate 

Navy Carrier Jet Pilot Training 

Undergraduate Pilot Training 



May 1,1995 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Governor of the State of Mississippi presented our argument concerning the Naval 
Technical Training Center at NAS Meridian during the Birmingham Regional Hearing. The 
Navy Meridian Team, the official community authority, respectfully submits the attached 
information to support his argument that the Navy recommendation to close NTTCM is flawed. 

In summary, Navy data shows NTTCM should remain open and COBRA cost analysis shows 
NTTCM should stay open, whether NAS Meridian is closed or not. 

The NTTCM closure is a separate recommendation from the closure of NAS Meridian. We 
respectfully request that NTTCM be reviewed and considered on a stand alone basis. 

We appreciate the awesome t lk you and your fellow commissioners are undertaking. Thank 
you for the fair consideratio Y? ou are giving our case. 

P. 0. Box 790 MERIDIAN, MS 39302 
601-693-1306 (VOICE) 601-693-5638 (FAX) 











Realign NAS Meridian COBRA Analysis 

The analysis was based on the Navy's close NAS Meridian COBRA file 
"TNAS6DA.CBR." The close Meridian scenario was modified by deleting the 
transfer of NTTC Meridian personnel and equipment to NETC in Newport, Rhode 
Island, and the Supply Corps Officer School in Athens Georgia. All facilities at 
Meridian would close except the NTTC compound (training and headquarter 
buildings , and enlisted barracks), the medical and dental clinic, the Counter Drug 
Training Academy, the Consolidated bachelor quarters, the galley, Navy Exchange 
facilities, the Enlisted Club, morale, welfare and recreation facilities, the 
freshwater and waste water treatment plants. One hundred enlisted and fifty 
civilian employees were added from the positions being eliminated to perform base 
operating and security functions. 

The "realign NAS Meridian" scenario resulted in an increase in the net 
present value of savin~s  by 2015 of $16.5 millions over the "close Meridian" 
option and a reduction of one time costs of $37.5 million. This is because the 
$30 millions dollars in new construction at Athens, Georgia and Newport, Rhode 
Island, is never paid for by the small reduction in recurring costs resulting from the 
relocation of the schools. - 

- - 
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COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMHARY (COBRA ~5.01) 
Data As,\Of 21:59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department : NAW 
Option Package : NTTC-OPEN WAS-CLOSE 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NTTC-WN.CBR w Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N950U..SFF 

Start ing Year : 1996 
Final Year : 1999 
ROI  Year : Imnediate 

NPV i n  2015(SK): -481,021 
I-Time Cost(SK): 45,704 

Net costs (SK) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

UilCon 17,031 -24,882 
Person -434 -2,078 
Overhd 2,424 1,044 
Uovi ng 2,519 1,633 
Uissio - 28 - 28 
Other -14,997 -2,589 

TOTAL 6,515 -26,900 -12,146 -57,968 -60,555 

1996 1997 1998 1 999 - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Off icers 1 7 4 1 12 
Enlisted 16 58 182 71 
Civi l ians 2 9 84 125 
TOTAL 19 74 307 208 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Officers 129 82 98 0 
Enlisted 31 87 72 0 
Students 25 1 1 78 137 0 
Civi l iens 
TOTAL 

81 7 60 0 
492 354 367 0 

Total - - - - -  
-40,000 
-84,634 
-14,130 
8 I 666 
-168 

-63,242 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

-25,690 
-5,337 

0 
- 28 
0 

TOTAL - - - - -  

- - - - - - - -  
Realign NAS Meridian 
- Consol S t r ike  Trng a t  NAS K ingsv i l le  
- NTTC Meridian remains open 
Realign NAS Corpus Chr ist i  - Relocate UPT t o  NAS Pensacola 8 MAS Whiting Fie ld 
- NAS Corpus Chr is t i  remains open as a NAF wider WAS Kingsvi l le  
Mine Helo assets placed i n  Mine Warfare C t r  of Excellence, saving costs 
assoc u/ BRAC-93 placement of helos a t  NAS North Island 

Appendix A 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.01) - Page 2 
Data As Of 21:59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department : NAVY 

Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NTTC-OPN.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\~%W.SFF 

Costs (SK) Constant Dollars 
1996 . 1997 ---- - - - -  

Mi lCon 17,110 1 1,873 
Person 346 667 
Overhd 3,015 3,816 
Moving 2.663 1,785 
Missio 0 0 
Other 937 79 1 

TOTAL 24, OR 18,933 10,039 6,825 4,810 

Savings (SK) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 ---- - - - -  

Mi lCon 79 36,755 
Person 78 1 2,745 
Overhd 591 2,772 
Moving 144 152 
Missio 28 28 
Other 15,934 3,380 

TOTAL 17,557 45,833 22,185 64,793 65,365 

Total ----- 
28,984 
6,m 

22,708 
9,116 

0 
1,%2 

69,490 

Total ----- 
68, 984 
91,363 
36,838 

450 
1 68 

65,194 

262,998 

Beyond ------ 
0 

1,232 
3,578 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

26,922 
8,915 

0 
28 
0 



WET PRESENT VALUES REWRT (COBRA v5.01) 
Data As Of 21 :59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department : NAW 
Option Package : NTTC-OPEN.,tjAS-CLOSE 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N~~C-OPN .CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : c:\coBRA\N%OM.SFF 

Year ---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2005' 
2010 
201 1 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 

Adjusted Cost(S) ---------------- 
6,427,800 

-25,827,136 
-1 1,349,397 
-52,717,369 
-53,595,866 
-36,570,262 
-26,034,466 
-25,337,680 
-24,659,542 
-23,999,555 
-23,357,231 
-22,732,098 
-22,123,696 
-21,531,578 
-20,955,307 
-20,394,459 
-19,848,622 
-19,317,394 
-18,800,383 
-18,297,210 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.01) 
Data AS pf 21:59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department : MAW 
Option Package : NTTC-OPEU NAS-CLOSE 
Scenario F i l e  : c:\CO~RA'CW TC-OPN-CBR L Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\ OH.SFF 

( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

Category -------- 
Construction 

M i l i t a ry  Construction 
Feolity Housing Construction 
Information Management Accaunt 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C iv i l i an  RIF 
Civ i l ian  Early Retirement 
C iv i l ian  New Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning S w r t  
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civ i l ian  Moving 
Civ i l ian  PPS 
M i l i t a ry  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Cost - - - -  

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envirormental Mi t igat ion Costs 700,000 
One-Time Unique Costs 1,252,000 

Total - Other 1,952,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 45,704,335 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a ry  Construction Cost Avoidances 68,984,000 
Fanily Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a ry  Moving 450,297 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Envirormental Mi t igat ion Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 65,194,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Time Savings 134,628,297 , .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net *-Time Costs -88,923,961 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.01) - Page 2 
Data As Qf 21:59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department : M A W  
Option Package : NTTC-W&N WAS-CLOSE 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBv\MTTC-WM.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\MBRA\N%W.SFF 

Ease: WAS MERIDIAN, MS 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

Category - - - - - - - -  cost ---- Sub-Total --------- 
Construction 

M i l i t a ry  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Accomt 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Persomel 
C iv i l ian  R I F  
C iv i l ian  Early Retirement 
C iv i l ian  Neu Hires 
E l  iminated M i  1 i ta ry  PCS 
Unenployment 

Total - Persomel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdom 

Total - Overhead 

floving 
Civ i l ian  Moving 865,110 
Civ i l ian  PPS 1,742,400 
fli l i t a r y  Moving 1,213,897 
Freight 226,1?9 
One-Time Moving Costs 460,900 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Envirormental Mi t igat ion Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 7,640,498 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

f l i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 15,479,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i  l i tary Uoving 224,697 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Envirormental Mi t igat ion Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 65,194,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Tim Savings 80,897,697 ' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs -73,257,199 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.01) - Page 3 
Data As Ofc 21:59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package.:: NTTC-OPEN NAS-CLOSE 
scenario F i l e  :, C:\COB~\NTTC_OPN.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\CfX#A\N950H.SFF 

Base: WAS CORPUS CHRISTI, TX 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

Category . -------- Cost Slrb-Total ---- --------- 
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Uanagement Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Persomel 
C i v i l i an  RIF 
C iv i l i an  Ear ly Retirement 
C i v i l i an  Neu Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unenployment 

Total - Persomel 

Overhead 
Program Plaming Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Movi rig 
CiviLian Moving 
C iv i l i an  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
f re ight  
@-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envirormental U i t iga t ion  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 718,000 

Total - Other 718,000 
---------------------..-------------------------------------------------------- 
Total One-Time Costs 15,355,399 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

U i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 53,505,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Ui l i t a r y  Uoving 225,599 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environnental Mi t igat ion Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

I 

Total One-Time Savings 53,730,599 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs -38,375,201 



OWE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.01) - Page 4 
Data As Qf 21:59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department : NAW 
Option Package : NTTC-OPEN WAS-CLOSE - 
scenario F i l e  : C:\COBW\N~TC 09W.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N&~.SFF 

Base: NAS KINGSVILLE, .TX 
(A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

Category - - - - - - - -  
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Managemt Account 
Lend 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  Neu Hires 
E l  i r n i ~ t e d  Mi 1 i t a r y  PCS 
Unenployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C iv i l i an  Moving 
C iv i l i an  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
Om-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

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

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envirormental Mi t igat ion Costs 550,000 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 550,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Orre-Time Costs 18,191,439 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
&-Time Savings 

Mi 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 
Envirorrnental Mi t igat ion Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - -  
Total One-Time Savings 0 .  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Total Net One-Time Costs 18,191,439 



ONE-TIHE COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.01) - Page 5 
Data As Of 21:59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department : NAW 
'(II( Option Package : NTTC-WEN ?(AS-CLOSE 

Scenario F i  l e  : c:\coBRA\&Tc-WN-CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : c:\COBRA\N%~~.SFF 

Base: WAS PENSACOLA, FL 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

Category -------- 
Construction 

M i l i t a ry  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Infornation Management Accwnt 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Persomel 
C iv i l i an  RIF 
Civ i l ian  Early Retirement 
C iv i l i an  New Hires 
EL iminated M i  1 i tary PCS 
Uneaplo~lnent 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civ i l ian  Uoving 
Civ i l ian  PPS 
M i l i t a ry  Moving 
~ r e i g h t -  
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

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

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envirormental Ui t igat ion Costs 150,000 ' 

~ne-Time Unique Costs 440,000 
Total - Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 4,517,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a ry  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Fami l y  Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
U i l i t a r y  Uoving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Emirormental Mi t igat ion Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Time Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net' One-Time Costs 4,517,000 



OWE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.01) - Page 6 
Data As pf 21:59 03/27/7995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : QTC-OPEN WAS-CLOSE 
Scenario F i l e  : C COBRA\NTTC-OPN-CBR $ Std Fctrs F i l e  : C~.\~O~RA\N%OU.SFF 

Base: WAS WHlTING FIELD, FL 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

Category' - - - -----  cost 
- - a -  

Sub-Total - - - - - - - - -  
construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Persomel 
C iv i l i an  R I F  
Civ i  1 ian Early Retirement 
C iv i l i an  New Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unenployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdom 

Total - Overhead 

Movi ng 
Civ i l ian  Moving 
C iv i l i an  PPS 
n i l  i tary  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Envirornrental Mi t igat ion Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
- -Time Savings 

M i l i t a ry  Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i l i t a ry  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Envirormental Mi t igat ion Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Time Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 0 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA VS -01 ) 
D a t a  As O f  21:59 03/27/1995, Repor t  C r e a t e d  15:29 03/29/1995 

Department : NAW 
O p t i o n  Package : NTTC-WEN,NAS-CLOSE w S c r u r i o F i l e  :C:\CWM\~TTC-WN.CER 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N*%OP(.SFF 

A l l  Costs in SK 

Base Nape --------- 
NAS MERIDIAN 
WAS CORPUS CHRISTI 
NAS KINGSVILLE 
NAS PENSACOLA 
WAS WHITING FIELD 

Tota ls :  

T o t a l  
M i  lCon 

InA 
Cost  

Land 
Purch 

Cost  
A v o i d  ----- 

-15,479 
-53,505 

0 
0 
0 ------------ 

-68,984 

T o t a l  
c o s t  ----- 

-15,479 
-46,090 

17,641 
3,927 

0 
. - - - - - - - - -  

-40,000 



MILITARY MWSTRUCTlON ASSETS (COBRA ~5.01) - Page 2 
Data As pf 21:59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department : MAW 
Option Package ;,:NTTC-OPEN NAS-CLOSE 
Scenario F i l e  : ,C:\CC#RA\NTTC-WN.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N%W.SFF 

MilCon fo r  Base: NAS MERIDIAN, MS 

A l l  costs i n  SK 

Description: - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
-----------------. 

Milcon Using Rehab Yew leu Total 
Categ Rehab Cost* MiLCon Cost* Cost* ----- ----- ----- ------ - - - - -  - - - - -  

Total Construction Cost: 0 
+ In fo  Management Account : 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 15,479 ---------------------------------------- 

TOTAL : -15,479 

MilCon Costs include S i te  Preparation Costs, Design Costs, 
Contingency Planning Costs and SIOH Costs where applicable 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.01) - Page 3 
Data As Qf 21:59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NTTC-.ilk!W WAS-CLOSE 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBw\ 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\ 

MilCon fo r  Base: .WAS CORPUS CHRISTI, TX 

~ l l  costs i n ' s ~  
MilCon Using Rehab Neu New Total 

Description: Categ Rehab Cost* MiLCon Cost* Cost* ------------- ----- -----  ----- - - - - - - ----- ----- 
Horizontal (SY) HOR I Z 0 0 70,000 6,283 6,283 
Extend RUs 17-35 & 04-22 by 1,000 f t  ea. and taxiways 3,000 f t  a t  WAS CC 
R/U Lighting OTHER 0 n/a 0 n/a 264 
WAF Corps Chr is t i  improvements 
Taxiway Lighting OTHER 0 n/a 0 n/a 168 
NAF Corps Chr is t i  inprovements 
Arresting Gear (4) OTHER 0 n/a 0 n/a 200 
NAF Corpus Christ i improvements 
Wheel naveof f OTHER 0 n/ a 0 n/a 500 
NAF Corpus Chr ist i  improvements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total Construction Cost: 7,415 
+ In fo  Management Accomt: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 - Construction Cost Avoid: 53,505 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL : -46,090 

* MitCon Costs include S i te  Preparation Costs, Design Costs, 
Contingency Plaming Costs and SIOH Costs where applicable 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.01) - Page 4 
Data As Of 21:59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department : NAW 
Option Package : NTTC-qLEN US-CLOSE 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NT,T,C OQN.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : c:\COB~A\N%G.SFF 

MilCon fo r  Base: NAS KINGSVILLE, TX 

A l l  Costs i n  'tK 
M i l C o n  Using Rehab Neu Neu Total 

Description: Categ Rehab Cost* MiLCon Cost* Cost* ------------- ----- ----- -----  ------ ----- ----- 
Horizontal (SY) HORIZ 0 0 17,500 1,658 1,658 
Additional Parking Aprons a t  NALF Orange Grove 
AirMaintenance(SF1AIROP 87,800 12,478 0 0 12,478 
Hangar and other f a c i l i t i e s  
Sqly/Storage<SF) STORA 0 n/a 20,400 n/a 1,400 
Warehousing reqt  f o r  12 a i r c ra f t  parts WAS Kingsvi l le  
Administrative (SF) AOMIN 25,900 n/a 0 n/a 1,925 
TRAUING Two Headquarters 
Training (SF) SCHLB 4,000 n/a 0 n/a 180 
Classrooms and operational trainers (8) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total Construction Cost: 17,641 
+ In fo  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL : 17,641 

UilCon Costs include S i te  Preparation Costs, Design Costs, 
Contingency P l a ~ i n g  Costs and SIOH Costs where applicable 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.01) - Page 5 
Oata As Of 21 :59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department :NAW 
Option Package : NTTC-OPEN UAS-UOSE 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA\N?TC OPN-CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : c:\COBRA\N&~.SFF 

MilCon fo r  Base: NAS PENSACOLA, FL 

A l l  Costs i n  SK . 
. Mi lCon Using Rehab New New Total 

Description: Categ Rehab Cost* U i lCm Cost* Cost* ------------- -----  ..---- -----  - -----  - ----  ----- 
A i r  Maintenance(SF) AIROP 0 n/a 16,380 n/a 400 
Construct tuo wash racks fo r  add'l a i r c ra f t  
Adninistrat ive (SF) ADMIN 15,750 n/a 14,100 n/a 3,192 
Rehab Bldg 3221; spaces f o r  CNATRA s ta f f  8 HRO persomel from NAS Meridian 
Training (SF) SCHLB 6,100 n/a 0 n/a 335 
Bldg 3813 ( fo r  UPT) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total Construction Cost: 3,927 
+ In fo  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL : 3,927 

* Milcon Costs include S i te  Preparation Costs, Design Costs, 
Contingency Plaming Costs and SlOH Costs where applicable 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.01) 
D a t a  As Of 21:59 03/27/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  15:29 03/29/1995 

D-oer tment  : NAW 
In Package : NTTC-OPEN NAS-CLOSE 

i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NTTC-0PN.CBR 
c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N%OH.SFF ,, 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NAS MERIDIAN, MS 

BASE POWLITION (FY 1996): 
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  S t u d e n t s  C i v i  1 i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  ---------- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

208 687 1,179 331 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  ---- - ---  ----  - ---  ---- ---- ----- 

O f f i c e r s  -8 0 0 0 0 0 -8 
En1 isted -19 0 0 0 0 0 - 19 
S t u d e n t s  -313 0 0 0 0 0 -313 
C i v i l i a n s  -16 0 0 0 0 0 -16 
TOTAL -356 0 0 0 0 0 -356 

BASE POWLATIOW ( P r i o r  t o  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En1 i s t e d  S t u d e n t s  C i v i l i a n s  ---------- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

200 668 866 315 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: NAS KINGSVILLE, 

1996 ----  
O f f i c e r s  45 
E n l i s t e d  15 
S t u d e n t s  75 
C i v i l i a n s  4 
lOTAL 139 

TX 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  ---- ---- -----  
14 79 0 0 0 138 
46 50 0 0 0 111 
0 75 0 0 0 150 
2 36 0 0 0 42 

62 240 0 0 0 44 1 

)CI PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out  o f  WAS MERIDIAN, MS): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  - - - -  - - - -  ----  - - - -  ---- ---- ----- 

O f f i c e r s  45 14 79 0 0 0 138 
En1 isted 15 46 50 0 0 0 11 1 
S t u d e n t s  75 0 75 0 0 0 150 
C i v i l i a n s  4 2 36 0 0 0 42 
TOTAL 139 62 240 0 0 0 441 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  - - - -  ---- ---- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - ----  

Officers 0 - 5 -35 -12 0 0 -52 
E n l i s t e d  0 -40 -169 - 71 0 0 -280 
C i v i l i a n s  - 1 -5 -70 -125 0 0 -201 
TOTAL - 1 -50 -274 -208 0 0 -533 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t ion ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En1 isted S t u d e n t s  C i v i l i a n s  ., ---------- - - - - - - - - - -  ---------- - - - - - - - - - -  

10 277 71 6 72 

PERSONNEL SUMWRY FOR: NAS CORWS CHRISTI, TX 

BASE POWLATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  S t u d e n t s  C i v i l i a n s  - - - -------  ---------- ---------- ---------- 

342 860 416 93 1 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  - - - -  - - - -  ---- - - - -  ---- ---- - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  19 0 0 0 0 0 19 
l isted 329 0 0 0 0 0 329 

wlutzk 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

-170 0 0 0 0 0 -170 
TOTAL 1 78 0 0 0 0 0 178 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.01) - Page 2 
D a t a  A s  Of 21:59 03/27/1595, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  15:29 03/29/1995 

Depar tmen t  : NAVY 
option Package  : NTTC-OPEN WAS-CLOSE 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NTTC-OPN-CBR (V S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N!X%M.SFF 

BASE POPULATION ( P r i o r  t o  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  S t u d e n t s  C i v i l i a n s  ---------- ----..----- - - - - - - - - - -  ---------- 

361 1,189 416 761 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To  Base: NAS KINGSVILLE, 

1 996 ---- 
O f f i c e r s  0 
En1 isted 0 
S t u d e n t s  0 
C i v i l i a n s  6 
TOTAL 6 

TX 
1997 1998 1999 2000 ZOO1 T o t a l  - - - -  ---- ---- ----  ----  - - - - -  
3 1 0 0 0 4 
9 6 0 0 0 15 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 2 0 0 0 8 
12 9 0 0 0 27 

To Base: WAS PENSAMKA, FL  
1996 1997 1598 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  - - - -  ---- ---- - ---  - - - -  ---- - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  42 20 18 0 0 0 80 
E n l i s t e d  16 25 14 0 0 0 55 
S t u d e n t s  61 62 62 0 0 0 185 
C i v i l i a n s  71 2 20 0 0 0 93 
TOTAL 190 109 114 0 0 0 413 

To Base: NAS WHITING FIELD, FL 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- - ---  - ---  ---- - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  42 45 0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 7 2 0 0 
S t u d e n t s  115 116 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 3 2 0 0 y TOTAL 157 171 4 0 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of WAS CORPUS CHRISTI, TX): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- - - - -  ---- ---- - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  84 68 19 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  16 4 1 22 0 0 
S t u d e n t s  1 76 1 78 62 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  77 5 24 0 0 
TOTAL 353 292 127 0 0 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

O f f i c e r s  -1 - 2 
E n l i s t e d  -16 -18 
C i v i l i a n s  - 1 -4 
TOTAL - 18 -24 

BASE POWLATIOU ( A f t e r  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  - - - - - - - - - -  ---------- 

181 1,063 

S t u d e n t s  ---------- 
0 

2001 T o t a l  
- - - *  - - - - -  
0 87 
0 9 
0 23 1 
0 5 
0 332 

2001 T o t a l  

2001 T o t a l  - - - -  - - - - -  

C i v i  l i e n s  - - - - - - - - - -  
636 

PERSONNEL SUlMARY FOR: WAS KINGSVILLE, TX 

BASE POWLATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En1  i s t e d  S t u d e n t s  C i v i  1 i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  - ---------  - ---------  - - - - - - - - - -  

151 51 1 317 329 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.01) - Page 3 
D a t a  As  Of 21:59 03/27/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  15:29 03/29/1995 

D e p a r t m e n t  : NAVY 
O p t i o n  Package  : NTTC-OPEN WAS-C1.OSE 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NTTC-OPN-CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NROI.SFF 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
F rom Base: NAS MERIDIAN, MS 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - ---  - - - -  ---- ----- 
O f f i c e r s  45 14 79 0 0 0 138 
E n l i s t e d  a 15 46 50 0 0 0 111 
S t u d e n t s  75 0 75 0 0 0 150 
C i v i  1 ians 4 2 36 0 0 0 42 
TOTAL 139 62 240 0 0 0 44 1 

From Base: WAS CORPUS CHRISTI, TX 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  - - - -  ---- - - - -  ---- - - - -  ---- ----- 

O f f i c e r s  0 3 1 0 0 0 4 
E n l i s t e d  0 9 6 0 0 0 15 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  1 i a n s  6 0 2 0 0 0 8 
TOTAL 6 12 9 0 0 0 27 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  WAS KINGSVILLE, TX): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  ---- - - - -  - - --  - - - -  - - - -  ---- ----- 

O f f i c e r s  45 17 80 0 0 0 142 
E n l i s t e d  15 55 56 0 0 0 126 
S t u d e n t s  75 0 75 0 0 0 150 
C i v i  1 ians 10 2 38 0 0 0 50 
TOTAL 145 74 249 0 0 0 468 

BASE POWLATION ( A f t e r  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n 1  isted S t u d e n t s  C i v i l i a n s  ---------- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NAS PENSACOLA, FL 

BASE POWLATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n 1  isted S t u d e n t s  C i v i  l i a n s  ---------- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

708 1,627 1,943 2,052 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
F rom Base: NAS CORPUS CHRISTI, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a I  ---- - - - -  - - --  - - - -  - - - -  ----  - - - - -  
O f f i c e r s  42 20 18 0 0 0 80 
E n l i s t e d  16 25 14 0 0 0 55 
S t u d e n t s  61 62 62 0 0 0 185 
C i v i  L i a n s  71 2 20 0 0 0 93 
TOTAL 190 109 114 0 0 0 413 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  WAS PENSACOLA, FL): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- - ---  ---- - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  42 20 18 0 0 
En1 isted 16 25 14 0 0 
S t u d e n t s  61 62 62 0 0 
C i v i  L i a n s  71 2 20 0 0 
TOTAL 190 109 114 0 0 

ZOO1 T o t a l  - - - -  - - - - -  
0 80 
0 55 
0 185 
0 93 
0 413 

BASE POWLATION ( A f t e r  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  S t u d e n t s  C i v i  1 i a n s  ---------- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - --------  

788 1,682 2,128 2,145 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.01) - Page 4 
Data As O f  ,21:59 03/27/1995, Report created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department : NAVY 
option Package : NTTC-OPEN NAS-CLOSE 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NTTC-WN.CBR 
s td  Fctrs Fi  l e  : C:\mBRA\N9Y*.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: WAS WHITING FIELD, FL 

BASE pWUUTf013 (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
o f f i cers  . Enlisted Students C iv i l ians  - - - - - - - - - -  ---------- - - - - - - - - - -  - ---------  

262 , 673 123 214 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: NAS MRPUS CHRISTI, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  ---- - ---  ----  - - - -  ---- - - - - -  
Off icers 42 45 0 0 0 0 87 
En1 is ted  0 7 2 0 0 0 9 
Students 115 116 0 0 0 0 231 
Civ i t ians 0 3 2 0 0 0 5 
TOTAL 157 171 4 0 0 0 332 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( In to  NAS UHITING FIELD, 
1996 1997 1998 1999 ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Off icers 42 45 0 0 
Enlisted 0 7 2 0 
Students 115 116 0 0 
Civ i l ians 0 3 2 0 
TOTAL 157 171 4 0 

FL): 
2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

0 0 87 
0 0 9 
0 0 23 1 
0 0 5 
0 0 332 

BASE POWLATION (After BRAC Action): 
Off icers Enlisted Students C iv i l ians  ---------- - ---------  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

349 682 354 219 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IUPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.01) 
Data As Qf 21:59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department : NAW 
Option Package : NTTC-OPEN WAS-CLOSE 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NTTC-OPN-CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N?SgM.SFF 

Rate 
--..- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civ i l i an  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
Civ i  liens Moving (the remainder) 
C i v i l i an  Positions Available 

CIVILlAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civ i l i an  Turnover 15.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civi l ians Available t o  Move 
Civ i l ians Moving 
C iv i l i an  RlFs (the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
Civ i  1 ians Moving 
New Civ i l ians Hired 
Other C i v i l i an  Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMEMTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 

Total ----- 
148 
14 
7 
21 
7 
99 
49 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i an  Turnover, and Civ i l ians Not 
Wilt ing t o  Uove are not applicable fo r  moves uder f i f t y  miles. 

+ The Percentage of C iv i l ians  Not Moving (Voluntary R l t r )  varies by base. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSOE(UEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA vS.01) - Page 2 
Data As Qf 21:59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department : NAW 
Option Package : NTTC-OPEN NAS-CLOSE 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\NTTC-OPN-CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\N%~.SFF 

Base: NAS MERIDIAN, MS Rate 
* - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Ret iremenr 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving <RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civi Lian Turnover 15.00% 
priority Placement# 60.00% 
civilians Available to nove 
civilians Moving 
civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

2001 Total ----  ----- 
0 42 
0 4 
0 2 
0 6 
0 2 
0 28 
0 14 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
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 1 1 1  13 0 0 25 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 2 1 2 0 0 1 4  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 1 3 42 75 0 0 121 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Uillinq to Move are not applicable for moves d e r  fifty miles. . . 

il Not 811 Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change i f  Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IUPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.01) - Page 3 
Data As Of, 21:59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:s 03/29/1995 

Department : NAVY 
option Package : NTTC-OPEN NAS-CLOSE 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NTTC-OPN-CBR 1(I11 s t d F c t r s  F i l e :  C:\COBRA\N95Q(.SrF 

Base: NAS CORPUS CHRISTI, 'TX Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIOWS REALIGNING OUT 

Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civ i  l ian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not n w i n g  ( ~ l F s ) *  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 i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i l ians Available t o  Move 
Civ i l ians Moving 
C iv i l i an  RlFs (the remainder) 

Total ----- 
106 
10 
5 

15 
5 

71 
35 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Civ i l ians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New Civ i l ians  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i an  Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 8 0 3 0 0 0 1 1  
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 4 1 1 0 0 0  6 
TOTALCIVILlANPRIORITYPLACEHENTS# 1 2 8 0 0 0 11 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i an  Turnover, and Civ i l ians Not 
Wi l l ing t o  Uove are not applicable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.01) - Page 4 
Data As Of,+21:59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department : MAW 
Option Package : NTTC-OPEN WAS-CLOSE 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NTTC-OPN-CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95W$FF 

Base: WAS KINGSVILLE, TX date ----  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular ~et i rement*  5.00% 
C iv i l i an  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not noving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
c i v i l i ans  Moving (the remainder) 
C i v i l i an  Positions Avai lable 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civ i  l ian Turnover 15.00% 
p r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i l ians Available t o  Move 
Civ i l ians Moving 
C iv i l i an  RlFs ( the  remainder) 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  ---- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 10 2 38 0 0 0 50 
c i v i l i ans  noving 7 2 3 1  0 0 0 4 0  
Neu Civ i l ians Hired 3 0 7 0 0 0 1 0  
Other C i v i l i an  Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

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

Early Retirements, Regutar Retirements, C i v i l i an  Turnover, and Civ i l ians  Not 
U i l l i n g  t o  Move are not applicable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  P l a c a n t s  involve s Pewnent  Change o f  Station. The rate 
o f  PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.01) - Page 5 
Data As Of 21:59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

b p a r t m t  : YAW 
ion  package : NTTC-OPEN WAS-CLOSE 

r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NTTC-OPN-CBR 
F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N%C#4.SFFt-L 

Base: WAS PENSACOLA, FL 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 noving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
c i v i l i a n s  noving ( the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai lab le 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  ----- 
0 0 0 0 0  0 
0 0 0 0 0  0 
0 0 0 0 0  0 
0 0 0 0 0  0 
0 0 0 0 0  0 
0 0 0 0 0  0 
0 0 0 0 0  0 

CIVILIAN WSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civ i  1 i an  Turnover 15.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00X 
Civ i l i ans  Avai lable t o  nove 
C iv i l i ans  Uoving 
c i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIOUS REALIGNING I N  71 2 20 0 0 0 93 
Civ i l i ans  Uoving 45 2 15 0 0 0 62 
Neu C i v i l i ans  Hired 2 6 0 5 0 0 0 3 1  
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 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 
TOTALCIVILIANPRlORITYPLACEUENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 2 6 0 5 0 0 0 3 1  

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C iv i l i ans  Not 
l i l l i n g  t o  Move are not appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. . . 

o t  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% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.01) - Page 6 
Data As Of 21:59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NTTC-OPEN WAS-CLOSE 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NTTC-0PN.CBR 
std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95CH,.SFF 

Base: NAS UHITING FIELD, FL Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING WT 

Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular ~ e t  irement* 5.00% 
Civ i l ian  Turnaver* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFsI* 6.00% 
Civ i l ians Moving (the remainder) 
C i v i l i an  Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retireinent 10.00% 
Regular Retirement s . 00% 
C iv i l i an  Turnover 15.00X 
Pr io r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i l ians Available t o  Uove 
Civ i l ians Uoving 
Civi l i e n  RIFs (the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  
Civ i l ians Moving 
New Civ i l ians Hired 
Other C i v i l i an  Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEU HIRES 

Total - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i an  Turnover, and Civ i l ians Not 
U i l l i m  t o  Hove 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% 



PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA ~5.01) 
Data As Of 21:59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NTTC-OPEN NAS-CLOSE 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NTTC-WN-CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N950n,SFF 

Base: NAS MERIDIAN, MS 

Year 

TOTALS 

Moving I n  
Total Percent - - - - -  - - -----  

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0 . m  
0 0.00% ---- -  - - - - - - -  
0 0.00% 

M i  lCon 
TimPhas 

Base: NAS CORWS CHRISTI, TX 

Year - - - -  
1996 
1997 
1998 
1 999 
2000 
2001 

TOTALS 

Moving I n  
Total Percent 

Base: NAS KINGSVILLE, TX 

nov 
Year Total ---- - - - - -  
1996 145 
1997 74 
1998 249 
1 999 0 
2000 0 
2001 0 ----- 
TOTALS 468 

'ing I n  
Percent 

Move Out/ELim 
Total Percent 

Move Out/Elirn 
Total Percent 

Move 
Total 

Out/€ 1 im 
Percent 

ShutDn 
TinPhas -------  

ShutDn 
T i s h a s  -------  



PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA vS.01) - Page 2 
Data As Of,. 21 :59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department :NAVY 
opt ion Package : NTTC-OPEN WAS-CLOSE 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NTTC-OPN-CBR w Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N%~,SFF 

Base: NAS PENSACOLA, FL 

Moving I n  
Year Total Percent - - - -  ----- ------- 
1996 190 46.00% 
1997 109 26.39% 
1998 114 27.60% 
1 999 0 0.00% 
2000 0 0.00% 
2001 0 0.00% - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
TOTALS 413 100.00% 

Move Out/Elim 
Total Percent ----- - - - - - - -  

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% -----  - - - - - - -  
0 0.00% 

ShutDn 
TimPhas ------- 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% - - - - - - -  
100.00% 

Base: NAS WHITING FIELD, FL 

Moving I n  MilCon Move Out/Elim ShutDn 
Year Total Percent TinPhas Tota l  Percent TimPhas - - - -  - - ---  
1996 157 
1997 171 
1 998 4 
1999 0 
2000 0 
2001 0 ----- 
TOTALS 332 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (CDBRA ~ 5 . 0 1 )  
D a t a  A s  Of 21:59 03/27/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  15:29 03/29/1995 

Depar tmen t  : NAVY 
opt ion Package  : NTTC-OPEN NAS-CLOSE 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NTTC-0PN.CBR w std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\OOBRI\NPS(U.SFF 

Base ---- 
P e r s o n n e t  

Change XChange - -----  - - - - - - -  
WAS MERIDIAN -974 -48% 
WAS CORPUS CHRIST1 -847 -31% 
NAS KINGSVILLE . 468 36% 
WAS PENSACOU 413 7% 
WAS WHITING FIELD 332 26% 

Base ---- 
NAS MERIDIAN 
NAS CORPUS CHRISTI 
NAS KINGSVILLE 
NAS PENSACOU 
NAS WHITING FIELD 

RPMACS) 
Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  ------- 

.1,523,052 -47% 1,564 
-816,214 -8% 964 
157,023 2% 335 
111,701 1% 270 

0 O X  0 

SF 
Change XChange Chg/Per - - - - - -  ------- ------- 

-634,000 -49% 651 
-175,000 -9% 207 

20,400 2% 43 
30,480 1% 74 

0 OX 0 

BoS(S) 
Change XChange Chg/Per ------ - - - - - - -  ------- 

-1,288,769 -29% 1,323 
-1,161,566 -18% 1,371 

762,359 18% 1,629 
952,673 3% 2,307 

1,594,125 13% 4,801 

RPMABOS(S) 
Base Change %Change Chg/Per - - - -  - - ----  ------- - - - - - - -  
NAS MERIDIAN -2,811,821 -39% 2,887 
WAS CORPUS CHRISTI - i , s n , n w ,  - i m  2,335 
NAS KINGSVILLE 919,381 7% 1,964 
#AS PENSACOLA 1,064,374 3% 2,577 
NAS WHITING FIELD 1,594,125 10% 4,801 



RPM/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA 6 - 0 1  1 
D a t a  As O f  ,21:59 03/27/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  15:29 03/29/1995 

Depar tment  : N A W  
o p t i o n  Package : NTTC-OPEN NAS-CLOSE 
s c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NTTC-OPN-CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N950n.SFF 

N e t  Change(%) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  Beyond _____ - -_ -___ - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - --  - - - -  _ - - -  ---- -----  - - - - - -  
RFMA Change -286 -810 -1,257 -1,904 -2,070 -2,070 -8,398 -2,070 
BOS Change 1,441 1,897 1,687 859 859 859 7,601 859 
Housing Change -46 -129 -335 -573 -642 -642 -2,368 -642 
---------------,-------------------------------------------------------------- 
TOTAL CHANGES 1,109 957 94 -1,619 -1,854 -1,854 -3,166 -1,854 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.01) 
Data As 0$ 21 :59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department : YAW 
Option Package : NTTC-OPEN MAS-CLOSE 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NTTC-0PN.CBR w Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N-.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATIOW 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does lime-phasing o f  

Base Name --------- 
NAS MERIDIAN, MS 
NAS CORWS CHRISTI, TX 
NAS KINGSVILLE, TX 
WAS PENSACOLA, FL 
NAS UHITING FIELD, FL 

Construction/Shutdoun: Yes 

Strategy: - - - - - - - - -  
Realigrment 
Real igrment 
Realignnent 
Realignnent 
Real ignnent 

s m r y :  - - - - - - - -  
Realign NAS Meridian 
- Consol Str ike Trng a t  WAS Kingsvi l le  
- NTTC Meridian remains open 
Realign NAS Corpus Chr is t i  - Relocate OPT t o  WAS Pensacola 8 NAS Uhit ing F ie ld  - NAS Corpus Chr is t i  remains open as a WAF under NAS Kingsvi l le  
Mine Helo assets placed i n  Mine Uarfare C t r  of Excellence, saving costs 
assoc u/ BRAC-93 placement of helos a t  WAS North Island 

INWT SCREEN TUO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 'To Base: Distance: ---------- - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  
NAS MERIDIAN, US NAS KINGSVILLE, TX 771 m i  
WAS CORPUS CHRISTI, TX NAS KINGSVILLE, TX 52 mi 
NAS CORWS CHRISTI, TX NAS PENSACOLA, FL 766 m i  Y NAS CORWS CHRISTI, TX MAS WHIT ING FIELD, FL 766 m i  

INWT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NAS MERIDIAN, MS t o  NAS KINGSVILLE, TX 

Off icer  Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
C i v i l i an  Positions: 
student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
M i l i t a r y  Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Transfers from WAS CORWS CHRISTI, TX t o  NAS KINGSVILLE, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
Off icer Positions: 0 3 1 0 
Enlisted Positions: 0 9 6 0 
C iv i l i an  Positions: 6 0 2 0 
Student Positions: 0 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 0 2 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  Light Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.01)  - Page 2 
Data AS Of 21:59 03/27/1!295, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department : NAVY 
opt ion Package : NTTC-OPEN NAS-CLOSE 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NTTC-OPN-CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N~%~M.SFF 

Transfers from WAS CORFUS CHRISTI, TX t o  NAS PENSACOLA, FL 

Of f i ce r  Positions: 
En l i s ted  Positions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
M i  l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Transfers from WAS CORWS CHRISTI, TX t o  NAS WHITING FIELD, FL 

1996 ---- 
Of f i ce r  Positions: 42 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 
Student Positions: 115 
Hissn Eqpt (tons): 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NAS MERIDIAN, MS 

Total o f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En l i s ted  Enployees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avail: 
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
Total Base Facil it ies(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per D i e m  Rate ($/Day): 
Freight  Cost (S/Ton/HiLe): 

Name: NAS CORPUS CHRISTI, TX 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En l i s ted  Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avail: 
Total Base Facil it ies(KSF): 
O f f i c e r  VHA <$/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
Comrunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMWS In-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMWS Out-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAnWS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
Comwnications (SK/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing (%/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMWS 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: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.01) - Page 3 
Data As 0,f 21:59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department :NAW 
Option Package : NTTC-OPEN WAS-CLOSE 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NTTC-OPN-CBR 

'I(1I1 Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N%ClM.SFF 

INWT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NAS KINGSVILLE, TX 

Total Off icer  ~nployees: 
Total Enlisted-Eaployees: 
Total Student Enployees: 
Total C i v i l i an  Enployees: 
M i l  Femilies L iv ing  On Base: 
Civ i l ians Not Wi l l ing  To Move: 
Off icer  Housing Uni ts Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Uni ts Avail: 
Total Base FacilitiesCKSF): 
Off icer  VHA (S/Month): 
En1 is ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Won-Payroll (SK/Year): 
Comnurications ($K/Year): 
BOS Won-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payrol l  (SK/Year): 
Family Housing (%/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMWS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CliAWlJS Out-Pat (S/Visi t): 
CHAJ4WS Shi f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeouner Assistance Program: 
Uniqw Ac t i v i t y  Information: 

Name: NAS PENSACOLA, FL 

Total Off icer  Enployees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Enployees: 
Total C i v i l i an  Enployees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing On Base: 
Civ i l ians Not Wi l l ing  To Move: 
Off icer  Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Hoosing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF1: 
Off icer  VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mi le): 

Name: NAS UHlTlNG FIELD, FL 

RPMA Non-Payroll (%/Year): 
Comnnications ($K/Year): 
BOS Won-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payrol l  (%/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit):  
CHAMWS Shi f t  t o  Medicare: 
Ac t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Ac t i v i t y  Information: 

Total Off icer  Enployees: 
Total Enlisted Eaployees: 
Total Student Enployees: 
Total C i v i l i an  Enployees: 
n i l  Families L iv ing On Base: 
Civ i l ians Not W i  l l i n g  To How: 
Off icer  Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base FacilitiesCKSF): 
Off icer  VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Won-Payroll (SK/Year): 
Comnurications (SK/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (%/Year): 
BOS Payrol l  (SK/Year): 
Fami Ly Housing (WYear): 
Area Cost Factor: 
C W S  In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMWS Out-Pat <S/Visit): 
CHAMWS Shi f t  t o  Medicare: 
Ac t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeouner Assistance Program: 
Unique Ac t i v i t y  Information: 



INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.01) - Page 4 
Data As 0f,.21:59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department : MAW 
option Package : NTTC-OPEN MAS-CLOSE 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NTTC-0PN.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95W.SFf 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE IUFORMATIOW 

Name: MAS MERIDIAN, MS 

1-Time Unique Ccst (SKI: 
1-Time Unique Save (%I: 
1-Time Moving Cost (N): 
I-Time Moving Save (%I: 
Env Non-Milcon Reqd(%): 
Act iv  Mission Cost <%): 
Act iv  Mission Save (SKI: 
Misc Recurring Cost(%): 
Misc Recurring Save(%): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (%): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
shutdown Schedule (X): 
n i l con Cost AvoidncCW): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(%): 
Procurement Avoidnc<%): 
CHAMWS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHMWS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci l  ShutDom(KSF): 

Name: MAS CORPUS CHRISTI, 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI: 
Env Won-MiLCon ReqdcSK): 
Act iv  Mission Cost (SKI: 
Act iv  Mission Save (SK): 
n isc Recurring Cost(%): 
Misc Recurring Save(%): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (%): 
Construction Schedule(X): 
Shutdom Schedule (XI: 
n i lcon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(%): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAl4WS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMWS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci l  ShutDom(KSF): 

Name: MAS KINGSVILLE, TX 

1-Time Unique Cost (%I: 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Cost (%): 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Ron-MilCon Reqd(SK): 
Act iv  Mission Cost (SKI: 
Act iv  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(%): 
Misc Recurring Save(%): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (OK): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (XI: 
M i L C o n  Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fam Housing Avoicfnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK1: 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: - CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci l  ShutDom(KSF1: 

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

0 0 94 0 
3,380 3,380 17,500 17,500 

50 360 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

450 450 450 450 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX OX OX 
OX OX OX OX 
0 0 0 11,500 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDom: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
671 10 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
554 322 0 0 

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

28 28 28 28 
0 0 0 0 

641 3,033 3,033 3,033 
0 0 0 0 
ox OX OX OX 
OX OX OX OX 

36,755 0 16,250 500 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDom: 

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

Perc Family Housing ShutDorm: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.01) - Page 5 
Data As Of 21:59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NTTC-OPEN NAS-CLOSE 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NTTC-OPN-CBR w Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COERA\N950n.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NAS PENSACOU, FL 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI: 
Env Won-MiLCon Reqd(S0: 
Activ Mission Cost (MI: 
Act iv Mission Save (SKI: 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK1: 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 
Construction Schedule(X): 
shutdown Schedule (XI: 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMWS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMWS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci l  ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: WAS UHITING FIELD, 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 
I-Time Unique Save (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI: 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd(SK): 
Activ Mission Cost (SKI: 
Act iv  Mission Save (SKI: 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
nisc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 
Construction Schedule(X1: 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
n i lcon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fam Hwsing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMWS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMWS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci l  ShutDown(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
120 120 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
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 ShutDoun: 

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 ShutDoun: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NAS MERIDIAN, MS 

O f f  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 - Mi l i tary:  
Caretakers - Civ i l ian:  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.01) - Page 6 
Data As Qf 21 :59 03/27/1995, Report Created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department ' : NAW 
option Package : NTTC-OPEN NAS-CLOSE 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NTTC-OPN-CBR 

1(I(11 Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NMOH.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: WAS CORPUS CHRISTI, TX 
1996 - - - -  

Off 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: 
Off Change(No Sal Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - Mi l i tary:  
Caretakers - Civ i l ian:  

lNWT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: NAS CORPUS CHRISTI, TX 

Description Categ - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  
Horizontal (SY) HORlZ 
Extend RWs 17-35 & 04-22 by 1,000 
R/U l igh t ing  OTHER 
NAF Corpus Chr is t i  inprovements 
Taxiway Lighting OTHER 
NAF Corpus Chr is t i  improvements 
Arresting Gear (4) OTHER 
NAF Corpus Chr is t i  inprovements 
Uheel/Uaveof f OTHER 
NAF Corpus Chr is t i  inprovements 

New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost(fK) - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
70,000 0 0 

f t  ea. and taxiways 3,000 f t  a t  NAS CC 
0 0 264 

Name: NAS KINGSVILLE, TX 

Description Categ New MiLCon Rehab MiLCon Total Cost(W) ------------ ----- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Horizontal (SY) HOR I Z 17,500 0 0 
Additional Parking Aprons a t  NALF Orange Grove 
A i r  Maintenance (SF) AIROP 0 87,800 0 
Hangar end other f a c i l i t i e s  
Slpply/Storage(SF) STORA 20,400 0 1,400 
Warehousing reqt f o r  12 a i r c ra f t  parts WAS Kingsvi l le  
Adninistrat ive (SF) ADMIN 0 25,900 1,925 
TRAWING Tuo Headquarters 
Training (SF) SCHLB 0 4,000 180 
Classrooms end operational trainers (8) 

Name: NAS PENSAMLA, FL 

Description Categ Nw M i  (Con Rehab M i  [Con Total Cost(SK) ------------ - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
A i r  Maintenance(SF) AIROP 16,380 0 400 
Construct tm, wesh racks fo r  add1l a i r c ra f t  
Administrative (SF) ADMIN 14,100 15,750 3,192 
Rehab Bldg 3221; spaces fo r  CNATRA s ta f f  & HRO personnel from WAS Meridian 
Training (SF) SCHLB 0 6,100 335 
Bldg 3813 ( f o r  UPT) 



INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA 6 - 0 1 )  - Page 7 
Data AS Of, 21:59 03/27/1995, Report created 15:29 03/29/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NTTC-OPEN NAS-CLOSE 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\NTTC-OPN-CBR w Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95,OM.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Off icers Married: 71.70% Civ Ear ly Ret i re Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Percent Enlisted Uarried: 60.10% P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
Enlisted Hatsing Milcon: 98.00% PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 
Officer Salary<f/Year):, 76,781.00 C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs (S): 28,800.00 
Off BAQ with Dependents(S): 7,925.00 C iv i l i an  New Hire Cost($): 0.00 
Enlisted Salary(S/Year): 33,178.00 Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
En1 BAQ with Dependents<$): 5,251.00 Home Sale Reimkrrse Rate: 10.00% 
Avg Unenploy Cost(S/Veek): 174.00 Max Home Sale Re ih rs (S ) :  22,385.00 
Unenployment EligibilityCUeeks): 18 Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
C iv i l i an  Salary(S/Year): 50,827.00 Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
C iv i l ian  Turnover Rate: 15.00% C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
Civ i l ian  Early Ret i re Rate: 10.00% HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
Civ i l ian  Regular Ret i re Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeouner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
Civ i l ian  R I F  Pay Factor: 39.00% RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: NAVY M , N  BRAm RSE Homeouner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPHA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS lndex (RPM4 vs poplat ion):  0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Uanagement Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Adnin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Qwrters(SF): 294.00 
Avg Family Qwrters(SF1: 1-00 
APPDET-RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
I n f o  Uanagement Account: 
Milcon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
n i l con S i te  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate fo r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb): 710 Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 M i l  L ight  Vehicle(S/Uile): 0.31 
HHG Per En1 Fami 1 y (Lb): 9,000.00 Heavy/Spec Vehicle(S/Ui le): 3.38 
HHG Per M i  1 Single (Lb): 6,400.00 WV Reimbursement(S/Uile): 0.18 
HUG Per C i v i l i an  (Lb): 18,000.00 Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 4.17 
Total HHG Cost <f/lOOLb): 35.00 Routine PCS(S/Pers/Tour): 3,763.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mile): 0.20 One-Time Off PCS Cost($): 4,527.00 
Uisc Exp ($/Direct Enploy): 700.00 One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 1,403.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FWR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category Un S/UM Category UH - - -- ~ / W  -- - - - - - -  - - - -  - -------  - - - -  
Horizontal (SY) 61 Optional Category A ( 0 
Waterfront (LF) 10,350 Optional Category 8 ( ) 0 
A i r  Operations (SF) 122 Optional Category C ( ) 0 
Operational (SF) 111 Optional Category D ( ) 0 t 

Adninistrat ive (SF) 123 Optional Category E ( 0 .  
School Buildings (SF) 108 Optional Category F ( 0 
Uaintenance Shops (SF) 102 Optional Category G ( ) 0 
Bachelor Quarters (SF) 96 Optional Category H ( 1 0 
Family Quarters (€A) 78,750 Optional Category I ( ) 0 
Covered Storage (SF) 94 Optional Category J ( 1 0 
Dining Fac i l i t i es  (SF) 165 OptionalCategoryK ( 0 
Recreation Fac i l i t i es  (SF) 120 Optional Category L ( 0 
Comnarications Facil  (SF) 165 Optional Category M ( ) 0 
Shipyard Maintenance (SF) 129 Optional Category N ( 0 
ROT & E Fac i l i t i es  (SF) 160 Optional Category 0 ( 0 
POL Storage (BL) 12 Optional Category P ( 0 
m i t i o n  Storage (SF) 160 Optional Category Q ( ) 0 
Medical Fac i l i t i es  (SF) 168 Optional Category R ( ) 0 
Envirormental ( 1 0 



The Navy Meridian Team ran a COBRA analysis to evaluate the economic 
,> 

soundness of the BSEC recommendation. This analysis was based on the Navy's 

"Closg NAS Meridian" COBRA file (TNAS6DA.CBR). To assess NTTCM on a 

stand alone basis, the original "Close Meridian" scenario was modified. The 

transfer of NTTCM personnel and equipment to NETC, Newport Rhode Island 

and the Supply Corps School in Athens Georgia was deleted. All facilities at 

Meridian were closed except the NTTCM compound (training, enlisted barracks, 

and headquarters buildings), the medical and dental clinic, the Counter Drug 

Training Academy, the Consolidated Bachelor Quarters, the galley, Navy 

Exchange facilities, the Enlisted Club, morale, welfare and recreation facilities, and 

the freshwater and wastewater treatment plants. One hundred enlisted and frfty 

civilian employees were added to perform base operating and security functions. 

The "Realign NAS Meridian" scenario increased the net present value of 

savings for 2015 by $16.5 million over the "Close Meridian" option. It reduced 

v one time costs by $37.5 million. 

CLEARLY, KEEPING NTTCM OPEN IS THE MOST COST EFFECTIVE 

OPTION FOR THE NAVY. (SEE APPENDIX A.) 

A decision to keep the Stennis Center open becomes even more 

appropriate when the quality of the facility is considered. NTTCM is one of the 

most modem training facilities in the Navy. Built in the early 1970s, the training 

environment is more like a college campus than a military base. The facility 

consists of two large training facilities totaling 135,000 square feet, one large 

administrative building with 21,000 square feet, 10 barracks with a surge capacity 

for 941 students, and several other supporting facilities which are located on 60 

acres with ample space for expansion. The facilities are equipped with state of the 

art computers with a newly upgraded electrical system which can operate at a full 

capacity of 1800 computers simultaneously. 

WE KNOW OF NO OTHER LOCATION IN THE NAVY WITH THIS 

CAPABILITY. 



The complex is specifically designed with the training facilities 

conveniently locited close to berthing, messing, exchange, and recreational 

facilities. 

The 'City of Meridian and the State of Mississippi are in the midst of a 

$362,000 project to provide bus service from the City to the Base to serve The 

Stennis Center. This service was cited by the Base as its major MWR (morale, 

welfare, and recreation) need. 

WITHOUT STRONG JUSTIFICATION TO THE CONTRARY - THERE IS 

NONE IN THE BSAT MINUTES OR CLOSURE RECOMMENDATION - THE 

STENNIS CENTER SHOULD REMAIN OPEN. 



The Stennis Center 
NAVAL T~CHNICAL TRAINING CENTER, MERIDIAN 

THE CASE FOR INDEPENDENT EVALUATION 

COBRA analysis shows The Stennis Center -- Naval Technical Training 

Center, Meridian, named for the late Sen. John Stennis, is cost justified on a stand 

alone basis, even if NA.S Meridian is closed. Yet, even though The Stennis 

Center (NTTCM) is a separate closure recommendation, the Navy did not 

analyze, consider or review NTTCM on a stand alone basis. 

THE COST DISCREPANCY CONSTITUTES A SUBSTANTIAL 

DEVIATION FROM BASE CLOSURE CRITERIA FIVE. 

Results of the first configuration modeling of naval training centers were 

presented to the Navy's Base Structure Executive Committee (BSEC) on  

November 18, 1994. The model's best solution for "Non-Fleet Concentration 

w Activities" proposed the closure of only one activity ... the Naval Supply Corps 

School (Athens, Georgia). The secondary solution proposed no closures. (See 

Figure 1.) 

On November 22, 1995, the BSEC was briefed that data errors had been 

identified in initial run. These were corrected and the model rerun. The best, 

secondary and tertiary solutions for "Pipeline Schools," the revised name for the 

category which includes NTTCM, proposed a variety of closures -- IN ALL OF 

THESE SOLUTIONS, NTTCM REMAINED OPEN. (See Figure 2.) 

The BSEC noted that for Pipeline Schools, none of the configuration 

solutions would accommodate a 10% surge in training requirements for 2001. 

Similar "no surge" findings were identified for both Degree Granting Activities 

and Fleet Training Centers. Because of the lack of surge capacity, the BSEC 

declined to make recommendations for closure or realignment. (See Figiire 3.) 

Not so with Pipeline Schools however, the BSEC recommended NTTCM 

for closure. And did so solely on the basis that "...NTTCM was a tenant of an  

activity that is being considered for closure (NAS Meridian)." (See Figure 3.) 



April 28, 1995 

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

Dear Alex: 

Since we made our initial presentation to you in early April, we have completed our review of 
the Navy BSAT's capacity calculations. The attached summarizes our findings. 

Please read our presentation. We would like to meet with you after you have had time to review 
it. We believe this is the most time efficient method of providing detailed data to you. 

we have briefed this data to the Chief of Naval Air Training. To date, we 
from CNATRA contradicting our position. 

/ ~ e a m  Leader 

P.S. We have forwarded a separate copy to Lt. Col. Brubaker. 

PC- 

P. 0. Box 790 * MERIDIAN, MS 39302 
601-693-1306 (VOICE) 601-693-5638 (FAX)  
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1995 Navy BSAT 
Calculation of PTR Capacity 

A Detailed Analysis 



The Navy Base Structure and Analysis Team (BSAT) made major errors in 

calculating capacity for strike training bases in 1995. This paper examines in detail 

the capacity calculation and the BSAT errors. 

Strike training requires airspace, runways, ground facilities, air-to-ground 

target ranges, military training routes, students, instructors, and aircraft. Any one 

of these can, and does, limit capacity. However, the capacity calculation assumes 

facility assets and the number of instructors, students and aircraft are always 

available. Earlier analyses have shown airspace is ample. Thus, runways are the 

limiter. 

In 1995, the BSAT used the FAA Capacity and Delay Manual to calculate the 

runway operations per hour capacity for each airfield (this calculation takes into 

account weather). Since 85% of the strike training syllabus is conducted during 

daylight hours, daytime runway operations per hour (Ops/Hr) is the key capacity 

limiter. 

The daytime Ops/Hr figure is used to calculate maximum daytime 

Icy operations available per airfield. The runway capacity formula is: 

Annual Flying Days X Daylight Hours X Runway OpslHr = Runway OpslYear 

The 1995 BSAT used the following factors: 

Annual Flying Days = 237 Days 

Daylight Hours (Homefield) = 12.1 Hours 

Daylight Hours (Outlying Field) = 11.6 Hours 

Here is the first major change from 1993. OLF daylight hours were 10 hours, 

not 11.6 hours. OLFs have historically operated using one FAA controller shift. 

The maximum time for one shzft is 10 hours. The 11.6 figure is the maximum 

daylight time available, but requires a signijicant, and costly, change in operating 

procedures. It also bumps capacity up 5%. 

The BSAT applied the formula to its two strike training bases, NAS 

Kingsville and NAS Meridian. Their Ops/Hr figures per the FAA manual are 
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W approximately equal. Meridian's homefield rated at 81 Ops/Hr and Kingsville's at 

80 Ops/Hr. Meridian's outlying field (OLF) Joe Williams Field, 19 miles northwest 

of NAS Meridian, rated at 53 Ops/Hr. Kingsville's OLF Alice Orange Grove, 25 

miles northwest of Kingsville, rated at 54 Ops/Hr. 

Applying the formula, the BSAT calculated the following maximum 

daytime operations available: 

NAS Kingsville: 

Homefield 237 X 12.1 X 80 = 229,416 OpslYr 

OLF Alice O.G. 237 X 11.6 X 54 = 148,457 OpslYr 

TOTAL 377,873 OpslYr 

The 1995 BSAT recommended closing NAS Meridian and single siting strike 

training at NAS Kingsville. Also, NAS Corpus Christi is to be realigned to a Naval 

Air Facility with its main function to serve as a strike OLF for NAS Kingsville 

NAS Corpus Christi currently provides primary and maritime training in 

light aircraft. However, serious questions arise as to the suitability of Corpus 

Christi as a strike OLF. 

0 Extensive jet operations have never been conducted at Corpus Christi. The 

current AICUZ (Air Installation Compatible Use Zone) is based on propeller 

aircraft. An expanded jet footprint will likely place Texas A&M University at 

Corpus Christi and residential areas in incompatible 65 decibel noise zones. 

0 There is only one jet capable runway. The closure scenario calls for two 

runways to be extended to handle jet trainers. Adjacent wetland areas require an 

Environmental Impact Statement which has not been done. 

0 Corpus Christi has the highest incidence of bird strikes in the Naval Air 

Training Command and a bird strike in a single engine jet aircraft such as the T-45 

jet trainer can be catastrophic. 

These problems may prohibit extensive jet training at Corpus Christi and 

must be examined. 

BULLETIN: THESE PROBLEMS DO PROHIBIT EXTENSIVE JET TRAINING: 

"Adverse and incompatible sqfety and noise impacts" would result from using 

Corpus Christi as a jet OLF, according to a 1995 study by Samis & Hamilton 
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commissioned by the Navy Meridian Team. "Projected sound levels with the 

transfer of the T-45 would result in severe noise impacts (> 80 LDN) on portions of 

the Flour B l m  community and adverse incompatible impacts encompassing the 

entire campus of Texas A&M University at Corpus Christi. Student classrooms, 

residences, libray and religious centers are all within the clearly unacceptable 

range, some subject to noise levels above 75 LDN." fSee Appendix A.) 

The BSAT not only ignored the above problems, it miscalculated Corpus 

Christi's maximum daytime operations available as a jet OLF. 

Here is the first major error: The BSAT gave NAF Corpus Christi a 

hom@eld operating capacity. At  best, it should have no more jet training capacity 

than Kingsville's dedicated OLF Alice Orange Grove. 

An OLF is primarily a touch and go bounce field. A homefield achieves 

higher Ops/Hr by launching aircraft off one runway while conducting touch-and- 

gos on its other parallel runway. Even if Corpus Christi's parallel runway is 

extended, it would not have the aircraft to launch to achieve a homefield capacity. 

wv Also, its parallel runways are only available about 65% of the time due to 

crosswinds. (Note: the official recommendation is to extend Corpus Christi's two 

crosswind runways to 6,000 feet. Corpus Christi at its regional hearing testified the 

plan is to extend one crosswind and the short parallel to 6,000 feet. No official 

notice of this change has been received. Also, while CNATRA has said a 6,000 foot 

runway length is adequate for T-45 usage, 7,500 feet is the critical length for a fully 

fueled T-45 on a hot day - hot days are plentiful in South Texas Bee FIGURE 1 at 

riehtJ). Finally, because of normal wind direction and the runway configuration, 

the inboard parallel runway would have to serve as the touch and go pattern 

runway (the Navy flies left-hand patterns), forcing aircraft launching off the 

parallel to taxi through the pattern -- significantly slowing the operations tempo. 

So, at best, NAF Corpus Christi would have the same capacity as OLF Alice 

Orange Grove; in reality, it has less. 

NAF Corpus Christi will be a joint usage airfield, with Coast Guard, 

Customs, DEA, Mine Warfare and CCAD helicopters and transient aircraft. A 1991 

study (based on then current aircraft) showed this traffic averaging 108 w 4 



V operations/day, almost all in daytime. This traffic load is at least equal to two 

hours per day. Therefore Corpus Christ could be available for strike training at 

most 10.1 hours per day (probably less). The calculated maximum runway capacity 

for NAF Corpus Christi is: 

OLF Corpus Christi 237 X 10.1 X 54 = 129,259 OpslYr 

Total Kinzsville /Alice OG/Corpus Christi cavacitv ig 507,133 OpslYr 

Once maximum runway operations available are known, it is relatively easy 

to calculate annual Pilot Training Rate (PTR) using the following formula: 

Runwau Oas AvailablelYear 

Day Ops IPTR 

The denominator of the formula is a new item for discussion, and is the 

w crux of the capacity problem for BRAC 95. Day Ops/PTR stands for the daytime 

operations required to graduate a strike training pilot. In BRAC 93, there was one 

strike training syllabus and both training air stations along with the Chief of Naval 

Air Training (CNATRA) agreed upon 1887 as the correct Day Ops/PTR (m 
FIGURE 2). The figure was derived by CNATRA from actual flight 1989 - 1991 

operations data, and then scrubbed vigorously by the Commission staff, the BSAT, 

and the Navy Meridian Team. 

The resulting PTR capacities were 210 for Kingsville and 195 for Meridian 

(see FIGURE 3). These figures were validated by a hstorical Vietnam War 

performance study prepared by Commander Training Air Wing ONE (CTW-1). 

The study showed PTR capacity for Kingsville was 208 and 193 for Meridian, right 

on top of the formula figures (See Avvendix B). 

In fact, the 1993 figures are the only ones validated by Vietnam W a r  

maximum output figures. 

Very little has changed in the past two years. Out year strike PTR has been 

reduced from 384 to 336 due to changes in force structure. However, as the TA-4 
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w advanced jet trainer is retired in 1998 and the T-2 intermediate jet trainer starts to 

phase out in 1999, the new T-45 jet trainer will be the only carrier capable aircraft in  

the Navy training command. These changes affect not only the training syllabus, 

but also where other types of training must be conducted. 

The E2/C2 production of 36 students will have to be assimilated into strike 

training since they also require carrier qualification. E2/C2 PTR does not directly 

add to strike PTR because of syllabus length, but 36 E2/C2 provides an equivalent 

strike PTR of 19. This increases strike PTR to 355, a modest 7.5% decrease from 

BRAC 93. 

BULLETIN: THE CNO IS CONSIDERING AN INCREASE IN PTR: Recent 

recommendations by the CNO would increase outlying year strike training PTR to 

360fiom 336. (See A~vend ix  C.1 With the 19 E2lC2 PTR, the total requirement will 

be 379, hardly diflerent from the 384 in 1993 when the Commission found two 

strike training bases were required. 

To date less than 50 students have completed the syllabus, therefore no 

crrr meaningful statistical database exists for the T-45 syllabus. 

As a result BRAC 95 PTR capacities are only estimates, not performance 

based data that has been thoroughly verified like the 1993fipres. 

The T-45 syllabus provides for an 8% reduction in syllabus flight hours, 

therefore it is reasonable to assume that Ops/PTR would decrease in a similar 

manner. Yet, Kingsvi.lle, CNATRA and BSAT have produced questionable 

Ops/PTR estimates that range from 15% to 26% below the performance based 

BRAC 93 values. 

The 1995 process began with Kingsville estimating the Day Ops/PTR for the 

T45 syllabus. The original estimate used 1113 Student Ops/PTR plus "the 

historical T2/TA4 overhead factor of 35%" to arrive at 1503 day operations/PTR 

bee FIGURE 4). CNATRA adjusted the 1503 to 1605 when it certified Kingsville's 

data call submission ( g g  FIGURE 5). 

Here is the second major error: CNATRA's estimate worksheet showed 

Kingsville underestimated ops per student flight -- 1113 should have been 1160 (see 

FIG URE 6). 
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w Overhead consists of flight operations required to produce a student 

graduate, but which do not contribute directly to that production. Student 

attrition, reflies, instructor training flights, maintenance flights, etc., are part of 

Overhead. 

Here is the third major error: The CNO approved CNATRA planning factor 

overhead figure is  51.470, not the 35% stated by Kingsville (see FIGURE 7). 

The 1160 Student Ops/PTR T45 syllabus number used by CNATRA to 

correct the first Kingsville submission is a reasonable estimate. If the proper 

overhead factor had been applied, a Day Ops/PTR of 1756 would have resulted. 

This is a 7% reduction from the T2/A4 syllabus 1887 figure used in 1995, and is in- 

line with expectations. 

According to BSAT officials, when the initial data call submission of 1605 

Day Ops/PTR arrived, the BSAT ran its capacity calculations. Remember, the 

BSAT incorrectly gave Corpus Christi homefield capacity, not OLF values. This 

yielded a maximum daytime operations available of 607,289 and the following PTR 

calculation: 

The PTR of 378 exceeded the required strike PTR of 336 and passed the 10% 

sensitivity test. However, the BSAT was committed to retaining a 20% excess 

capacity as measured by its sensitivity analysis, and the 1605 figure failed the 20% 

test. 

Here is an important point to note: The Navy expected its 

recommendations to maintain a 20% capacity bsrffer. 

In late August, 1994, after the 1605 figure failed the 20% sensitivity test, the 

BSAT revised its data call and sent it out for resubmission. The revision instructed 

training air stations to deduct all operations not conducted at homefield, such as 

detachments (see FIGURE 8). This was contrary to the rule: "Since training air 

stations are not set up to deploy squadrons for training, it is important to be able to 
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do all training at or near the air station". The 1993 and original 1995 data calls 

obeyed the rule. With no mention in its minutes, BSAT changed the rule to: "Do 

not include flight ops required by the syllabus but conducted at other sites." 

Kingsville eliminated 110 deployment ops ... including 100% of weapons 

ops ... eliminating the need for its own target range. Yet, "Control of an air-to- 

ground training range is important" for strike training (BSAT minutes 8/16/94). 

This was  the fourth major error. 

CNATRA closed the permanent weapons detachment at El Centro, CA in 

1992 ... will El Centro reopen for Kingsville? In 1993, bases were not set up to 

deploy ... are they set up to now? Answers to these questions are not in the 

COBRA ... BSAT minutes ... or certified data. It was an ill considered revision that 

has the appearance of an attempt to manipulate the formula. 

CNATRA forwarded the new data call request to Kingsville for update. 

Ignoring the earlier CNATRA correction to their initial Day Ops/PTR submission, 

Kingsville subtracted 110 operations (all weapons operations and carrier 

qualifications) from the original, incorrect 1503 estimate and submitted 1393 to 

CNATRA bee FIGURE 9). Inexplicably, CNATRA did not catch the error and 

certified the revised number. The 1393 figure is 26% less than 1993's figure of 1887. 

The revised figure used the wrong opslflight, wrong overhead, and 

incorrectly subtracted deployment ops. 

Kingsville also added a new calculation for "Advanced T-45" (see FIGURE 

8). During the transition to the T-45, students will fly a T2/T45 

intermediate/advanced syllabus identical to the T2/A4 syllabus. Kingsville's 

Advanced T-45 Day Ops/PTR figure allowed the BSAT to compute Day Ops/PTR 

for the T2 /T45 syllabus. However, Kingsville's Advanced T-45 figure included one 

of the major errors cited above -- wrong overhead. 

Their Advanced T45 figure truly clarifies the errors. The number of flight 

hours for Advanced T-45 is the same as for the A-4. Overhead is within 1/1000th 

of a point. 

So the Advanced T-45figure should have matched the A-4 figure. It did 
not. 



w CNATRA certified 888 as the Advanced T-45 Day Ops/PTR figure for 

Kingsville (see FIGURE 8). CNATRA also certified 1220 as the advanced A-4 Day 

Ops/PTR figure for Meridian bee FIGURE 10). 

A 27.2% delta for two figures that should be about the same cannot be 

explained. 

The BSAT correctly reasoned that in the year 2001 CNATRA would not yet 

be flying the total T-45 syllabus, but rather a 50% split between the T2/T45 

Advanced and the complete T45TS syllabus. The BSAT took Meridian's T-2 Day 

Ops/PTR of 741 (see FIGURE 10) and combined it with the Kingsville Advanced T- 

45 Day Ops/PTR number of 888 (see FIGURE 8) and got a 1629 Day Ops/PTR 

estimate for the T2/T45 Advanced syllabus. 

Again, there is no reason why this figure should be significantly different 

from the T2lA4 figure o f  1887. 

The BSAT then averaged the questionable 1629 and 1393 figures to account 

for the 50% split projected for 2001. The result was average Day Ops/PTR of 1511 

w (see FIG1 JRE 11). The resulting PTR calculation is: 

Using the "revised" Ops/PTR figure of 151 1, the calculation satisfied the 20% 

sensitivity test and established the basis for recommending Kingsville as the single 

site for strike PTR. Only by using incorrect "revised" figures can the test be passed. 

The original 1503 Ops/PTR corrects to 1756 with all operations and overhead 

added correctly. Since the T2/T45 advanced and T2/A4 flight hours and planning 

factors are the same, the 1887 Ops/PTR figure from 1993 remains valid. The proper 

average, then, is (1756 + 1887)/2 = 1822. The following formula uses the correct 

507,133 operations and the correct 1822 Ops/PTR: 



The corrected 278 figure is a far cry from the BSAT's erroneous 402 figure. 

A 278 PTR capacity is clearly a substantial deviation from the required 336 

strike PTR and 355 strike-E2IC2 PTR, and from base closure criteria number one. 

After the Navy Meridian Team submitted evidence of the errors to 

CNATRA, Kingsville questioned the validity of applying flight hour based 

Overhead planning factors to operations, although an early CNATRA analysis said 

the two were similar (see FIGURE 12). Now, Kingsville contends multiplying 

operations by overhead percentages overstate them. 

Kingsville in April 1995 submitted to CNATRA a brand new Day Ops/PTR 

calculation which "estimates" overhead rather than using historic planning 

factors. The new "estimate" is even lower than the error filled 1393 figure, and is 

said by Kingsville to validate that figure. free Appendix D) 

Based on Kingsville's new assertions, the Navy Meridian Team used the 

overhead planning factors to calculate T2/ A4 Ops/PTR, then compared the results 

to actual performance at both Kingsville and Meridian bee FIGURE 13). 

1 The basis for the analysis was a CNATRA compiled spreadsheet of 27,000 

student aviator training forms plus instructor logbooks (see Ap~endix E). 

Overhead planning factors were applied to the actual student operations from the 

spreadsheet to calculate Ops/PTR. The result for Kingsville was 2473 total 

Ops/PTR. Over the same period (92-93), actual flight operations per student 

graduate at Kingsville averaged 2590. 

For Meridian the spreadsheet calculation was 2161 while the actual flight 

operations per student averaged 2262. 

In both cases, the calculated figure was about 4% less than the actual figure, 

i.e., the calculated figure was a conservative estimate of actual performance. 

This analysis clearly shows Overhead Planning Factors apply linearly to 

flight operations and can be used to  calculate overhead. Kingsville's assertion was 

wrong. 

Remember that all T-45 figures are based on "estimates". In no case has the 

BSAT or Kingsville made any attempt to tie their estimates to actual performance. 



The Navy Meridian. Team, on the other hand, consistently uses actual 

performance as the "reality check" for all of its analyses. 

Capacityfigures based on proven petformance are the only reliable figures 

available. Estimates, not validated by performance, are not reliable. 

Even using Navy figures, single siting does not work ... capacity is 336 

PTR ... exactly equal to the strike requirement ... but under the 355 strike-E2/C2 

requirement. Such a scenario would make Kingsville, Alice Orange Grove, Corpus 

Christi operate at 100% plus of "estimated" capacity. There is no room for PTR 

bumps. The Navy projected PTR to be flat, but actual PTR is never flat. CNO ADM 

Mike Boorda (BSAT minutes 1/13/95) said: training air stations are "a good place to 

retain some excess capacity because the number of pilots DON will need fluctuates 

depending on factors outside its control." 

Now, the CNO has recommended changes in force structure which push 

strike PTR up from 336 to 360, making the single site scenario that much less 

doable. 

Can you continuously operate a training base at 100% of formula capacity? Is 

formula capacity a sustainable capacity? An airfield operating at 100% of capacity 

would require 22 takeoffs every hour, one every 2.7 minutes, from the launch 

runway ... six jets in the landing pattern at the arrival runway ... four in pattern at 

each OLF.. -60 minutes every hour ... all day long.. .all week long.. .all year long. 

This is an op tempo similar to O'Hare, Atlanta Harteeld,  and Los Angeles 
International ... can a training base sustain this level? 

Should you put inexperienced students in this environment? 

Experienced aviators said an emphatic "no". There are too many variables. 

First, students ... they are students, not experienced naval aviators. 

Second, assets ... will you have the right number of instructors, aircraft, and 

students all the time? Experience says no ... aircraft go down, student flow is 

uneven, instructor shortfalls are frequent. Can you maintain aircraft safely at max 

ops for max hours everyday in peacetime environment? Will the Navy pay for 

extra maintenance to do so? Experience says no. 



V Third, contingencies ... Corpus Christi and Kingsville have both been hit by 

hurricanes (Meridian is an inland Hurrevac site for Gulf Coast bases). Can you 

afford to put all your eggs in one basket with no capacity buffer? Experience says 

no. Homestead AFB says no. 

Experienced aviators ... allowing for student inexperience, asset problems, and 

contingencies ... say sustainable capacity is at best 85% offormula capacity. 

This provides for modest excess capacity sought by Admiral Boorda. The Air 

Force concurs (Base Closure Executive Group minutes, 12/1/94): "Even under the 

best of conditions, we recommend a capacity buffer. For the foreseeable future, UPT 

will undergo the turmoil of multiple base closures and the fielding of new aircraft 

including the Air Force T-1, the Navy T-45, and both services' JPATS. A sufficient 

buffer is critical." 

Remember, the BSAT sought a 20% capacity b@er in its sensitivity analysis. 

NAS Meridian plus NAS Kingsville is the only strike training scenario that 

provides any capacity buffer and loads bases at sustainable capacities. The two 

cV strike base setup in existence right now -- the one the 1993 Commission voted to 

keep - has sustainable capacity of 353 PTR ... right on top of the 355 strike-E2/C2 

requirement (see FIGURE 14). 

Facts, experience and common sense show Naval Air Station Meridian is 

needed ... no it's essential..for the Navy to achieve its required mission under the 

Force Structure Plan of the United States. 
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Executive Summary 

The consolidation of all T-45 strike training at Kingsville NAS by 1998 coupled with 
the use of Corpus Christi NAS (NASCC) as the outlying field would result in adverse 
and incompatible safety and noise impacts on the community immediately surrounding 
NASCC. The Navy would be violating both the spirit andletter of its own standards 
for safety and noise impacts on the civilian community. Civilian land uses which 
would be affected include Texas A&M University at Corpus Christi on Ward Island 
and the neighborhood of Flour Bluff which contains significant residential as well as 
industrial and business land uses. Current aircraft operational noise levels are 
estimated to be compatible with the surrounding community land uses with the 
maximum sound levels below 65 LDN. Projected sound levels with the transfer of the 
T-45 would result in severe noise impacts (>  80 LDN) on portions of the Flour Bluff 
community and adverse incompatible impacts encompassing the entire campus of 
Texas A&M University at Corpus Christi. Student classrooms, residences, library and 
religious centers are all within the clearly unacceptable range,some subject to noise 
levels above 75 LDN. 

Furthermore, no analysis was undertaken by the Navy of the proposed base 
realignment impacts on airport safety and noise zones at Corpus Christi or Kingsville 
prior to its recommendations for closure and realignment. 



STRIKEBA TR CAPACITY 
T-2lTA-4 TRAINING SYLLABUS 

1993 BRAC 1993 Community 1993 CTW-1 
Findings Findings Findings 

NAS KINGSVILLE 210** 
NAS MERIDIAN 195** 

1. SCRUBBED BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION STAFF FINDINGS 

2. MATCHED BY DETAILED COMMUNITY ANALYSIS (BOTH BASED ON 
CAPACITY LIMITED BY DAYTIME RUNWAY OPERATIONS) 

VALIDATED BY COMMANDER TRAINING AIR WING ONE USING MAX TOTAL 
AIRFIELD OPS DURING VIETNAM WAR (MAX PROVEN OUTPUT), SCALED TO 

: .i 
3 I. 

PEACETIME (516), DIVIDED BY TOTAL OPS PER PTR (22 10) 

5 ** ONLY CAPACITY FIGURES IN BRAC PROCESS VALIDATED BY HISTORIC 
OUTPUT 

H 





MERIDIAN 
Year 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 

Year 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 

HISTORIC A I ~  &D OPERATIONS 
(VIETNAM WAR ERA) 

McCain 
350,658 
353,336 
352,185 
3 12,037 
297,667 

Main 
369,844 
272,6 10 
266,090 
260,048 

OLF Bravo 
73,122 

1 64,700 
144,463 
89,478 
57,100 

Alice Omnge Grove 
181,319 
132,339 
96,98 1 
97,870 

Not Available 

OLF Alpha 

TOTAL 
551,163 
404,949 
363,071 
357,918 

TOTAL 
423,780 
5 18,036 
497,950 
471,889 
4 19,855 

NOTES: (''DATA SOURCE - COMMAND HISTORIES ON FILE AT NAVAL 
AVIATION HISTORICAL CENTER, WASHINGTON NAVY YARD 



E CAPACITY 

T-2lTA-4 SYLLABUS : 

Demonstrated Wartime Peak Scaled Peacetime(1) 
Meridian 234 193 
Kingsville 249 208 

Total 483 40 1 

T-45 SYLLABUS: 

Meridian 262 218 
Kingsville 279 233 

Total 54 1 45 1 

NOTE: (1) 6 days per week scaled to 5 days per week 



C 132200X APR 9 5  i Y R  

w c WASHINGToN DC//MZ~~QA-~/MMOA-~/ASM/MPP-~~/APP// 
w A S H I N G ~ N  DC//23/231// 

CNET PBNSACOLA FL//OOL// 
CG MCCDC QUANTICO ~ A / / T E ~ ; L A / T E ~ ~ A / /  
cOME~AVAIRLANT NORFOLK VA//~S// 
CaMNAVAIRPAC SAN DIEGO CA//NO~/NB/NBO/N~~/N~~ 
COMST~KFIGHTW~NGLANT CECIL FIELD FL//NOO// 
~ T R K P I ~ I N O P A C  LEMOORE CA//NOO// 
smrcrtmo~ ONE ZERO SIX//OO// 
S T R K P I ~ O N  ONE TWO FIVPI//NOO// 
WAT ONE! ZERO ONE EL TOR0 CA//NOO// 
NAMTRAQRUDEZ' CECIL FIELD FL //NoO// 
NAMTRACJRUDET LWOORE CA //Noo// 
N ~ Q E U  MILLIHGTON TN//oO// 
~QMVAWTNGPAC W I D B E Y  ISLAND WA//NOO// 
TACELRQN Om TWO NXNE//NO0// 
CHEJAVPERS WKXtJOTON ~~ / / 122 /211V /222 /404 /432 /433 / /  
C N A m  CORPUS CHRIST1 m / / ~ - 3 / N - 3 2 / /  
COMNAVCRITTTCOM WASHINGTON DC//21C/31I// 
NAVAVSCOLSCOM PENSACOLA FL//OO / 92// 

S ~ ~ J / P I W T / N F O  AND MAXNTENMiCE PRODUCTION ALIGNMENT CONFERENCE// 
'TOM D O N O V P L N / M R / P R I P H N : D S N ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ / - / - / $ E C P ~ : ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ / /  

1 .  A PILQT/NFo *NI7 MAINTENANCE PRODUCTION ALIGIWENT CONFERENCE 
IS SCHEDULED FOR 20-21 APRIL TN WASHINGTON D.C.  MULTIPLE DYNAMICS 
~ ? E s  MAYIMUM PARTTCIPATION OF ALL ADDRESSEES ESSENTIAL. REGRET 
SHORT LEAD TIME- UNIFORM FOR CONFERENCE IS SDB OR SERVICE/CIVLLIAN 
EQU I VALENT . 

2, PURPOSE OF THIS CONFERENCE IS TO DISCUSS ALL IMPACTS ON 
RECRUITING THROUGH FRS, INCLUDING ENLISTED MANNING, TO SUPPORT 'HE 
QTAND-UP OP FOUR VAQ SQUADRONS AND A POTENTIAL RETENTION (BUILD) OF 
3 -6 S I X  TACTrCAL SQUADRONS. CONFERENCE GOAL IS TO p ~ u u u c x ,  BY 
COB a 1  APR, A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN WHICH CAN BE FULLY SUPPORTED AND 
EXECUTED PROM CRUITCOM THROUGH FRS PRODUCTION. 

3 .  190 OF PLAN LISTED IN PARA 2 ,  ALL PLANNERS MUST CLEARLY IDENTIFY 

APPENDIX C 



~ D I T I O N A L  REQUIREMENTS INCLUDING FUNOING, M I N G ,  AND 
L N F R A S T R U ~  
.;rTmPORT (MAINTENANCE, SCHOOL HOUSE, AIRCRAFT ETC . ) . FOLLOWING DATA 

ROVIWEE) IcYl" I D  PO1'EN'l'IAL IMPACTS AND COSTS OP DOING BUSINESS: 

.ADDRESS ISSUES BASED ON FOLLOWING STRIKE (NAW/USMC/FHS PTR : 
FY-95 L.'r-96 FY-97 PY-98 FY-99 FY-00 FY-01 
303 319  360 360 360 360 360 

ADDIT1 ON& 'lu ADDRESS ARE POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF BRAC 95 
REDUCTION TO A SIkIClLE STRIKE TRAINING BASE, JOINT TRAINING AND 
T-2  SDLM ISSUES. 
B .  TYCOMS 
CAT 1 NUMBER8 REFLECT NAVY ONLY ANTfCIPATED WQVIREW&NTG TO SUSTAIN 
50 STRIKE/FIOHTER COMPLEMENT WITH AN INCREASE OF FORCE STRUCTURE. 
m E R S  DO NOT INCLUDE FLEET TRANSITION. 

FY-95 FY-96 FY-97 FY-98 m-99 FY-00 FY-01 
F-14 (PILOT/NFO) 
CAT- 1 52 5 2  49 4 9  4 9  43 4 0  
F/A- 18 
NOTE: 1 
CAT- 1 88 9 8 LU6 108 114  110 1 2 2  
EA-68 (PILOT/NFO) 
CAT-1 21/56 21/56 21/56 21/56 21/56 21/56 21/56 
NOTE: 1 f /A-18 NUMBERS ALSO ACCOUNT FQR F/A-  18E/F FIT AND FRS 
iNSTRUCTOR REQUTmMENTS. 
.ADDITIONALLY, EMPHASIS ON ENLISTED MANNING ISSUES AND POTENTIAL 
IMPACTS OF BWiC MOVES ON FRS/FRAMP I'HKU-PUT MUST BE CONSIDERED. FRS 
REPS SHOVLD BE PREPARED TO DISCUSS/UPDATE PLMN ON INITIATIVES TO 
r " " W S E  F/A-18  FRS AND FRAMP THKU-PUT. 

UPERS 
IFY OFFICER AND ENLISTED REQUIREMENI'S TO SUPPORT PLANS LISTED IN 

PARA 2 ,  ADDITIONAL EMPHASIS MUST BE PLACED ON ACCURATE ACCOUNTING OF 
PERSONNEL, OFF1 CER ENLISTED, ALREADY IDEN'1'lYIED IS0 EA- 6B SQDPJ 
PJJTS [JP AND AIRCREW ALREADY I D ' D  FOR F-14 AND F/A-10 TRANSITION. 

.ACCCTR?iCY IN mIS mEA 1s CRITICAL IOT PROVIDE A N  ACCURATE; BASELINE 
PRoM WHICH AbDITIONAL AIRCREW CAN BE DRAWN TO SUPPORT ANY AND ALL 
P W S  PRESENTLY UNDER STUDY. 

4 .  A DETAILED CONFERENCE AGENDA WILL BE PROVIDEU V I A  SEPARATE MSG. 

5 .  CONFERENCE WILL BEGIN AT 0900 AT THE NAVY ANNEX (BUPERS) RM 2828 
TOCATRD ON THE SECOND DECK, WING 8 ,  RM 2 8 .  

6 .  NS69 PRONG: DSN 224-6013 COMM: (703) 614 -6013. NO89 FAX: 
DSN 223-9795 ,  COMlvl (703) 6 9 5 - 9 7 9 5 .  MAKE ALL FAXS ATI'N CUK DONOVAN.// 



CNATKA CORPC.- CHRISTI,  PX ' I  

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 

& P41 SnLu>-.r) 

DATE: N i  !2,? PD 7;:s (INCLUDING " 'VER PAGE) 

AGENCY a /*,q h~fi! .d- 14% " I AGENCY 

\ L*. .. .7 . u * 
TO: 

NAME .%-4 Do&+&J I NAME L ~ c  l/&a 

..'&s-. 

FROM: 

r?DE ,, I CODE ni ~ J Y  

EXTENSION 77aC I EXTENSION ~ J N  ~ c / - ? ~ : = '  --.- -- 
liv 

T i t  '30PIER NO, TELECOPlfR NO, 
a - :7g ,  

(512) 939 -2913 (AUTOVON) 86:-$33; 
D U N  OFFICE ASSISTANCE 
(512) 939-2284 (AUTOVON) 861-2284 
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T-45 TS 

DAY OPEiwTIONS PER PTR 

PF = CNATRA PLANNING FACTORS 

** GTUDENT SYLLADUEi 

** STUDENT OVERnEAb 

U,6L PF KOvR3 
1 . 4 6  HRS/SORTXE 1 2 . 7 5  SORTIES 

: -. 
A. 30RTTES X 9 . 3  OBS PER 30RTIB 

**  INSTRUCTOR CHASE 

CHASE OVEFUIEW 

j . 7  SORTIES X 1.4 OPSi30RTI. 

* * STUDENT AIXttKf T I [;:\I 



BASIC QtJAL == h9% ADV QUAL m 312 

1 6 6 4 7  TOTAL PF HOURS = 1.1.36 (BASIC) +- 5.11 (ADV) 

- 
1.23 HRS/BORTIE = 4 . 2  SORTIES 

- 
1.2 HR9/5ORTIE = S SORTIES 

5 SORTIES X 8 OP$/SORTIE 

w 
2.2 WRS/SORTIE = 2.5 SORTIES 

1,5 SORTIES X 2 . 4  OP$/SORZ'IES 

** MAINTENANCE OViRtWAD 

2.65wBii  
' 9  HRS , '&ORTIE 2 . 9  SORTIES 

4 . 9  SORTIES X 2 OP6/60RTXE 



vrrrr * PERRY OVERHEAD 

1 3 2  PF 
1.3 HRS/SORTfE - 1 SORTIE 
1 SORTIE X 2 OPS/30RTIE 

** TOTAL PAY OPERATIONS PER FTR c JUU 

* BORTIES REQUIRED TO BE COMPLETED OUYSXDE THE KINGSVILLE AREA 

1 AIRNAV SOLO = 5 OPERATIONS 

FINAL CQ SORTIE - 28  OPERATIONS 

* TOTAL OPLMTIONO COMYLEa~ UTSIDE KINCSVILLE AREA = 33  

NOTE: PAM AND 1;NSTRUMENT CHECKS ARE FLOWN ;IN CONJGWCTXON WIYA 
AND INSTRUMENT STANDARDT3ATIQN CHFCKS. 



An, ... ..-. Jb--.;. ... 











COMPARISON OF ACTUAL THROUGHPUT DATA WITH CNATRA 
SPREADSHEET DATA USING PLANNING FACTOR OVERHEAD. 

V The CNATRA developed spreadsheet which compiled data (hours and operations) from 27,000 student aviatio 
training forms plus instructor logbooks was used as the base data. According to discussions with CNATRA stal 
this data reflects actual student flight operations for surveyed students who began training in 1992 and 
completed in 1993 (by definition, student overhead is included within these operations.) 

The Navy Meridian Team took the base data and added CNO Planning Factor Overhead (excluding student 
overhead). Then, actual throughput data was compiled, averaging homefield and OLF training operations for 
1992 and 1993 -- the years these students were flying, and dividing by 1993 PTR -- the year the students 
graduated, and compared to the above. The results are as follows: 

NAS KlNGSVlLLE BASE DATA PLUS CNO PLANNING FACTOR OVERHEAD 
Daytime Nighttime Total 

Spreadsheet T2 OpstPTR 824 100 924 
Non-Student Overhead 21 6 26 242 
Total T2 OpdPTR 1040 126 1166 

Spreadsheet A4 OpdPTR 
Non-Student Overhead 
Total A4 OpdPTR 

Total T21A4 OpsIPTR 204 1 432 2473 

VI KlNGSVlLLE 
Average Homefield and OLF Training Ops 1992 and 1993' 
Total 1 993 Student Graduates 

Average Homefield and OLF Operations per Strike Student 

ACTUAL DATA 
3651 33 

14 1 

2590 

NAS MERIDIAN BASE DATA PLUS CNO PLANNING FACTOR OVERHEAD 
Daytime Nighttime Total 

Spreadsheet T2 OpsIPTR 660 96 756 
Non-Student Overhead 184 26 21 0 

Total T2 OpdPTR 844 122 966 

Non-Student Overhead 
Non-Student Overhead 
Total A4 OpdPTR 

Total T21A4 OpdPTR 1794 367 2161 

MERIDIAN 
Average Homefield and OLF Training Ops 1992 and 1993 
Total 1993 Student Graduates 

Average Homefield and OLF Operations per Strike Student 

ACTUAL DATA 
264702 

117 

2262 

CONCLUSION: Planning Factors conservatively approximate ops overhead (understates it). 
* Airfield ops for Kingsville in 1993 were reduced by 26,292 to account for T-45 start-up hops. 

APPENDIX E 1 
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I u ~ b 1 4  ~ U U Y  r. WL 

AE'ltl AUK qJ v v r  

14 March 1995 

MEMORANDUM 

FROM: RADM W.B. Hayden 
TO: CAPT Brian Buzzell 

SUBJECT: Determimtion of Operations per PTR for Strike Bases 

I. The methodology used during BRAC '91 for d e t e r d i n g  operations per PTR was 
relatively simple. A five year hisborical count of all aixfhid. operations at the main 
air6ield and its OLFs for Training Air Wings ONE, TWO and THREE was 
conducted. This total figure was divided by the total number of strike graduates at 
all tbrec wings. A figure of 2210 operations per PTR was derived. This figure of 
2210 uperations is fbr the T-2PTA-4 syllabus only and includes both day and night 
operations- CNATRQ used the same methodology fbr BRAC '93 and 2210 
operations per PTR was used as the base figure. 

2. In BRAC '95, only daytime use of the airfields and their associated OLFs wsa 

w 

a figure reflecting liay operations conducted by a graduating student was reached. 
TO this figure. overhead per student was added along with student attrite 
operations, instructor check fhghts and maintenance flights. From this data 
coIIection, da-c operations per PTR was calculated as the FImiting operations 
factor for an air 9 tation. 

3. Training Air Wing ONE and TWO used Merent methods of c a l d a t i n g  
operations per PTR for BRAG '95 data calls. 

a Wing ONE used 2210 operations per PTR as the starting point for their 
calculations. They then proportioned the operations to either day or night, and also 
to either the T-2 or TA-4, and reached a number of 1961 for day operations per PTR. 
The CNATRA spreadsheet calculated 1730 operations per PTR fbr the T-2ITA.4. 
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- . . 

b. Wing TWO studied the T-46 curriculum, made operational judgments on the w number of operations it took per student to complete the syllabus, added overhead 
and reached a nwpber oI 1393 operation& per PTR The CNATRA spreadsheet 
calculated 1453 operations per PTR for the T-45. 

4. Using each wing'. methodoloigy, the data submitted by cach wing was validated 
and aubsoquently certified and forwarded. 

Rear Admiral, VSN 
Chief of Natal Air aaipinp 1 



NAS Kingsville 

Intermediate Strike Total Ops Calculation 

Completed Day Ops /Student Ovhd = Student Ops * ( I  + Ovhd) = Total Day Ops 

Completed Night Ops /Student Ovhd = Student Ops * (1 + Ovhd) = Total Night Ops 

Advanced Strike Total Ops Calculation 

Completed Day Ops /Student Ovhd = Stztdent Ops * ( 1  + Ovhd) = Total Day Ops 

Completed Night (3ps /Student Ovhd = Student Ops * (I + Ovh4 = Total Night Ops 

Day Night Total 
T-2 1040 126 1166 

- - -- 

Total 204 1 432 2473 

Attachment (1 .) 



NAS I<INGSVILLE 
ADVANCED STRIICE 

VT-22 TOTALS BASED ON 26 6TUDENT6 I 
Date8 

~ a m e  Start End 
-. 

ADAMS, A. 06/08/92 02/05/93 
ARTETA, 0. 10/13/92 06/08/93 
BACHMANN, P .  05/11/92 03/04/93 
BAYER, A. 07/13/92 02/03/93 
BECERRh, R. 10/13/92 06/17/93  
BULPORD, M. 08/24/92 03/18/93 
CZEREWKO, 3.  05/26/92 02/02/93 
DEVAUX, H. 08/24/92 05/26/93 
DEWHIRST, D. 08/24/92 03/18/93 
DORAN, 3. 06/29/92 03/04/93 
DVNAI, C. 11/23/92 06/21/93 
FARRELL, K. 08/24/92 03/18/93 
HARRELSON, B 07/13/92 03/17/93 
HARRIES, R .  09/14/92 05/25/93 
HENDERSON, J 08/24/92 03/18/93 
KINO, 8. 05/11/92 02/12/93 
KIRALY, W. 09/14/92 05/26/93 
MANGIAPANE, 06/29/92 02/16/93 
MILLER, J. 06/29/92 03/02/93 
NELSON, C .  06/08/92 02/02/93 
SEWELL, G. 07/13/92 05/23/93 
SHERREL, J. 10/26/92 06/24/93 
SOPKO, R. 06/29/92 03/02/93 
SPAHR, J. 05/26/92 01/27/93 
WAGNER, 8. 06/08/42 02/24/93 
WELCH, C. 06/29/92 04/02/93 
P -..- - .rrzA 

AVERAGES : 

toggd Loggd Loggd hdjet Comptd COmptd 
Durtn Night Appre Lande Dy Ope Nt Ope  - -- 

\ 

124.9 19.3 56.0 391.0 650.0 190.0 
123.3 17.9 61.0 352.0 626.0 144.0 
117.0 17.9 63.0 355.0 574.0 198.0 
113.8 12.5 64.0 391.0 662.0 182.0 
115.5 19.8 58.0 367.0 628.0 172.0 
115.9 17.7 62.0 342.0 596.0 182.0 
129.2 21.2 68.0 513.0 824.0 284.0 
117.9 15.0 62.0 380.0 664.0 158.0 
117.0 23.2 65.0 323.0 498.0 214.0 
120.6 20.3 58.0 371.0 652.0 152.0 
115.8 18.9 51.0 366.0 624.0 160.0 
110.9 22.3 60.0 350.0 514.0 246.0 
113.8 21.1 62.0 394.0 638.0 208.0 
125.4 22.6 56.0 389.0 638.0 194.0 
114.2 19.1 62.0 352.0 588.0 184.0 
119.3 16.9 59.0 376.0 644.0 168.0 
120.3 19.6 57.0 376.0 666.0 152.0 
115.7 22.0 59.0 401.0 614.0 238.0 
112.5 20.9 55.0 346.0 566.0 186.0 
120.7 16.9 62.0 437.0 754.0 186.0 
120.8 17.8 71.0 395.0 678.0 188.0 
115.4 16.2 57.0 372.0 623.0 182.0 
116.5 16.0 68.0 354.0 624.0 164.0 
134.9 19.9 59.0 565.0 854.0 334.0 
125.7 20.3 65.0 398.0 648.0 210.0 
112.1 19.3 61.0 373.0 608.0 210.0 -- - 
118.8 19.0 60.8 386.5 640.6 195.6 



NAS KINGSVILLE 

ADVANCED STRIKE 

VT-22 TOTALS BASED O N  2 6  S T U D E N T 6  

Datee ~oggd Loggd Loggd hdjet ~ o m p t d  C0mptd 
~ a m e  SLart End Dur tn  NLght  - Appre Lande -- Dy Ope ~t op, 

AOAMS, A .  06/08/92 02/05/93 124.9  1 9 . 3  56 .0  391.0  650.0  190.0 
ARTETA, 0. 10/13/92  06/08/93  123 .3  1 7 . 9  61 .0  352 .0  626.0 144.0 
BACHHANN, P. 05/11/92 03 /04 /93  117 .0  1 7 . 9  63 .0  355.0 574.0 198.0 
BAYER, A. 07/13/92 02/03/93  113 .8  12 .5  64 .0  391.0 662.0  182.0  
BECERRh, R. 10/13/92 06/17/93 115.5 1 9 . 8  58 .0  367.0 628.0 172.0 
BULPORD, H. 08/24/92 03/18/93  115.9 1 7 . 7  62.0 362.0 996.0 102.0 
CZEREWXO, J. 05/26/92 02/02/93 129.2 21.2 68 .0  513 .0  824.0  284.0 
DILVAUX, H. 08/24/92  05/26/93  117.9 1 5 . 0  62 .0  380 .0  664.0  158 .0  
DEWHfRST, 0. 08/24/92 03/18/93  117.0  23 .2  65.0 323.0 498.0 214.0 
DORAN, 3. 06/29/92 03/04/93  120.6  2 0 . 3  58.0 371.0  652.0 152.0 
DVNAI, C. 11 /23 /92  06/21/93  115 .8  18.9  51.0 366.0  624.0  160.0 
FARRELL, X .  08/24/92 03 /18 /93  110.9 22 .3  60 .0  350.0 514.0  246.0 
HARRELSON, B 07/13/92 03 /17 /93  113 .8  2 1 . 1  62 .0  394 .0  638.0  208.0  
H A R R I E S ,  R.  09 /14/92  05/25/93  125.4  22 .6  56.0 389.0  638.0  194.0 
HENDERSON, J 08/24/92  03/18/93  114.2 19.1 6 2 . 0  352.0  588.0  184.0 
KINO, 8. 05/11/92  02/12/93  119.3 1 6 . 9  59 .0  376.0 644.0 168.0 
KIRALY, W. 09/14/92  05/26/93  1 2 0 . 3  19.6  57.0 376.0 666.0  1 5 2 . 0  
MANGfAPANE, 06/29/92 02 /16 /93  1 1 5 . 7  2 2 . 0  5 9 . 0  401.0  614 .0  238.0 
MILLER, J. 06/29/92  03 /02 /93  112.5  20 .9  5 5 . 0  346.0 566.0 186.0 
NELSON, C .  06/08/92  02 /02 /93  120.7 1 6 . 9  62 .0  437.0 754.0  1 8 6 . 0  
GEWELL, G .  07 /13 /92  05 /23 /93  120 .8  1 7 . 8  71.0 395 .0  678 .0  188.0 
SHERREL, J. 10/26/92  06/24/93  115.4 1 6 . 2  57 .0  372 .0  6 2 3 . 0  182 .0  
SOPKO, R. 06/29/92  03 /02 /93  116 .5  1 6 . 0  68 .0  354 .0  624.0 164.0  
SPAHR, J .  05/26/92  01 /27 /93  134.9  19 .9  5 9 . 0  565 .0  854.0  334.0 
WAGNER, 6 .  OG/08/F2 0 2 / 2 6 / 9 3  125 .7  20.3 65 .0  398.0  648.0  210.0  
WELCH, C .  06/29/92  0 4 / 0 2 / 9 3  1 1 2 . 1  19 .3  61 .0  373 .0  608 .0  210.0 
- .-.--- - --- 
AVERAGES : 118.8  1 9 . 0  60 .8  386.5  640.6  1 9 5 . 6  



COMPUTATION OF PLA~JNIHG FACTORS (PEACETIHE) E 25 Hay 93 
CURRICULUM: ADVANCED STRIKE TRAWING 2 SERVICE: ALL SER"rCES 
TYPE ACFT: TA-4J PROCEDURES TRAINER: NONE FLIGHT SIMULATOR: 2 ~ 9 0  
***.*..**. *C.**.*.*.*.***..**t****.~.**ee*t******-********-*****~************* 

ACFT HRS/STUD INSTRUCTOR fIRS/STUD SIH HRS/STUD 
TA-QJ TA-4J NONE 2F90 _ _ _ _ _  ----- ----- NONE 2F90 ----- ----- - _ _ _ _  

STUDENT SYLLABUS 102.70 68.40 0.00 0.00 0-00 67.50 
STUDENT OVERHEAD 

TA-4J ACFT = 9-41 / 9-41 9.65 6-42 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
INSTRUCTOR CHASE 32 - 10 33-20 ---- --- - ---- ---- 
CHASE OVERHEAD 9-41 -3.01 3 12 ---- ---- ---- ---- 

SUBTOTAL 147.47 111.15 0.00 0.00 0-00 67.50 

STUDENT ATTRITION 7.01 5-54 6.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 2-54 
SUBTOTAL 15 3.02 115.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 70.04 

IUT OVERHEAD 
TA-4J .29401*-558*65.9/60.2 10.81 9.87 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
2F90 .29401*-5584 0.0/12.0 ---- ---- ---- 0.00 ---- 1.96 
NATOPS/INSTRUMENT REQUAL 

15.0 HRS -29401 4-41 x2 8-02 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
STANDARDIZATION FLTS 

3.0 HRS -29401 0.88 x2 1.76 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
SUBTOTAL 169.12 135.79 0.00 0.00 0.00 72.00 

MA I NT OVERHEAD 1.409 2.45 2.45 ---- ---- - - - - ---- 
LOGISTIC OVERHEAD 1.001 1.75 1.75 ---- ---- - - - - ---- 
FERRY OVERHEAD 1.309 2.28 2.28 ----  ---- - - - - ---- 

_______________----------------------------------- 
TOTALS 175.62 142.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 72.00 
ROUNDED 175.60 142.30 0 - 0 0  0.00 0.00 72.00 
W / O  IUT/INSTRUCT OVRHD 158.90 121.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 70.00 .............................................................................. 

IUT OVERHEAD ACFT HRS/IUT INSTRUCTOR HRS/IUT SIH HRS/IUT 
TA-4 J TA-4J NONE 2F90 NONE 2 F90 

WEIGHTED IUT SYLLABUS 65.90 60.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.00 

IUT OVHD HRS/STUD=(INS/STUD RATI0)*(12 MOjINS AVC TOUR)*(WEIGHTED IUT SYL HRS) 
. . * . * * * * * *  * * . * * * & * * * . . * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * . * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * . * * * * * * * *  
ItJSTRUCTOR UTILIZATION COMPUTATIONS 

HRS/( SL + SCT) SL AVArL WX EI DAYS 
IN TA-4J = 8HRS/(1.21 + 2.20) 1.21 0.800 * 0.90 1.00 237 = 484 HRS/YR ....*.. * * * * & * ~ * * . C . . * . . * * . * . . . C * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * . * * . * * * ~ * * * . . 4 * *  

A IRCRAFT HOURS CPT HOURS S IHULATOR HOURS 
INSTRUCTOR/STUD RATIO (142.3 / 484) = .29401 
AIRCRAFT/STUDENT RATIO (175.6 / 520) = -33769 
SINULATOR/STUD RATIO ( 72.0 /2535) = .02840 .............................................................................. 
ANNUAL UTILIZATION COMPUTATIONS 

H R / (  SL + TAT ) SL AVAIL EI W X  DAYS 
TA-4J ACFT UTIL = 10/(1.21 + 1.40) 1.21 ' 0.526 1 - 0 0  0.90 ' 237 = 520 
2F90 FL SIH UTIL = 16/(2.00 + 0 . 2 5 )  2-00 0.800 0.94 1.00 237 = 2535 .............................................................................. 



VT-23 TOTALS B h S E D  ON 26 STVDENTB 

w D a t e o  Loggd Loggd Loggd  A d j e t  Comptd C o m p t d  
Name S t a r t  End Durtn ~ i g h t  Appro Lande Dy Ope ~t ope - 
ADAMS, A -  09/03/91 05/20/92 115.0 10.5 41.0 601.0 1122.0 124.0 
ARTETA, D- 02/18/92 09/17/92 9 2 . 2  9.6 32.0 435.0 826.0 84.0 
BACHMANN, P. 09/16/91 04/14/92 94.5 10.2 33.0 457.0 838.0 116.0 
OAYER, A -  11/25/91 06/16/92 98.7 8.0 31.0 489.0 904.0 110.0 
BECERRA, R -  01/21/92 09/16/92 103.6 10.1 27-0 464.0 872.0 88.0 
BULFORD, M. 10/28/91 07/25/92 100.6 6.1 32.0 553.0 1044.0 84.0 
CZEREWKO, J. 11/12/91 04/28/92 9 . 1  7.6 32.0 406.0 742.0 100.0 
DEVAUX, H- 12/09/91 07/26/92 96.1 12.5 34.0 453.0 840.0 110.0 
DEQHIRST, D. 11/25/91 07/26/92 90.6 9.1 26.0 446.0 804.0 112.0 
DORAN, J. 2 9  05/20/92 101.3 10.9 33.0 454.0 822.0 126.0 
DUNAI, C .  03/16/92 11/07/92 100.9 10.1 28.0 446.0 820.0 106.0 
FARRELL, K. 12/09/91 07/26/92 93.0 5.3 3 0  416.0 790.0 76.0 
HARRELSON, 0 11/25/91 06/23/92 97.2 9.1 29.0 408.0 758.0 88.0 
HARRIES, R .  01/06/92 07/27/93 95.1 8.1 38.0 469.0 866.0 114.0 
HENDERSON, J 12/09/91 07/24/92 95.4 8.2 27.0 430.0 784.0 100.0 
KING, 8 .  10/28/91 04/28/92 92.6 10.1 30.0 396.0 708.0 114.0 
KIRALY, W. 12/09/91 07/26/92 93.2 9.2 19.0 470.0 848.0 104.0 
MANOIAPANE, 11/25/91 06/16/92 92.4 7.0 33.0 441.0 828.0 92.0 
HILLER, J. 08/19/91 06/16/92 103.3 7.5 31.0 496.0 948.0 72.0 
NELSON, C. 11/12/91 05/21/92 92.2 9.4 26.0 422.0 762.0 108.0 
SEWELL, G. 11/25/91 06/19/92 103.2 7.2 32.0 417.0 802.0 70.0 
SHERREL, J .  02/18/92 09/16/92 95.4 11.9 31.0 402.0 760.0 82.0 
SOPKO, R. 08/05/91 06/15/92 91.3 7.7 30.0 425.0 758.0 124.0 
SPAHR, 3. 11/12/91 05/01/92 98.7 8.2 30.0 410.0 728.0 124.0 
WAUNER, R. 13/12/91 05/21/92 90.2 9.0 36.0 365.0 674.0 88.0 
WELCH, C. 08/19/91 05/20/92 102.5 5.7 35.0 407.0 782.0 76.0 



u cOHPUTATION OF PLANNING FACTORS (PEACETIHE) 2s Hay 9 3  
CURRICULUM: INTERMEDIATE STRIKE TRAHING 2 ALL S&RVI(--~S 

9 TYPE ACFT: T-2C PROCEDURES TRAINER: NONE FLIGHT SIXULATO~: z F l o l  
\ .* ***44*4****4*...*****.*.*..****4.**********~***********************~***....* 7 r ACFT HRS/STUD INSTRUCTOR HRS/STUD 

SIH HRS/STUD 
T-ZC T-2C NONE ZFlOl NONE 2FlOl ----- _ _ _ _ _  _---- ----- ----- - - -__ 

STUDENT SYLLABUS . 89 - 30 69.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 44.50 
STUDENT OVERHEAD 

T-2C ACFT = 1 1  1 1 7  10.44 8.14 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
2FlOl FSIH = 5.901 ---- ---- ---- 0.00 ---- 2.62 

INSTRUCTOR CHASE 7-30 8.50 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
CHASE OVERHEAD 11.7t 0.85 0.99 ---- ---- ---- ---- 

SUBTOTAL 107.90 87.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 47.12 

STUDENT ATTRITION 5-08 2.83 2.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 
SUBTOTAL 110.74 89.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 48.36 

IUT OVERHEAD 
T-2C .20263*.522*63.6/60.6 6.72 6.40 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
2F101 .20263*.522* 0.0/ 7.5 ---- ---- ---- 0.00 ---- 0.79 
NATOPS/INSTRUHENT REQUAL 

15.0 HRS -20263 3-03 x2 6.07 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
STANDARDIZATION FLTS 

3.0 HRS * -20263 0.60 XZ 1.21 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
SUBTOTAL 121.11 103.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 49.15 

HAINT OVERHEAD 1 6  2-05 2-05 ---- ---- - - - - - - - -  
LOGISTIC OVERHEAD 0.509 0.62 0.62 ---- ---- ---- - - - -  
FERRY OVERHEAD 1.65% 2.07 2.07 ---- ---- ---- - - - -  

__________-_-------------------------------------- 
TOTALS 125.87 107.99 0.00 0.00 0.00 49.15 
ROUNDED 125.90 108.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 49.20 
W/O IUT/INSTRUCT OVRHD 115.10 93.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 48.40 

* a * * *  * * * * * * 4 * * * * * * * * ~ ~ . * * ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 4 * * * * * a * * * * * * 4 * ~ * ~ * * * * * 4 * * * * * * * * * 4 ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ ~ ~ ~  

I U T  OVERHEAD ACFT HRS/IUT INSTRUCTOR HRs/IUT SIH HRS/IUT 
T-2C T-2C NONE 2F101 NONE 2FlOl 

WEIGHTED IUT SYLLABUS 63.60 60.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.50 

IUT OVHD HRS/STUD=(INS/STUD RATIO)*(lZ MO/INS AVG TOUR)*(WEIGHTED IUT SYL HRS) 
a * * * * .  4***44*******.*****************4****.***4*.***********~*.*****.~.***..** 

INSTRUCTOR UTILIZATrON COMPUTATIONS 
HRS/( SL + SCT) SL A V A I L  W X  EI DAYS 

IN T-2C = 8HRS/(1.33 t 2.00) 1.33 0.800 0.88 1.00 237 = 533 HRS/YR 
.....**.*.********.**t*4.4*4***.****~4*44**.*.~,**444*44**4*******4*****~~~~~. 

A I RCRAFT HOURS CPT HOURS S IHULATOR HOURS 
INSTRUCTOR/STUD RATIO (108.0 / 533) = .20263 
AIRCRAFT/STUDENT RATIO (125.9 / 613) = .20538 
SIHULATOR/STUD RATIO ( 49.2 12525) = .01949 
.a *.*.****.***t***.**..**..***~***.*44444*~*.......*********************.**4** 

ANNUAL UTILIZATION COMPUTATIONS 
HR/{ SL + TAT ) SL ' AVAIL EI WX DAYS 

T-ZC ACFT UTIL = 10/(1-33 + 1.46) 1.33 * 0.617 1.00 0.88 237 = 613 
2FlOl FL SIH UTIL = 16/(1.50 + 0.30) 4 1-50 0.850 0.94 1-00 237 = 2 5 2 5  
.**..* *.******.*****.4.***...*******~**4**~........******..*..*~**4***4~~~~... 



NAS Meridian 

intermediate Strike Total Ops Calculation 

Completed Day Ops /Student Ovhd = Student Ops * ( I  + Ovhd) = Total Day Ops 

660.1 1 (1+.077) = 613 * (1+.377) = 844 

Completed Night Clps /Student Ovhd = Student Ops * ( I  + Ovhd) = Total Night Ops 

Advanced Strike Total Ops Calculation 

Completed Day Ops /Student Ovhd = Student Ops * ( I  + Ovhd) = Total Da-v Ops 

Completed Night Ops / Student Ovltd = Student Ops * ( I  + Ovhd) = Total Night Ops 

- Day Night Total 
T-2 844 122 966 

- TA-4 950 245 1195 

Total 1794 367 2161 

Attachment (2.) 



NAS MERIDIAN 

ADVANCED STRIKE 

Name 

VT-7 TOTALS BASED ON 33  STUDENTS 

Dates Loggd  L o g g d  Loggd Adjst Comptd Comptd 
Star t  End Durtn Night Apprs Lands Dy Ops Nt OPS 

BECKWITH, P. 10/13 /92  06 /01 /93  
BENT, J. 11 /19 /92  05 /27 /93  
BURGESS, M. 09/28 /92  05 /14 /93  
BURPEE, J. 11/09 /92  05 /19 /93  
CoURTEHANCHE 11/19/92 06 /04 /93  
DAILL, K- 04/27 /92  10 /21 /92  
DEVINE, A. 07 /06 /92  05 /15 /93  
DOLAN, T. 10/13 /92  05 /13 /93  
FAGEN, S. 08/31 /92  05 /13 /93  
GREEN, R. 11/09 /92  05 /14 /93  
GUIDRY, M. 06 /08 /92  0 1 / 2 5 / 9 3  
GUILFORD, C. 08/31 /92  02 /24 /93  
HALL, M. 06 /22 /92  01 /25 /93  
HANSON, G. 09 /28 /92  06 /04 /93  
HARRIS, G. 12/07 /92  06 /11 /93  
HOBBS, M. 10/26 /92  0 6 / 0 1 / 9 3  
HOBSON, H. 08/31 /92  0 5 / 1 6 / 9 3  
LARRETT, R. 10 /26 /92  0 5 / 1 6 / 9 3  
LINEBARGER,J 07 /06 /92  0 2 / 0 3 / 9 3  
MCDOWELL, G 08 /03 /92  0 2 / 2 2 / 9 3  
O'TOOLE, T. 06 /08 /92  0 1 / 2 3 / 9 3  
OBRIEN, J. 12 /07 /92  06 /10 /93  
OLANDER, G. 07 /06 /92  0 1 / 2 5 / 9 3  
OLSTEIN, E. 06 /22 /92  0 2 / 1 1 / 9 3  
REINHOLD, S. 07 /20 /92  0 2 / 1 0 / 9 3  
ROMAN, M. 11/19 /92  0 6 / 1 5 / 9 3  
ROSARIO, R. 08 /03 /92  0 5 / 1 4 / 9 3  
SCHAGER, L. 11/09 /92  0 5 / 1 5 / 9 3  
SILEBI, F. 10/26 /92  05 /19 /93  
SINS, T. 11 /19 /92  0 5 / 2 7 / 9 3  
SMEETON, T. 12/07 /92  0 6 / 1 4 / 9 3  
WADDOUPS, M. 11 /19 /92  0 6 / 1 1 / 9 3  
WIKOFF, G. 08 /31 /92  02 /11 /93  

AVERAGES : 118.8  



COHPUTATION OF PLANNItJG FACTORS (PEACETIME) E 1s April 94 
CURRICULUM: ADVANCED STRIKE TRAWINC 1 SERVICE: ALL SERVICES 
TYPE ACFT: TA-4J PROCEDURES TRAINER: NONE FLIGHT SIMULATOR: 2F90 .............................................................................. 

ACFT HRS/STUD INSTRUCTOR HRS/STUD SIH HRS/STUD 
TA-4 J TA-4J NONE 2F90 NONE 2F90 

STUDENT SYLLABUS 102.70 68.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 67.50 
STUDENT OVERHEAD 
TA-4J ACFT 12.8% /12.8\ 13.20 8.79 ---- ---- ---- ---- 

INSTRUCTOR CHASE 32.10 33.20 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
CHASE OVERHEAD 9.4% 3.01 3 12 ---- ---- ---- ---- 

SUBTOTAL 151-02 113.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 67.50 

STUDENT ATTRITION 5.0% 3.97 2.98 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.77 
SUBTOTAL 154.99 116.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 69.27 

IUT OVERHEAD 
TA-4J .34362*.558*65.9/60.2 12.63 11-54 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
2F90 .34362*.558* 0.0/12.0 ---- ---- ---- 0.00 ---- 2.30 
NATO?S/ ItiSTRUMENT REQUAL 

15.0 HRS -34362 5.15 x2 10.30 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
STANDARDIZATION FLTS 

3.0 HRS -34362 1 0 3  x2 2.06 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
SUBTOTAL 173.82 140.42 0.00 0.00 0.00 71.57 

M I N T  OVERHEAD 2.00% 3.74 3.74 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
LOGISTIC OVERHEAD 2.00% 3.74 3.74 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
FERRY OVERHEAD 3.06% 5.72 5.72 ---- ---- ---- ---- 

-------------------------------------------------- 
TOTALS 187.02 153.62 0.00 0.01) 0.00 71.57 
ROUNDED 187.00 153.60 0.00 0.00 0-00 71-60 
W/O IUT/INSTRUCT OVRHD 166.80 128.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 69.30 .............................................................................. 

IUT OVERHEAD ACFT HRS/IUT INSTRUCTOR HRS/IUT SIH HRS/IUT 
TA-4 J TA-4J NONE 2F90 NONE 2F90 

WEIGHTED IUT SYLLABUS 65.90 60.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.00 

IUT OVHD HRS/STUD=(INS/STUD RATIO)*(12 HO/INS AVG TOUR)'(WEIGHTED IUT SYL HRS) 
. a .  . . . . . . . . ~ . * * a . 8 . * . ~ . : * . ~ . . . . . 9 . . . ~ . . ~ . . . . . . 8 . . * . * * * * * 8 * ~ * * * * * * 8 * ~ . ~  

INSTRUCTOR UTILIZATION COMPUTATIONS 
HRS/( SL + SCT) SL AVAIL . WX EI DAYS 

IN TA-4J = 8HRS/(1.21 + 2-20) 1.21 0.800 ' 0.83 ' 1.00 237 = 447 HRS/YR .............................................................................. 
A I RCRAFT HOURS CPT HOURS S IaULATOR HOURS 

INSTRUCTOR/STUD RATIO (153.6 / 447) = -34362 
AIRCRAFT/STUDENT RATIO (187.0 / 480) = -38958 
SIMULATOR/STUD RATIO ( 71:,6 /2535) = -02824 .............................................................................. 
ANNUAL UTILIZATION COMPUTATIONS 

H R / (  SL + TAT ) SL AVAIL ' EI W X  DAYS 
TA-4J ACFT UTIL = 10/(1.21 + 1.40) 1-21 0.526 ' 1.00 0.83 237 = 480 
2F90 FL SIM UTIL = 16/(2.00 + 0.25) 2.00 0.800 0.91 1.00 237 = 2535 .............................................................................. 



INTERMEDIATE STRIKE I 
VT-19 TOTALS BASED ON 33 STUDENTS 1 

D a t e s  Loggd Loggd Loggd Adjst Comptd C o m p t d  
Start  End D u r t n  Night ApprS L a n d s  Dy Ops ~t ops 

BECWITH, P- 03/02 /92  08 /21 /92  94.8 10.9 36.0 357.0 654.0 104.0 
BENT, J. 03/16 /92  11 /12 /92  109.2 6.1 26.0 407.0 760.0 80.0 
BURGESS, N. 02/03 /92  07 /27 /92  96.0 1 3 - 2  31.0 343.0 608.0 112.0 
BURPEE, J. 03/16 /92  09 /18 /92  105.3 10.6 32.0 369.0 672.0 108.0 
COURTEXANCHE 04/27 /92  11 /12 /92  97.5 10.6 30.0 346.0 650.0 78.0 
DAILL, K. 09/03 /92  04 /15 /92  104.9 11.7 27.0 411.0 738.0 110.0 
DEVINE, A. 1.2/09/91 05 /26 /92  89.3 13.0 26.0 327.0 586.0 96.0 
DOLAN, T. 03/16 /92  09 /02 /92  92.1 11.0 31.0 342.0 624.0 9 4 - 0  
FAGEN, S. 01/06/92 07 /27 /92  104.4 9.2 35.0 369.0 698.0 82.0 
GREEN, R. 04/13 /92  10 /07 /92  92 .1  1 0  29.0 346.0 626.0 96.0 
GUIDRY, M. 11 /25 /91  05 /26 /92  100.3 11.9 30.0 353.0 640.0 100.0 
GUILFORD, C. 02 /03 /92  07 /27 /92  104.5 13.0 32.0 371.0 682.0 96.0 
HALL, H. 01/06 /92  05 /26 /92  94.5 8.5 30.0 345.0 650.0 70.0 
HANSON, G. 01/21 /92  07 /27 /92  94.9 9.0 30.0 329.0 602.0 90.0 
HARRIS, G -  05/18 /92  11 /12 /92  95.7 13.6 38.0 405.0 744.0 104.0 
HOBBS, H. 03/16 /92  10 /06 /92  100.9 10.1 34.0 366.0 660.0 108.0 
HOBSON, H. 01 /06 /92  07 /27 /92  99 .1  9 .6  30.0 392.0 696.0 120.0 
LARRETT, R. 03/16 /92  09 /01 /92  101.8 10.1 31.0 338.0 614.0 92.0 
LINEBARGER,J 12 /09 /91  05 /26 /92  90.8 9.2 29.0 351.0 636.0 96.0 
HCDOWELL, G. 1 2 / 0 9 / 9 1  06 /26 /92  106.4 12.2 32.0 387.0 718.0 94 .0  
O'TOOLE, T -  1 1 / 1 2 / 9 1  05 /26 /92  97.3 12.1 31.0 374.0 666.0 116.0  
OBRIEN, J. 05 /18 /92  11 /12 /92  97.5 13.4 35.0 390.0 724.0  92 .0  
OLANDER, G. 0 1 / 2 1 / 9 2  05 /26 /92  92.7 10.7 32.0 378.0 694.0 9 8 . 0  
OLSTEIN, E. 1 1 / 2 5 / 9 1  05 /26 /92  93.2 12.4 30.0 309.0 572.0 82 .0  
REINHOLD, S- 01 /21 /92  06 /26 /92  95.0 12.9 31.0 338.0 626.0 8 8 . 0  
ROMAN, H. 04 /27 /92  11 /12 /92  9 4 - 1  14.6 35 .0  359.0 648.0 108.0  
ROSARIO, R. 1 2 / 0 9 / 9 1  06 /26 /92  100.0 10.3 31.0 365.0 692.0 72.0 
SCHAGER, L- 04/13 /92  10 /06 /92  97.9 1 3 . 1  30.0 337.0 580.0 128 C 
SILEBI, F- 03/30 /92  09 /18 /92  9 5 - 6  8.3 25.0 369.0 680.0 80 ' 
SINS, T. 03/30 /92  11 /12 /92  95.1 11.3 33.0 375.0 662.0  120 
SMEETON, T. 05 /18 /92  11 /12 /92  95.8 9.9 27.0 368.0 674.0  9 0 '  
WADDOUPS, U. 04/13 /92  11 /12 /92  93.0 12.3 30.0 362.0 674.0 80 
WIKOFF, G .  02 /18 /92  07 /27 /92  93.6 9.6 31.0 336.0 634.0 74 

AVERAGES : 97.4 11 .0  30.9 361.0 660.1 95 



' /  
COHPUTATION OF PLANNING FACTORS (PEACETIHE) E 1s April 94 

'Clr 
cURRICULUN: INTEMEDIATE STRIKE TFwWING 1 SERVICE: ALL SERVICES 
TYPE ACFT: T-ZC PROCEDURES TRAINER: NONE FLIGHT SIHULATOR: 2F101 .............................................................................. 

ACFT HRS/STUD INSTRUCTOR HRS/STUD SIH HRS/STUD 
T- 2C T-ZC NONE 2FlOl NONE 2F101 ___-- ----- ----- ----- -____ 

STUDENT SYLLABUS 88.60 69.60 0.00 0-00 0.00 44-50 
STUDENT OVERHEAD 
T-2CACFT = 7.70 / 7.7t 6.82 5 - 3 5  ---- ---- ---- ---- 
2FlOl FSIH = 5.90% ---- -_-- ---- 0.00 ---- 2.62 

INSTRUCTOR CHASE 7.30 8.50 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
CHASE OVERHEAD 1 1 7  0.85 0.99 ---- ---- ---- ---- 

SUBTOTAL 103.57 8 4 - 4 5  0.00 0.00 0.00 47.12 

STUDENT ATTRITION 5.O\ 2.72 . 2.22 0.00 0-00 0-00 1.24 
SUBTOTAL 106.30 86.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 48.36 

IUT OVERHEAD 
T-2C .21308+.522'63.6/60.6 7.07 6.73 ---- -- - - ---- ---- 
2F101 .21308*.522' O.O/ 7.5 ---- ---- ----  0.00 ---- 0.83 
NATOPS/INSTRUMENT REQUAL 

15.0 HRS .21308 3.19 x2 6.39 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
STANDARD1 ZATION FLTS 

3.0 HRS -21308 0.63 x2 1.27 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
SUBTOTAL 1 17.20 101.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 49.19 

HAINT OVERHEAD 2.00% 2.44 2.44 - - - -  ---- ---- ---- 
LOG I STIC OVERHEAD 1.50% 1.83 1.83 - - - -  ---- ---- ---- 
FERRY OVERHEAD 0.459 0.54 0.54 - - - -  ---- ---- ---- 

_ _ _ _ _ ^ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

TOTALS 122.02 105.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 49.19 
ROUNDED 122.00 105.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 49.20 
W/O IUT/INSTRUCT OVRHD 110.70 91.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 48.40 .............................................................................. 

IUT OVERHEAD ACFT HRS/IUT INSTRUCTOR HRS/IUT SIN HRS/IUT 
T-2C T-2C NONE 2F101 NONE 2F101 

WEIGHTED IUT SYLLABUS 63.60 60.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.50 

IUT OVHD HRs/STUD=(INS/STUD RATI0)*(12 HO/INS AVG TOUR)*(WEIGHTED IVT SYL HRS) .............................................................................. 
INSTRUCTOR UTILIZATION COMPUTATIONS 

HRS/( SL + SCT) SL AVAIL W X  EI . DAYS 
IN T-ZC = 8HRS/(1.33 + 2.00) 1.33 0.800 ' 0.82 ' 1.00 * 237 = 497 HRS/YR .............................................................................. 

AIRCRAFT HOURS CPT HOURS SIHULATOR HOURS 
INSTRUCTOR/STUD RATIO (105.9 / 497) = -21308 
AIRCRAFT/STUDENT RATIO (122.0 / 572) = .21329 
S IHULATOR/STUD RATIO ( 49.2 /2525) = .01949 .............................................................................. 
ANNUAL UTILIZATION COMPUTATIONS 

HR/( SL + TAT ) = SL ' AVAIL EI WX DAYS 
T-2C ACFT UTIL = 10/(1.33 t 1.46) 1.33 ' 0.617 ' 1-00 0.82 237 = 572 
2F101 FL SIH UTIL = 16/(1.50 + 0.30) 1-50 ' 0.850 0.94 1.00 237 = 2525 .............................................................................. 



Facilities 

a. Airfield 

Provide the following information for the home field and each OLF currently used to support 
undergraduate flight training 0 8  questions). 

1. Airfield Name: JVAS KINGSVILLE LocationmGSVILLE.TX 

Type and Level of Training Supported: lNTERhfEDIATE/ADVANCED STRIKE 

0mership:NAVY- (Air Force/Army/Navy/Civilian) 

For OLF: Distance from home field N/A 

2. Complete the table below to describe the airfield's annual operations. 

Instructor Training 47,365 50.250 I 51,221 JI 
Maintenance Flights 9,473 10,050 

I 1 

Station Hops 0 0 0 

I .. 

3. Complete the table below to describe the hours the &-field was closed for f l ight 
. I  , 

operations. 

'~otal hours dedicated to facilities maintenance. 

FY 1991 

Standdowns 

Other E v e n d  

6 ~ o  not include hours lost due to weather restrictions. 

List below the "other events" included in the table above:FOD WALKDOWNS 

FY 1992 

5 4 

- 0  

6 

FY 1993 

- 0  

6 



Facilities 

a. Airfield 

Provide the following information for the home field and OLF currently used to support 
undergraduate flight training [I 8 ouestions). 

1. Airfield Name: NOLF ORANGE GROVE Location:26 NM NW KGVL 

Type and Level of Training Supported: JNTERMEDT ATE1 ADV ANCED STRIKE 

0wnership:NAVY- (Air Force/ArmyMavylCivilian) 

For OLF: Distance from home field 26 NM 

2. Complete the table below to describe the airfield's annual operations. 

%otal hours dedicated to facilities maintenance. 

9 ~ o  not include hours lost due to weather restrictions. 

23 

I 

O~mtiona l  
Events 

FY 1991 

39.421 

8,870 

0 

0 

0 

986 

58 
/ 

Student Training 

instructor Training 

Maintenance Flights 

Station Hops 

Proficiency FLights 

NATOPS 

Transient 

..- 

3. Complete the table below to describe the hours the airfield was closed for flight 
operations. 

FY 1992 

~ 4 8 ~ 2 3 0  

16,414 

0 

0 

0 

1,824 

56 

FY 1993 

37.858 

8.5 18 

0 

0 

0 

946 

78 

1 

Non- 
Operational 
Hours 

List below the "other events" included in the table above: 

Standdowns 

Maintenaocc' 

Other Events9 

FY 1993 

5 

M0 

w 0  

FY 1992 

6 

'Jar0 
0 

F 
FY 1991 

5 

m0  
JJ%-0 



BRAC-95 DC 2RVAS MERIDIAN MSIUIC: 63043 

2. Complete the table below to describe the annual operations. 

NAS MERI[DIAN. MCCAIN FIELD 

/ ' / -:- 1 .  



MDC B2230 McDonnell Douglas Aerospace 

CRITICAL FIELD LENGTH 

25 Degree Flaps 
Acceleration With Max Thrust 

--- Hot Day 
- - - - - - - Tropical Day 

Standard Day 

Sea Level 

Zero Wind 

10 - 

- 

8 -  

- 

c 6 -  
E - 
X - 
0 
U 
C 

2 -- 
n 4 -  

- 

2 - 

- 

1 1 I 1 

0 I l  I I I I 

9 10 11 12 13 .14 

Weight X 1000 Lbs 

FIGURE 1-6. T-45A TAKEOFFILANDING DISTANCE (SHEET 3 OF 3) 

MCDONNELL DOUGLAS 
These data Subject t o  restr ict ive legend on t i t le  page. 

Figure  1 



1989-1 991 Operations, PTR & OpslPTR 
1989 1990 1991 3-Yr Average 

Annual Ops 513,393 373,450 379,552 
Kingsville PTR 157 170 140 

@ OpslPTR 3270 2197 2711 2726 

Annual Ops 267,198 263,990 231,468 
Meridian PTR 139 122 121 

0 pslPTR 1922 2164 1913 2000 

Annual Ops 366,864 274,017 230,107 
B Chase PTR 158 165 140 

OpslPTR 2322 1661 1644 1875 

OVERALL AVERAGE 

NIGHT OPS-323 DAY OPS-1887 



1993 Pilot Training Rate PTR Capacity 

KINGSVILLE I 

Weather 
Corrected Daytime 

Days X Hours X OpslHr = Ops Available 

F 

Daytime Ops 
Available - PTR Daytime OpslPTR - 

MERIDIAN 

HOMEFIELD 237 x 13 x 88.0 271,128 
OLF ALICE 0.G. 237 x 10 x 52.8 = 125,136 

Total 396,264 

396,264 - I 21 0 
1887 

HOMEFIELD 237 x 13 x 82.0 = 252,642 
OLF BRAVO 237 x 10 x 49.2 = 116,604 

Total 369,246 

369,246 - I 195 
1887 





3. Give the total number of flight operations (i.e.. take-offs, landings, and approaches 
without landings) and the minimum number of night flight operations r e q u i d  per student 
for each type and levd of pilot txaining (and bainer aircraA). Give the historical average for 
day and night (1) flight operations required by che syllabus for each student, (2) overhead' 
flight operations per student, and (3) total flight opMtions attributed to each studenl Also 
verify the +(s) of trainex aircraft for each type and level of training, and make corrections 
where necessary. # 

' 0 v s h d  includes extra flightsdye to u~8tirfacbry p e d o m ~ ~ ,  mlotuun~e fligbls. iwomplck flipbe. 
inst~ctor  training, flights, warm-up flight$, md insirumot check fligbu- 

'1f requirements are still being derived, 

Figure  5 
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Mission Requirements 

b. Flieht Training (cont.) 

3. Give the total number of flight operations (i.e., take-offs, landings, and approaches 
without landings) and the minimum number of night flight operations required per graduate 

overhead' flight operations per graduate, and (3) total flight operations at the air station ant 
OLFs attributed to each graduate. Also verify the type(s) of trainer aircraft for each type 
and level o f  training, and make corrections where necessary. 

I Overhead includes extra flights due to unsatisfactory pcrfonnancc. maintenance flights. incomplete flights. 
instructor training. flights. warm-up flights, and instrument check flights. 

'1f requirements are still being derived, 

7 - R  

Figure  8 
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BRAC-95 DC2/NAS MERIDIAN MSIUIC: 63043 
REVISED 12 AUG 94 
PER CNATRA 

Mission Requirements 

3. Give the total number of flight operations (i-e., take-offs, landings, and approaches without 
landings) and the minimum number of night flight operations required per student for each type 
and level of pilot training (and trainer aircrafi). Include only those flight operations that are R 
conducted at your air station and outlyinglauxiliary fields. Do not include flight ops required 
by the syllabus but conducted at other sites (e.g.. on detachments to other air stations or on a 
canier). To complete the below table, give the historical average ior day and night (1) flight 
operations required per graduate at the air station and OLFs, (2) overhead' flight operations per 
student, and (3) total fight operations at the air station and OLFs attributed to each student. 
Also verify the type(s) of trainer aircraft for each type and level of W g ,  and make 
corrections where necessary. 

1 

NOTE: Overhead air operations derived using CNO planning factors. 

'0verhc.d includes extra flights due to unsatisfactory performance. rnaintcoaoce flights. incornplctc flights. 
instructor training. flights. warm-up flights. and instrument check flights. 

8 REVISED 12 AUG 94 

Figure  10 
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1. A ; ~ - ~ O I I  Opcrnfintts Cottrtf (AOC) tvill l)c cIcfittc(l 3s: fltc rtt11111)ct- or ; ~ r ~ t - i v : t l ~  : I I I ( ~  

J 1 i l r l ) ~ l . f ~ t * ~  frorrr ~ I I C  airpnr-l a t  svlriclr fIrc airport fralfic cnttlt-ol fotrer- is 1,)rnfed. 
sl,rcificnlly, all airpoll npcratior~ LF cnclr tnltcorf o r  Inrtclitlg; f 1t.o ol~ct-nfin115 31-e nccr-rtccl 
Tot. cnclr low appronclr I)clo\v traffic pnitcrrl alfifrrtlc, stop atttl go, 01. f011c11 nrtcl go. 
(FAA 11nr1dl)ook 7210.35 "Facility 0l)cr-afior~ and  Atlrt~itrisfr-nfiort"). 

2. Rorrglrly 30 sf~rtlcrrf f rait~irrg jnckcls wcrc rcvicwctl Tor cnclr ~)il)clirtc 31 cnclr I raitrit~g 
witrg. "Fligl~t tlllrntion," "11ig11t IIOIII'S," " ln r~d i~~gs"  n11(1 "al)l)roncIr~s~' rcrot.tlct1 or1 cncl~ 
avinf iotr t raittirrg for111 (ATI;) IWI'C I ra~~sfcrrc( l  t o  a clnfn l)nsc. 'I'lrc cl:tfa collccfccl 
~.cprcscr~fs tllc cotnpilat io~~ of tlrc itrforr~~nfiotr corrtnitrccl on nytl)r-oxitrtnfcly 27,000 A'l'1;'s. 

1). Enclr loggctl lnritlir~g, "acljrrsfccl" to I)c rrcvcr lcss f l l n r ~  "1"  for- cvcry cvcrrf, 
~.ctltrir.cs 2 opcrnliora ( I  fakcoff, 1 lnrrdi~rg). 

(I. For a givctr ctlctrt, if tltc totnl loggccl rligltf Irotrrs nrc gt-cnfcr l l tn t t  ottc flrit-tl or  
Iltc clrtrnf ion, all of flrc opcrnfiotrs for  fllnt cvctrt a r c  cottsitlcr-ctl f o I)c " t r i ~ l r f "  ol~ct-:tf iorts. 
l'lrc rcst 31-c C O I I S ~ ~ C I ~ C ~ I  "clny" ol)cratiotts. 

1. 1l:tfn wns  sot-fccl I)y sqtrntl~-on, nrrtl a11 rcpcnfccl cvcrtls (ic. i~rrc~trtl)lcfcs, I<l"s, clc.) 
Tor 811y givctt sftttlctrf trct-c cotrclr~trsctl itrto n slttglc cvcrlf. l'ltic 111-r)tlrrcrtl nt l  nccttr-:tfc 
rcflcclio~t or f11c lofnl titltc rcqtrir-ctl Tor tltnf parlictrl:rr- sf ~ r t l ( v l f  f o u.1 f11:1f o r t o  "X." 

F igure  12 



II 1 
COMPARISON OF ACTUAL THROUGHPUT DATA WITH CNATRA 
SPREADSHEET DATA USING PLANNING FACTOR OVERHEAD. 

The CNATRA developed spreadsheet which compiled data (hours and operations) from 27,000 student aviatior 
training forms plus instructor logbooks was used as the base data. According to discussions with CNATRA staff 
this data reflects actual student flight operations for su~eyed students who began training in 1992 and 
completed in 1993 (by definition, student overhead is included within these operations.) 

The Navy Meridian Team took the base data and added CNO Planning Factor Overhead (excluding student 
overhead). Then, actual throughput data was compiled, averaging homefield and OLF training operations for 
1992 and 1993 -- the years these students were flying, and dividing by 1993 PTR -- the year the students 
graduated, and compared to the above. The results are as follows: 

NAS KlNGSVlLLE BASE DATA PLUS CNO PLANNING FACTOR OVERHEAD 
Daytime Nighttime Total 

Spreadsheet T2 OpsIPTR 824 100 924 
Non-Student Overhead 21 6 26 242 
Total T2 OpdPTR 1040 126 1166 

Spreadsheet A4 OpdPTR 
Non-Student Overhead 
Total A4 Ops/PTR 

Total T21A4 OpdPTR 204 1 432 2473 

KINGSVILLE 
Average Homefield and OLF Training Ops 1992 and 1993* 
Total 1993 Student Graduates 

Average Homefield and OLF Operations per Strike Student 

ACTUAL DATA 
365 1 33 

141 

2590 

NAS MERIDIAN BASE DATA PLUS CNO PLANNING FACTOR OVERHEAD 
Daytime Nighttime Total 

Spreadsheet T2 OpsIPTR 660 96 756 
Non-Student Overhead 184 26 21 0 
Total T2 OpdPTR 844 122 966 

Non-Student Overhead 
Non-Student Overhead 
Total A4 Ops/PTR 

Total T21A4 OpdPTR 1794 367 21 61 

MERIDIAN 
Average Homefield and OLF Training Ops 1992 and 1993 
Total 1993 Student Graduates 

Average Homefield and OLF Operations per Strike Student 

ACTUAL DATA 
264702 

117 

2262 

CONCLUSION: Planning Factors conservatively approximate ops overhead (understates it). 
Airfield ops for Kingsville in 1993 were reduced by 26,292 to account for T-45 start-up hops. 

Figure  13 







THE DEPUTY SECRETARY '3F DEFENSE 

WASHING TO^, D.C. 20301 

2 4 OCl 159: 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETAFUES OF DEFENSE 
GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
INSPECTOR OENEZRAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
UNIFIED AND SPECIFIED COMMANDERS-M-CHIEF 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AOENCIES 

SUBJECT: Colisolidation of Fixed-Wing Flight Training 

In April 1993 the Secretary of Defense directed the Secretary of the Air Force, assisted by 
the Secretary of the Navy, to: 

1 .  Consolidate initial fixed-wing aircraft training for all Services and transition to a 
common primary training aircraft; and 

2. Combine follow-on flight training into four common pipelines (Navy fighter attack, 
Air Force fighterhomber, Navy and Air Force tankerltransport/maritime patrol, 
and helicopter). 

In response, the Navy and the Air Force are in the process of implementing joint fixed- 
wing flight training initiatives b t  carry out the Secretary's directive. A common pipeline for 
helicopter training is still under review. A schematic description of their approach is in 
Attachment 1. 

In addition, the Navy and Air Force have proposed other joint flight training initiatives 
for the b c t i o n s  of navigator, weapon system oficer, and electronic warfare oficer, as 
illustrated in Attachment 2. 

1 am encouraged by the cooperation and progress we have made in bringing jointness to 
flight training and hope that it serves as a model in other areas where the Department might 
benefit from increasing "jointness." This memorandum, therefore, provides my approval for Air 
ForceMavy plans to implement these joint fixed-wing flight training programs, as well as for 
their additional joint training initiatives. The Secretaries of the Navy and Air Force, and others 
that may be involved, should take actions to implement these programs a s  soon as possible. 
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USCG 

I USN 
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JOINT ENTRY LEVEL 
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I OVERVIEW 

UFT LOCATIONS/TYPWAL B A S '  

FIXED- WING PILOT TRAINING AIRCRAFT 

USAFPZLOTTRAZNZNG 

JOINT PILOT AND NA VZGATOR/NFO TRAZNlNG 



> ,  

CURRENT USAF FLYING 
TRAINING LOCATIONS 

FIXED-WING SUPT FIXED-WING UPT 



TYPICAL USAF PILOT TRAINING BASE ) 

BASE 
PROPER 

FEATURES: 
. - - - 1. ONE RUNWAY APPROXIMATELY 

5000-6500 FEET. 

- 2. TWO RUNWAYS OVER 8000 FEET. 

3. ONE OUTLYING FIELD 
APPROXIMATELY 5000-7000 FEET. 1. 

NOTES: 
1. SOME AIRFIELDS HAVE 
CROSSWIND RUNWAYS. 

2. RANDOLPH AFB HAS DIFFERENT 
CONFIGURATION. 



- - 

OVER VIEW 

UFT LOCATZONS/TYPZCAL BASE 

FIXED- WING PILOT TRAINING AIRCRAFT 
t 

USAF PILOT TRAINING 

JOINT PILOT AND NA VZGATOR/NFO TRqZiYlNG 

( 0  JPATS UPDATE 



3 

PRIMARY TRAINER (T-37) 

FIRSTAIRCRAFTFLOWNIN UPT 
TWIN-ENGINE JET 
SIDE-BY-SIDE SEATING 
UNPRESSURZZED 
TO BE REPLACED BY JPATS 



i ADVANCED TRAINERS 

BOMBER-FIGHTER TRAINER 
TWIN-ENGINE SUPERSONIC JET 
TANDEM SEATING 

AIRLIFT-TANKER TRAINER 
TWIN-ENGINE JET 
FLIGHT DECK WITH SIDE-BY-SIDE 
SEATING AND JUMP SEAT 



PRIMARY TRAINER 
SZNGLE-ENGINE 
TURBOPROP 
TANDEMSEATING 
UNPRESSURIZED 
TOBEREPLACEDBYJPATS 

ADViUVCED MARITIME 
PATROL TRAINER 
TWIN-ENGINE TURBOPROP 
FLIGHT DECK WITH SIDE-BY- 
SIDE SEATING 



OVERVZE W 

UFT LOCATIONSITYPICAL BASE 

FIXED- WING PILOT TRAINING AIRCRAFT 

USAF PILOT TRAINING 

JOINT PILOT AND NA VIGATOR/NFO TRAINING 

t 

JPATS UPDATE 



PRIMARY - T-37 

T-37 
80.9 HRS 

GENERALIZED UPT 

ADVANCED - T-38 
+ 

UNIVERSALLY 
ASSIGNABLE 
PILOT 

1 NOTES: 

I ALL TRAINING ACCOMPLISHED AT ONE BASE 



I PRIMARY - T-37 ADVANCED - T-38 I 

T-37 T-38 
123 HRS 137 HRS I) WINGS 

I NOTES: I 

I 

FIGHTER-ORIENTED TRAINING (WILL NOT INCORPORATE T-I) 
INTERNATIONAL PROGRAM.-NOT FOREIGN MILITARY SALES 
MEMBER COUNTRIES PAY FOR INFRASTRUCTURE 
MEMBER COUNTRIES 0 WN SOME AIRCRAFT 

1 



. . 

SPECIALIZED UPT 
WINGS 

ADVANCED 
PRIMARY - T-37 OR JPATS 

BOMBER-FIGHTER (T-38) 
119 HRS r+(=g 

. 17 HRS 
t 

AlRLlFTnANKER (T-I) 
104 HRS 

ELICOPTER (UH-I) 
/ 

111 HRS 
FORT RUCKER 

3 





UFT BASES-WALL SERVICES 
AF FIXED-WING AF FIKED-WING AF FIXED-WING 

NAS WHITING 

/ 



/ JOINT TRAINING: BACKGROUND \ 
APR 93: SECDEF TASKED SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE, ASSISTED 
BY THE SECRETARY OF THE NAVY, TO "CONSOLIDATE INITIAL 
FIXED- WING AIRCRAFT TRAINING FOR ALL SERVICES AND 
TRANSITION TO A COMMON PRIMAR Y TRAINING AIRCRAFT." 

GENERAL OFFICERIFLAG OFFICER GROUP DEVELOPED JOINT 
FIXED- WING TRAZNING PLAN 
EXPANDED TASKING TO INCLUDE ADVANCED PILOT TRAINING 
AND NA VIGATONNAVAL FLIGHT OFFICER (NFO) TRAINING 
SERVICE SECRETARIES APPROVED IN JUL 93 

I OPERATORS CONTINUED TO REFINE PLAN I 
MODIFIED NA VIGATORINFO TRAINING 

SERVICE SECRETARIES APPROVED 

DEPUTY SECDEF APPROVED FIXED- WING PILOT TRAZNING AND 
NA VIGATORINFO TRAINING PLANS IN OCT 95 



f JOINT PILOT TRAINING 

PRIMARY: 
35th FTS AT REESE AFB TEXAS AND VT-3 AT NAS WHITING FIELD F L  
BECAME PROTOTYPE JOINT TRAINING SQUADRONS 
ROTATING SQUADRON COMMAND 

BY FY 98: 100 STUDENTS CROSSFLOW ANNUALLY, 24 EXCHANGE 
INSTRUCTORS 
OTHER SQUADRONS BECOME JOINT AS THEY TRANSITION TO JPATS 

AZRLIFT/TANKER/MARITZME PATROL: 
STUDENT/INSTRUCTOR EXCHANGE 

NA W EVENTUALLY TRAINS USAF TURBOPROP-BOUND STUDENTS (C-130) 

USAF EVENTUALLY TRAINS NAVY JET-BOUND STUDENTS (E-6) 





i JOINT UPT--CURRENT STATUS 

USAF 
USN 
USMC 
USCG 

I WINGS 





I I RANDOLPH AFB I 

JOINT ELECTRONIC WARFARE OFFICER 

NAS PENSACOLA --------b 

I 

(EWO) TRAZNINC--END GAME 



I OVER VIEW 

UFT LOCA TIONSTYPPICAAL BASE 

FIXED- WING PILOT TWINING AIRCU FT 

I USAF PILOT TRAINING 

JOINT PILOT AND NA VIGA T O W F O  TRAINING 

\ JPATS UPDATE 



I 

JPA TS CONTENDERS (T-3 7/+-34 REPLACEMENT) 

p-NFoRM 

TAKEOFF 
WEIGHT (Ib) 

MAXIMUM 
SPEED 

MODEL IN 
PRODUCTlON 

APPROX 
NO. BUILT 

NORTHROPI 
EMBRAER 

SUPER 
TUCANO 

BRAZIL 

POTENTIAL GBTS CONTRACTORS: BRITISH AEROSPACE. CAE-LINK, HUGHES TRAINING SYSTEMS. LORAL 
DEFENSE SYSTEMS. McDONNELL DOUGLAS TRAINING SYSTEMS 

BEECH1 
PILATUS 

PC-9 MK II 

SWITZERLAND 

l-.---llllll. * 1 =if- 
AIRCRAFT DRAWN TO SCALE 

a 
6,393 

375 

P&W 
TURBOFAN 

S.211A 
(LIMITED) 

85 

GRUMMAN/ 
AGUSTA 
S.211A 

ITALY 

7,040 

285 

P&W 
TURBOPROP 

EMB-3 12A/F 

570 

6,789 

278 

P&W 
TURBOPROP 

PC-9 

160 

1111.111111111-1.II~I1.I-m~.II--I-1I(III~1-1111111111~~1--111 + 
7,900 

380 

P&W 
TURBOFAN 

2 

ROCKWELU 
MBB 

RANGER 2000 

GERMANY 

+ 
8,168 

400 

GARRETT 
TURBOFAN 

PAMPA 
(LOW RATE) 

18 

VOUGHTI 
FMA 

PAMPA 2000 

ARGENTINA 

+ 
10,420 

475 

ROLLS-ROYCE 
TURBOJET 

MB 339 
(LIMITED) 

182 

LOCKHEEDI 
AERMACCHI 

MB 339 

ITALY 

+ 
7,400 

420 

2 WILLIAMS 
TURBOFANS 

(PROTO) 

2 

CESSNA 
CITATIONJET 

USA 



i JPA TS ACQUISITION SCHEDULE ) 

I CLOSED t I 

1 1931 941 951 961 971 981 991 001 011 0 2  031 041 0 5  061 071 081 091 101 111 12 )  131 141 1 5  161 171 

711 AIRCRAFT BUR DOESN'T INCLUDE ALL OF ENJJPT AIRCRAFT 
SERIES OF FIRM FIXED-PRICE CONTRACTS EXTENDING 4-5 YEARS EACH 
FIRST ORDER WlLL BE FOR APPROXIMATELY 140 AIRCRAFT 

I 

I 

1 

JPATS JPATS 
SELECTION IOC JPATS 

LAST 

DELIVERED 

NOTES: 

INITIAL BRAC BRAC 95 
ANNOUNCEMENTS BASES 



t 

USAF UPT CHANGES SINCE 1973 

CLOSED OR REALIGNED FIVE UPT BASES 
STOPPED TRAINING IRANIANS 
ENJJPT TRAINING BEGUN 
TWO GENERATIONS OF FLIGHT SZMULA TION CHANGES 
IFF TRAINING ABSORBED INTO UPT BASES 
T-46 TO REPLACE T-37 PURCHASED/CANCELLED 
SUPT AND T-l ACQUISITION 
JOINT TRAINING 
ROTAR Y- WING TRAINING CHANGED MUL TIPLE TIMES 
NA V TRAINING BASE CLOSED 

NA V TRAINING "REALIGNED" THREE TIMES 



C C C C  m m m m  
n g z *  
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SUMMARY \ 
I 

9 

I 

JOINT TMZNING IS CENTERPIECE OF UFT 

JPA TS IS KEY TO CONSOLIDATED PRTMAR Y PILOT 
TRAINING 

TRAINZNG6'VISION"ISSTILL GROWINGAND 
DE VELOPZNG 





NAVY UNDERGRADUATE 
FLIGHT TRAINING 

OVERVIEW 

CDR TOM DONOVAN 
LCDR DAVE WALKER 

OPNAV N889 



TRAINING PHILOSOPHY 

USAF 

ONE BASE SUPPORTS MULTIPLE TRAINING 
REQUIREMENTS 

BUILDING BLOCWLOCK STEP APPROACH 
G Q e u p  TRAIA!NG - . 60k + G O &  

FLIGHT SCREENING 

USN 

PIPELINE SPECIFIC TRAINING BASES 

FLEXIBLE PROGRESSION 

PREFLIGHT ADMINISTRATIVE SCREENING 



USN TRAINING PHILOSOPHY 

AIRSPACE USE - VISUAL FLIGHT RULES (VFR) 
PROCEDURES 

AIRFIELD OPERATIONS: 

VFR DEPARTURES 

SPLIT RUNWAY OPERATIONS 

BOX PATTERNSICARRIER OPERATIONS 

EMPHASIS ON INSTRUMENT FLIGHT TRAINING 

NIGHT TRAINING - GEARED FOR SEA 
OPERATIONS 



USAF TRAINING PHILOSOPHY 

I 

I 
AIRSPACE USE - INSTRUMENT FLIGHT RULES 
(IFR) PROCEDURES 

AIRFIELD OPERATIONS: 

IFR DEPARTURES 

STANDARD OVERHEAD PROCEDURES 

EMPHASIS ON CONTACT AND FORMATION 

EMPHASIS ON DAYTIME OPERATIONS 



INSTRUMENT FLIGHT RULES 

EMPHASIS ON: 

NIGHT 

INSTRUMENT TRAINING 
1.7 He5 , T- 34-C 1 

a AVERAGE SORTIE DURATION: 1.38 HRS ri.~,s - 



CORPUS CHRISTI 



STUDENT FLOW PLAN 
(PER SQUADRON) 

STUDENTS ENTRIESIQUARTER 0 AVG ON-BOARD 

So T I 
100 STUDENTS ENTER 
EACH JOINT TRAINING 



JOINT FIXED-WING TRAINING 

SECDEF GUIDANCE: 
CONSOLIDATE INITIAL FIXED WING 
AIRCRAFT TRAINING AND TRANSITION TO A 
COMMON PRIMARY TRAINING AIRCRAFT 

ESTABLISH 4-TRACK FOLLOW-ON TRAINING 
(OPR: SECAF 1 OCR: SECNAV) 



PRIMARY 

USN PILOT TRAINING 

INTERMEDIATE ADVANCED 

- m rn l U 1 8 L  

w T-9 89 HRS TA-4 104 HRS - I 
Y 

MERIDIANMINGSVILLE MERWHINKMGSVILLE 

-0 I 



JOINT TRAINING PROJECTION 
JPATS 

& USCG U 





JOINT ENTRY LEVEL 
EWO TRAINING 

























GOALS 
Retain Capacity to Meet Quality Air Crew 
Training Requirements 
Ensure Function Compatibility at Remaining 
Sites 
Minimize Costs 
- Long term 
- Transitional 

Retain Sites with Inherent Military and 
Functional Value 



I METHODOLOGY - PHASE 1 

DATA COLLECTION 1 PREPARATION 

Determine Scope and Sites in Category 
Collect Data - Standardized and Certified ,- 

a Develop Functional Values 
Compute Capacities 
Integrate Appropriate Policy 
Obtain Site Military Values 





Category Scope Rationale 

I 

Installations in the UPT category include 
all DoD flight programs which support 
and facilitate selection and training of 
pilots, naval flight officers, and navigators 
to the point of awarding "Wings." 





TEN UPT FUNCTIONS 
k A 

1. Flight Screening 
2. Primary 
3. Born berlf ig hter 
4. StrikeIAdvanced E-2/C-2 
5. AirlifVTan ker 
6. Maritimellnter. E-2/C-2 
7. Primlinter. NFOINAV 
8. WSO Strike 
9. Panel NAV 
10. Helo 



CAPACITIES 
- 

Airfield Ops 

I Air Space I 
I Ground Training 

- Classroom 
- Simulators 

I Ramps, Aprons, Taxi-ways 
Hangars 

I Maintenance I 



-. 

SITE / FUNCTION CORSI'RAINT MATRIX 

(1) Runway length constraints based on model design series of training aircraft (FY 2001 requirements) 
(2) Lack of suitable outlying fields (one or more for indicated fixed-wing programs, two or more for helo) 
(3) Too far from water (greater than 200 NM to working area) 

FUNCI'XoN 

PLT SCREENING 

PRIMARY PILOT 

AIRLlFI'mANKER 

MARITIME/ 

INT E-UC-2 

STRIKE/ 

ADV E-YC-2 

BOMBER/ FIGHTER 

HELO 

PRXM & IXUT NAV/NFO 

WSO STRIKE 

PANEL NAV 

RE K??RfFJED URIN RECEIPT OF CERTIFfED DA TA 

Appendix 2 a? 

S R V I a  

USAF 

USN 
US AF 

USAF 

USN 
USAF 

USN 

USAF 

USN 
US AF 
USA 

USN 
USAP 

USN 
USAF 

USN 
USAF 

N C  

T-3 

T-34 
T-37 
PATS 

T-l 

T44 

T-2 
TA-4 
T-45 

T-38 

TH-57 
UH-1 
TH-67 
OH-58 

T-34 
T-39 

T-39 
T-2 

T-43 

Rmm 

X (Z) 

X (1) 

x 0) 

XO)  

X(1) 

X Cr) 

x (1) 

WHl'TlNC 

X (1) 

x (1) 

X (1) 

x (1) 

CORPUS 

X (1) 

X (2) 

2 

?COLA MERIDIAN 

I 

x (2) 

KING RAN 

x (2) X(2) 

x (3) 

x 2 )  

81m 

X(2) 

x (3) 

VAN= REeSg CDL 

- 
X (2) 

I 

X (2) 

x (3) 

X (2) 

X (3) 



MEASURES OF MERIT FOR 
PRIMAR" 

MEASURES OF I WEI,.., , n . ~  1 ~UAYU 

ix- 
CUT 1 n A ~ A X T A T C ~  1 

Managed Training 5 The questions addressed in  this area are focused toward 
Areas ownership of special use airspaoe, air-to ground ranges, and 

outlying fields. In this analysis, accessibility to these facilities 
was considered more important than ownership. 

Weather 14 This weight was used because students in primary flight 
training need better weather than studenta in the advanced 
tracks. 

Airspace and Flight 22 This area was weighted heavily due to the direct impact it has 
Training Areas on primary flight training. Much of the training takes place in 

special use airspace; therefore, this area playa a large role in 
determining the training effectiveness of an installation. 

Airfields 2.4 This area is weighted the heaviest due to the emphasis primary 
training places on pattern activities. This area plays a big role 
in evaluating the effectiveness of a training installation. 

Ground Training 10 This weight is commensurate with the role classrooms, 
Facilities simulators, and other facilities play in flight training. 

Aircraft Maintenance 5 Training aircraft are not di5cult to maintain and do not require 
1 Facilities I I an extensive training infrastructure. I 

Proximity to Training 

Proximity to Other 
Support Facilities 

Unique Features --k 
This area looks at the local area to determine what other 
facilities are available The overall training infrastructure is 
shady established and in use at each base so the impact to this 
area should be minimal. 

-- 

Air Quality 1 5 1 ihi. baa been baselined due to like aimafL I 
-- 

Encroachment I s l  Encroachment plays a role in determining installation 
compatibility with the training mission; however, training 

Services 

L 
applied to the other training functions 

8 

aircraft do not have a large impact on encroachment issu&. 

Quality of life plays a significant mle in determining installation 
compatibility with the training mission and thb weight will be 











I 
POLICY INTEGRATION 

I 
b Joint Fixed-Wing: 

1. Primary (JPATS) 
2. Primaryllntermediate NFO & Navigator 
3. WSO Strike 
4. Panel Navigator 
5. Multi-Engine: 

a. Jet - Air Force 



MILITARY DEPARTMENT 
MILITARY VALUES 
(Scale 1 to 3 with 3 = High) 

Columbus 
Corpus Christi 
Fort Rucker 
Kingsville 
Laughlin 
Meridian 
Pensacola 
Randolph 
Reese 
Sheppard 
Vance 
Whiting 



OPTIMIZATION IVIODEL 

MAXFV - Maximize Functional Value 
MlNSlTE - Minimum Site (5% FV & 3 "Rules") 

- Flt Screening Separate 
- Joint Fixed-Wing Policy 
- Notional Squadron > 100 Students 

- - -  

MINNMV - Minimum Sites with Maximum 
Military Value - "Best" with 4th "Rule": Flt 
Screening at Hondo and Air Force Academy 
"MIN PRIME" - 3 Sites Closed 



OPTIMIZATION MODEL (Cont.) 

I "MIN PRIME 2" - 4 Sites Closed 
Added Air Space and OLF capacity from 
closed sites back into system. 
Analytical Excursion: Used Air Space and 
OLF capacity from Corpus Christi to 
maximize ~ingsville capacity. Closed 5th 
Site. 
"Scenarios" developed with additional efforts 

to consolidate functions and minimize moves 
of new functions to new sites. 



ALTERNATIVES 
I i 

3-Site 
Close Meridian, Reese, & Whiting 
Excess Capacity Remaining - 9.9% 

4-Site 
Close Meridian, Reese, Whiting, & Vance 
Excess Capacity Remaining - 1.3% 

Close Meridian, Reese, Whiting, Vance, & 
Corpus Christi 
Excess Capacity Remaining - 2.3% 





































O w -  
Cc -, 

a L d  
a G\ 
0 a 
vr, a 
a m 
a 

t i -  

r 6 
2- c 
C.. 







Kingsville I 1 
~ensacola 
Pensacola 

Corpus 
Wti~ting 

Pensacola 
Kingsville 
Corpus 

I Kingsville 
/ Meridian 

Pensacola 
Whiling 
Corpus 

Kingsville 
Meridian 

Pensacola 
Whiting 
Corpus 

Kingsville 
Meridian 

Pensacola 
Whiting I 1 

0 loriginally recieved credit for liavirlg only 88.73% Adequate Maintenance Facilities - .  
0,iginally recieved credit for 1,irving only 813.92% ~dequa le  Ground Training Facilitie 
Recieved certified chariye on I Nov. Juvenile Boot camp canx. 
NAVAUD found math error 
Cascaded question, Wtrilirl(j i~ t;~tlvcrtar\tly given credit for both. 
Recieved certified clialige or\ 7 Nov. Oh Amenities dropped to 82%. 
95 BEQ data was used irisloacl 01 97 tlala 
Originally scorer1 Ilo~rr ct:~litit?tl tliita arid cl~arlged to FBI cr i~ne stalistics 
Originally scored fror~l certrl~ecl ilala a r~d  cliariged lo FBI crime statistics 
Originally scared frorli certilietl cltita and changed l o  FBI crime statistics 
Originally scoretl lrorri cerlilie(l tlitta a ~ l d  changed lo FBI crime statistics 
No change 
Originally scored frorn ci?llrlrr:~l (lala and changed lo FBI crirne statistics 
No change 
Originally scored frutn ce~litit?d tl,ila arid changed to FBI crirne slalislics 
No change 
No change 
Originally scoretl fro111 c:ellil~t:tl ifiita alid clrarlged to FBI crirne statistics 
No change 
Originally scored frorn c:e~l~l~c:O i1,ila arid chariged lo FBI crirne statistics 
Originally scored Itorn curliliecl (lala and cllanged lo FBI crirne statistics 

1 I No change "--- . 











TRGNINC AIR ST.4 170;1'.$ 

"Jrspace 

Encroau~men~ 
Wealher 

Alrfirld Fautlt~es 
Tra~lilng 

Malntenance Fauldtaes 

Ground Tfalning Fai~l~t je 
Localion 

Mllllar~iSuppon M~ss~ons 
Base Load~ng 

Quality 01 Llle 

Old 

QUESTIONS 

00 >SO% 01 air stallon rnttt~ary a M  ovtt~an personnet ltve wlhin a 30 mln,,,e ammule, 

Do 90% or more of the houslng un i t  have all the required amenflles? 
!s the BOO occupancy rate '90X7 

,h 90% Of BOO rooms adeguale7 

IS the BEO occupancy rate <go%? 

b e  90% Of BE0 rooms adequate? 
Is there suffioent off base housmg? 
Do duty wrsonnel have reasonak access to med#caUdental faoll(les? 
Do milnary f a w  mrnbers have reasonak access to medlcaVdenlal f a o h s 7  
IS the vooknt cnrne rate r7581100 0007 

IS Ule propeny cnrne rate ~490U100 0007 

1s the drug cnme rate c4021100 0007 

b e  college educat~on courses ava~lable on the base7 

h e s l  

Impon 

3 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

3 
3 
3 
3 

Out 

Seq 
K19 

K20 

K21 

K22 

K23 

K24 
U S  

K27 

K28 

K29 

K M  
K31 



NAS/MCAS -- chanpes/clarifications sir.ce last brief to BSZC 

~ i n e  23 (2.17) -- access to bombing range for live ordnance 
Key West now a 0 so lost 2.17  
Brulyswick now a 0 so lost 2.17 
Whicibey now a 1 so gained 2.17 

Line 36 (0.18) -- activity ops or development plans have not been 
restricted due to Installation Restoration considerations 

Norfolk now a 1 so gained 0.18 
Y w  now a 0 so lost 0.18 

Line 37 (0.25) -- National Register cultural resources have not 
restricted ops/development 

Norfolk now a 1 so gained 0.25 
Pendletan now a 0 so lost 0.25 

Line 38 (0.27) -- Endangered/threatened species and/cr biological 
habitats h+ve not restricted ops/development 

Mayport now a 0 so lost 0.27 

Line 63 (1.42) -- air station mnages outlying field with runway 
a= least 8000 feet long 

Jackso~ville now a 0 so lost 1 . 4 2  

Line 64 (1.24) --  air station manages outlyin~ field 
Zacksozville now a 0 so lost 1.24 

- > Lrne s E  'C - 4 ,  -- 2Th 
- .  

--k has s7ice 5-r C C I  cf e:-:sce? ;cp:Le:::r 
?- L""EZ1  -2b. E : sc lost c . 4 :  

- - -  - - -  - -- --_ --  - F  ----t --: , .: -dk oc=u-,ez~~- r e z ~  Less =LET- SC? - f r - ~ ~ ~ k ' l c : ~ . :  Z C W  c C SC lest C. 5- 

- - -  - - -  - - - I  L -..- ---  . , - -  53: occx>crq,r r;zs loss zhsr 4:f - --~er--~- _3cizr ROW E C sc 13s: C.5C 

Ncrtk Islac now z 0 sc lost C . 5 C  

- .  ..-- 
- 2  A &  ( C . 3 5 :  -- cff base housins rezzzL/purchase +ffcrZ+ble 

Brunswick now a 9 so lost 0.39 - ceaufzrz now a 0 so lost 0.39 
New River now a 0 so lost 0.39 
Semoore now 2 0 so last 0.39 



b 

NAS~MCAS Military Value Matrix Responses (1's & 0's) - FINAL 11/9/94 

14' i 38161 ' l s l h e v o l c n m m m e l e o r l h a n 7 Y ) p e r l ~ 0 ~  -- 
142 1 ' Is the ~IUQ mme rale len man 402 per 100 000 ----- 
la I 38 1 6 d l h B  pmpeRy cnrm rale lern lhan 'SO2 p 1OOOOO 



NASWCAS Military Value Matrix Ranking - FINAL 11/9/94 1 1 1  







I NASJMCAS Military Value Matrix Responses (1's & 0's) - FINAL 11/9/94 





/- 
NASIMCAS Military Value Ranking - FINAL 11/9/94 (post BSEC) 













Reserve Air Stations -- chan~es/clarifications since last brief 
to BSEC 

Line 23 (2.34) -- access to bombing range for live orhance 
Atlanta now a 1 so gained 2.34 
Washington now a 0 so lost 2.34 

Line 39 (0.30) -- jurisdictional wetlands have not restricted 
ops/development 

Willow Grove now a 0 so lost 0.30 
New Orleans now a 0 so lost 0.30 

Line 105 (1.47) -- air station has in excess of 3000 SELRES 
Washington now a 1 so gained 1.47 -- . 

Line 108 (1.83) -- more than 90% of Resforon SELRES enlisted 
billets were filled in FY93 

Ft Worth now a 1 so gained 1.83 

Line 135 (0.38) -- off base housing rental/purchase affordable 
Willow Grove now a 1 so gained 0.38 

Line 136 (0.53) -- sufficient off base housing 
Ft Worth now a 1 so gained 0.53 

Line 137 (0.38) -- opportunity for consecutive follow on tours 
Ft Wort?- now a 1 so gained 0.38 



Reserve Air Station Military Value Matrix Responses (1's & 0's) -- FINAL 11/8/94 



Reserve Air Station Military Value Matrix l3esl1o1!!:o~: (1's (C 0's) -- FINAL 11/8/94 



Deserve Air Station Military Value Matrix l3espot1nw (1's & 0 's )  -- FINAL 11/8/94 

028 0 0 0 1 0 1 - - .  
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2 L  r l r  LII Runway. I ~ X I W ~ Y  and ramp woIRhLeaflng capgdty a m ~ n m i a ~ o s  6111 I 11 11  RIIu.I~I? 098 1 1 1 1 1 1 -- 
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72  

1% I ianwr Capadly a1 lhls elr slatlon Is a1 least 5 moc1~1Ies? - - -- -- I 37 1 0 1 0 0 1 
73 

, 16 I? - I langar Capadly at lhls alr slation Is tg load B mhlIos7 - -- 
74 
--- - - 16 z-. Less lhan 10% of the hanypr/m&n~na-na f@lnie_s_ge h klath111?1n WIII ~IIH)II'! 
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76 
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ENCL 
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1 Reserve Air Station Military Value Matrix Resporises (1's & 0's) -- FINAL 11/8/94 

Calcs R C 
-I_---. D 

1 
- - 

2 
- --- - -- 

3 DC n Q I Matrix Question 
---- - 

12' 
- 38 41cl Is the BOQ occupancy rate < 9046~---- _ - 

I 26 16 25b Are a of the B00 rooms adequalel __ - -- -- 
12' 38 45 Does the air stallon have more lhan 00% of 1110 llsledyWp laclt~tlns? -. - 
12' 38 45 Does Ihe air stalbn have between 70% and QgYOqt the $fad M W ~ I  1 . ~  III~IO.,, Irldl~d~ng I~!,rary,&gy - - -- - -- 
12' 

38 -44 Is(heaverage wall for 0-12 monlh d11Id care ~c l l t l gs  180 days? -- -- 
129 38 -3 Is the average wag lor d~lld care 8 rrgnltg or - - -- 
130 38 44 1s lhe averew wan b r  chlM care belween 6 6 12-rm_n_Ihs _ -- -- 
13' 38 44 &re > 80% of lhe alr slatbn's &IU care fadtilles _ ~ C ~ ~ I I R I R ~  -- - 
132 38 44 Are there certlfled home care p o v ~ r s ?  -- -- - 

30 45 Does the alr datbn have more than of the Rsfed larr~lty supp~r! 1.11 ~llth 

38 - 45 Does - the air dallon have between 70% and 9m ol Itsltgllgrnily S~I~IH)II fa< 111118s. Indgdlng 

38 48d  Is ofl base homhgrental andp9~seaftor@bb7 - 
I36 
-- - - Is there euffidenl off base houshg? - - 

follow on l o u ~ h  tile conrrrc~!l~r(j nrnn? 

-- 050 1 1 _ 1 1 1 

n~ll~lary lnrr~~ly r lnrnhn? 0.15 0.. 
-.- 1 l..-~. 1- 1 

a30 rnl rnrirt~~? _ -- 004 1 1 1 1 1 
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- o n  I 1 1 o 1 
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June 21, 1995 

To: Commissioner Steele 
From: LtCol Jim Brubaker 

Subj: Increased Pilot Training Rates (PTR) for the Navy 

The increased Navy PTR beginning in FY-98 reflect a phased increase in 
production to address the outfitting of four (4) EA-6B squadrons to take over the 
USAF EF-111 mission and the transition of six (6) Tactical Aircraft squadrons to 
the FIA- 18 across the Future Year Defense Plan (FYDP). The requirements also 
include the fleet introduction team for the new FIA-18E/F and the fleet 
replacement squadron (FRS). 

The PTR in FY-96/97 could not be increased over levels published 
previously to match an ideal production schedule to meet the above mentioned 
force levels. Compounding this situation, the PTR from FY 92-94 was artificially 
reduced below "fleet requirements" in order to shrink student pools. The PTR 
increase is designed to reestablish production rates to meet and sustain fleet 
requirements by FY-98 and out. 

Respectfully, 



Runway 
Capacity Calculations 

237 dayslyr. x hourslday x runway ops/hr = OPS/YR. 

NAS Kingsville 229,416 annual ops 
OLF Orange Grove 148,457 annual ops 
NAS Corpus Christi 2 19.936 annual ops 

Total 597,809 



Mr., during your testimony, you stated to Commissioner Davis that you would 
provide for the record your analysis on Strike Pilot Training Rates. Please provide that general 
data along with your response to the following specific questions: 

Are the flight operations per strike Pilot Training Rate (PTR) at NAS Meridian and NAS 
Kingsville used in your capacity analysis the same? Please explain any differences. 

ANSWER: Yes, the analysis used 15 1 1 daylight flight operations per Strike PTR. 

What is the current operations per strike Pilot Training Rate at NAS Kingsville? How 
does this compare with the figure used to determine strike Pilot Training Rate capacity at NAS 
Kingsville? 

ANSWER: NAS Kingsville's data call reported a daylight flight operations requirement for an 
all T-45 syllabus of 1393 ops. the 15 1 1 ops used in the analysis was derived as follows. 
Because in FY 2001 not all strike training will be done in T-45 aircraft, we assumed 50 percent 
of the Strike pilots would go through an all T-45 syllabus and 50 percent would go through a 
split syllabus consisting of an Intermediate phase in the T-2 aircraft and an Advanced phase in 
the T-45 aircraft. Based on certified data, the flight ops requirement for this split syllabus was 
calculated as follows: 

Intermediate Phase in T-2 -- 741 (from NAS Meridian's data call) 
Advanced Phase in T-45 - 888 (from NAS Kingsville's data call) 

Total: 1,629 

Taking a weighted average, this gives, 

( 139 x .5 ) + ( 1629 x .5 ) = 15 1 1 daylight flight ops per Strike PTR. 

To what extent was the Navy's determination that a single intermediate / advanced strike 
UPT base containing sufficient capacity to conduct training to support the strike Pilot Training 
Rate (PTR) in the future and under surge operations based upon the availability of NAS Corpus 
Christi as an outlying field? 

ANSWER: Under the recommended scenario, the main airfield an NAS Corpus Christi is 
needed to support the single-citing of Strike training at NAS Kingsville. 

What is the maximum strike Pilot Training Rate (PTR) that NAS Kingsville could 
support with Orange Grove and NAS Corpus Christi available as outlying fields? 

ANSWER: Because daylight runway operations is the capacity limiter at training air stations, 
we will show the capacity of this complex to support Strike training in these terms. The certified 



Capacity Determinations 

Scenaro A (PTR 336) 
507,696 ops required 

Scenario B (PTR 360) 
543,960 ops required 

336 + 20% = 403 PTR 360 + 20% = 432 PTR 

403PTR x 15 1 1 ops/PTR=608,933 ops 432PTR x 15 1 1 ops/PTR=652,752ops 

Capacity @ Kingsville(229,416)+ OLF Orange Grove(148,457) = 377,873 

Operations Required 608,933 Operations Required 652,752 
Operations Available -3 77:8 73 Operations Available -122821 
Additional Ops Req. 231,060 Additional Ops Req. 274,879 

Corpus Christi Capacity 2 19,936 Corpus Christi Capacity 2 19,936 

Shortage (1 1,124) Shortage (54,943) 



1) The capacity for NAS Corpus Christi was calculated using 
certified data. As we discussed, the runway capacity depends on 
the type and mix of aircraft operating at that field. In short, 
there are two types of training aircraft: light and heavy. The 
Navyfs jet aircraft are all heavy aircraft. 

the certified data for NAS Corpus ~hristi reflects all light 
aircraft operations. Based on this, it's capacity was calculated 
as follows. 

Main Field: 

237 days/yr x 12.1 hrs/day x 111 runway ops/hr = 318,315 
ops/yr 

In the configuration analysis, runway capacity was normalized 
so that all air stations were competing on a level playing field. 
In Corpus christifs case, because strike training was heavy 
aircraft and Corpus's capacity was based on light aircraft, we 
scaled Corpus's capacity by .73, which represents the ratio ---. 
between heavy and light runway operations. Therefore in the . 
configuration analysis, NAS corpus was credited with a capacity 
of 318,315 x .73 = 232,370 for strike training. 

2) The capacity for strike training at OLF was calculated 
directly from certified data which was based on heavy aircraft 
operations. 

~dditional Info: To consolidate strike training at NAS 
~ingsville our analysis showed that NAS ~ingsville was about 
130,000 operations short. 

Strike requirement: 

336 PTR x 1511 Ops/PTR = 507,696 

capacity at NAS ~ingsville: 

Mainfield: 229,416 
OLF Orange Grove: 148,457 

Additional Capacity Required: 

these numbers show that by using NAS Corpus Christi's main field 
as an outlying field, all strike training could be done at NAS 
Kingsville. 
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QUESTIONS FOR MAJOR GENERAL PROFFIT 

1. Please discuss the 10 Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) functional areas (flight screening, 
primary pilot, airliWtanker, advanced bomberlfighter, strikeiadvanced E-2lC-2, advanced 
maritimelintermediate E-2lC-2, helicopter, primary and intermediate NFO, advanced NFO 
strike, and advanced NFO panel). How were they determined? How were they weighted? 

2.  Did you agree fully with the Joint Cross-Service Group's (JCSG) seiection of functional 
areas? If not, why not? 

3. How did the JCSG build and use these factors? 

4. How did the JCSG use the Linear Prograrnmi~ig Optimization Model as a tool to limit the 
number of feasible base closure alternatives? 

5. In the JCSGIUPT Student Resource Calculation, the aviarage functional value for the Air 
Force UPT bases resulted in the following tiering: 

Columbus AFB 6.65 
Vance AFB 6.50 
Randolph AFB 6.46 
Laughlin AFB 6.36 
Reese AFB 6.08 

The Air Force color coded Criteria I in its evaluation based on a standard deviation alalysis 
of those averages. The Department of the Air Force's Analyses and Recommendations, Vol. 
V, on the other hand, ranks Columbus AFB, Laughlin AFB, Randolph AFB. and Vance 
AFB in Tier I. Do tho functional scores represent your perception of the miss Jn capability 
of the UPT bases? 

6. The functional average of the highest Air Force UPT base was equivalent to the lowest 
ranking UPT base. What are the implications? 

7. What did the Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (JCSG LIPT) do 
right? In your view, what, if anything. should the JCSG/UPT have done differently? 

8. To your knowledge, how did the Base Closure Fvecutive Group (BCEG) use the JCSG 
alternatives? 

9. To your kilowledge, what did the Base Support Analysis Team (BSAT) do differently in its 
analysis compared with the Air Force's analysis? 

10. The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission staff plans to conduct some 
excursions using the Linear Programming Optimization Model. Do you have any 
suggestions regzrding what the Commission staff should examine? What are your views on 
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examining only Air Force bases, 
excluding flight screening, 
separating "flying training" factors from other factors, such as a 300 foot-wide runway, 
and 
excluding Navy-unique functional areas? 

1 I. In our excursions, do you recommend that we consider any other factors or relative 
weighting? 

12. In your view, how far should the Commission go in defixling base closure and realignment 
options in terms of base selections only or fimction? 

13. The Lubbock, Texas, community offered to purchase and then lease back to the Air Force 
some housing units at Reese AFB as well as a 40,000 sq. fi. hangar at Lubbock International 
Airport that the FAA returned to Lubbock after only two years. What is the status of these 
offers? The BCEG representative might want to discuss this issue.] 

14. Please discuss the various ways to describe the capacity of UPT bases, such as 

operations per hour, 
the high-water peak pilot training rate (PTR), 
FAA-normalized operations (an FAA formula or procedure that measures airport 
capacity, taking into account such factors as weather conditions, runway configuration, 
traffic mix (takeoffs/landings versus touch/go), and runway availability (i.e., nigh: 'day 
runways), and 
differences in Navy versus Air Force operations. 

15. How can capacity analysis best account for factors that influence capacity histcrical data, but 
are not readily apparent, such as aircraft shortage (mai~tenance)? instructor pilot. primary 
student graduates feeding into airliftltanker and bomberlfighter paths, weather, and the 
operational savvy of one base's operational group commander versus another base's 
operational group commander? 

16. Joint primary training is just a beginning in the process of "jointness." Where is the Air 
Force going in terms of joint curriculum development and training? How far can the .4ir 
Force and the other services go in 

consolidating similar functions on one base or base complex, such as moving strike and 
bomberlfighter training to Columbus AFB or a NAS MeridianIColumbus AFB complex, 
placing a Navy TA-4 squadron on an Air Force base using the Navy philosophy of joint 
basing type model series aircraft, 
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consolidating all joint primary training in the western United States (e.g., at NAS 
Kingsville, Laughlin AFB, Reese AFB, and Vance AFB) to exploit favorable weather 
and airspace condition, and 
consolidating all joint primary training in the eastern United States (e.g., at NAS 
Pensacola and NAS Whiting--if all helicopter training is consolidated at Ft. Rucker, 
which would free up NAS Whiting to receive fixed-wing aircraft) to exploit outlying 
fields and ai~space? 

17. It appears the actual UPT bases selected for realignment or closure were service-specific 
selections not related to joint training or syllabus. Please discuss this selection process. 

18. In your view, what is the best way to judge the quality of a base's airspace, e.g., 

by functional area (primary versus strike and bomberlfighter), 
by use versus control, or 
by potential versus actual use? 

19. What changed since BRAC 1993 that resulted in the Air Force rating Reese AFB so low 
(Tier 111) compared with other bascs in the Undergraduate F1\ ing Training cat ego^ . 
especially considering that the Air Force (1) rated Rmse AFB so high in pl ,.vious rounds. 
( 2 )  selected Reese AFB as its first Specialized Undergraduate Pilot Training (SLTPT) site, (3) 
introduczd the T-1 training aircraft at Reese AFB, and (4) initiated the consolidation of UPT 
with the Navy in a joint program at Reese AFB? 

20. What is the Air Force's rationale for closing Reese AFB and transferring all of its aircraft, 
particularly the newly introduced T-1 training aircraft, along with the joint training program 
to Vance AFB, Laughlin AFB, and Columbus AFB when these bases have yet to transition 
to these programs'? Could the Air Force avoid significant military construction cosrs by not 
transferring these programs? 

21. Is the Air Force ignoring a key quality of life indicator that (1) Reese AFB is the number one 
choice of assignment by student and instructor pilots in AETC, (2) Reese AFB's 
accessibility is enhanced b ~ ,  its proximity to a large international airport. dnd (3) Reese AFB 
offers clearly superior higher educatloil opportunities? 

22. Other UPT bases own or control more airspace than Reese AFB, but much of this airs~ace is 
unusable for UPT activities. Is Reese AF3 down-graded because it lacks actual ownership 
and control of required airspace--even though access to the airspace it uses for L'PT training 
activities is unimpeded and despite of the lack of an encroachment problem? 

23. What are your views on transferring Columb~s AFB from the Air Force to the Kavy as part 
of a NAS MeridianfColumbus AFR complel and placing the Illtroduction to Fighter 
Fundamentals (IFF) training at Luke AFB while closing NAS Kingsville and KAS Corpus 
Christi? 
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24. What are your views on (1) establishing a NAS MeridianlColurnbus AFB complex as a 
multi-engine prop and multi-engine jet training facility by moving the T-44 to NAS 
Meridian for C- 130 training and T- 1 A to NAS Meridian for E-6A, KC- 10, and KC- 13 5 
training and (2) establishing joint navigator training by moving that function from NAS 
Pensacola to NAS Meridian? 
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DATE: April 8, 1995 

TO: Attendees at 8 April UPT Discussion 

FROM: Frank Cirillo, Air Force Team Leader 

RE: UPT Discussion Questions 

We have attached a list of questions which should be considered as a point of 
departure for today's discussion. The main thrust of the discussion, I would 
imagine, is to go over the Air Force input into the UPT JCSG and to cover the 
functional analysis factors1 weighting and use - not only by the JCSG but by the 
BCEG - and in particular if the method is sound from an Air Force perspective. 

The attached questions will more than likely be modified and used during the 17 
April Hearing. Additionally the DBCRC intends to do some independent analysis 
excursions and today's discussions should facilitate that effort. 
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AIR FORCE UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING QUESTIONS 

w 1. Please discuss the 10 Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) functional areas (flight screening, 
primary pilot, airlifthanker, advanced bomberlfighter, strikeladvanced E-2lC-2, advanced 
maritimelintermediate E-2/C-2, helicopter, primary and intermediate Naval Flight Officer 
(NFO), advanced NFO strike, and advanced NFO panel). How were they determined? How 
were they weighted? 

2. Did you agree fully with the Joint Cross-Service Group's (JCSG) selection of functional 
areas? If not, why not? 

3. How did the JCSG build and use these factors? 

4. How did the JCSG use the Linear Programming Optimization Model as a tool to limit the 
number of feasible base closure alternatives? 

5 .  In the JCSGtUPT Student Resource Calculation, the average functional value for the Air 
Force UPT bases resulted in the following tiering: 

Columbus AFB 6.65 
Vance AFB 6.50 
Randolph AFB 6.46 
Laughlin AFB 6.36 
Reese AFB 6.08 

The Air Force color coded Criteria I in its evaluation based on a standard deviation analysis 
of those averages. The Department of the Air Force's Analyses and Recommendations, Vol. 
V, on the other hand, ranks Columbus AFB, Laughlin AFB, Randolph AFB, and Vance 
AFB in Tier I. Do the functional scores represent your perception of the mission capability 
of the UPT bases? 

6. The functional average of the highest Air Force UPT base was equivalent to the lowest 
ranking Navy UPT base. What are the implications? 

7. What did the Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training (JCSGNPT) do 
right? In your view, what, if anything, should the JCSG/UPT have done differently? 

8. What is your view of how the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) used the JCSG 
alternatives to develop its closure recommendations? 

9. To your knowledge, what did the Base Support Analysis Team (BSAT) do differently in its 
analysis compared with the Air Force's analysis? 

10. The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission staff plans to conduct some w excursions using the Linear Programming Optimization Model. Do you have any 
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suggestions regarding what the Comnlission staff should examine? What are your views on 
the following options: 

examining only Air Force bases; 
excluding flight screening; 
separating "flying training" factors fro111 other factors, such as a 300 foot-wide runway; 
and 
excluding Navy-unique functional areas? 

1 1. In our excursions, do you recommend that we consider any other factors or change the 
relative weights in a way that more accurately reflects Air Force requirements? 

12. In your view, how far should the Commission go in defining base closure and realignment 
options in terms of selecting bases for closure and realignment of base functions? 

13. The Lubbock, Texas, community offered to purchase and then lease back to the Air Force 
Reese AFB family housing as well as a 40,000 square foot hangar at Lubbock International 
Airport. What is the status of these offers? FOTE:  The BCEG representative might want 
to discuss this issue.] 

14. The JCSG/UPT described UPT capacity in a certain way. Please compare the relative merits 
of various ways to describe the capacity of UPT bases. such as: 

operations per hour; 
the high-water peak pilot training rate (PTR): 

e FAA-normalized operations (an FAA formula or procedure that measures airport 
capacity, taking into account such factors as weather conditions, runway configuration. 
traffic mix (takeoffs/landings versus touchlgo), and runway availability (i.e., nightJday 
runways); and 
differences in Navy versus Air Force operations. 

15. How can capacity analysis best account for factors that influence capacity historical data, but 
are not readily apparent, such as shortages in the following areas: 

aircraft maintenance; 
instructor pilots; 
primary student graduates feeding into the next level; and 
weather? 

How do you account for the operational savvy of one base's operations group commander 
versus another base's commander? 

16. Joint primary training is just a beginning in the process of "jointness." How far can the Air 

(r 
Force and the other Services go in the following areas: 
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w consolidating similar functions on onc base or base conlplex, such as conducting strike 
and bomberlfighter training at Columbus AFB or a NAS h4eridianlColumbus AFB 
complex; 
operating a Navy TA-4 squadron on an Air Force base; 
consolidating all joint primary training in such western bases as NAS Kingsville, 
Laughlin AFB, Reese AFB, and Vance AFB to exploit favorable weather and airspace; 
and 
consolidating all joint primary training in such eastern bases as at NAS Meridian, NAS 
Pensacola, NAS Whiting, and Columbus AFB to permit all helicopter training to be 
consolidated at Ft. Rucker, thus freeing up NAS Whiting to receive fixed-wing aircraft 
to exploit available auxiliary fields and airspace? 

17. It appears the actual UPT bases selected for realignment or closure were service-specific 
selections not related to joint training or syllabus. Please discuss this selection process. 

18. In your view, what is the best way to judge the quality of a base's airspace, for example: 

by fimctional area (primary versus strike and bomberlfighter); 
by use versus control; or 
by potential versus actual use? 

I .  Other L PT bases own or control more airspace than Keest. .41:!3. but muci: of this airspace is 
unusable for UPT activities. Is Re<se AFB down-graded because it l ack  actual ownership 
and control of required airspace--even though access to the airspace it cses for CTPT trai:li!?n L 

activities is unimpeded and despite of the lac]: of an encroachmeni problem'.' 

30. If we find, after correcting for factual errors. that Reese AFB scores improve placing it into 
the yellowlgreen areas, then how would you recommend the Commission proceed in 
selecting a UPT base for closure? 

21. Is the Air Force ignoring a key quality of life indicator that (1) Reese AFB is the number one 
choice of assignment by student and instructor pilots in AETC, (2) Reese AFB's 
accessibility is enhanced by its proximity to a large international airport, and (3) Reese .4FB 
offers clearly superior higher education opportunities? 

22. Please discuss, in detail, the process used to analyze a potential NAS Meridian/Columbus 
AFB complex. 

What alternatives or "strawmen" did the JCSGKJPT consider? 
What COBRA runs were performed to assess a potential NAS/Meridian/Columbus AFB 
complex? 
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What cost advantages, if any, were considered (for example, NAS Meridian and 
Columbus AFB using joint targets and outlying iields and sharing excess capacity 
during runway maintenance)? 

23. Should the Air Force transfer Columbus AFB to the Navy and move the Introduction to 
Fighter Fundamentals (IFF) training to Luke AFB? 

24. Did the JCSGIUPT consider NAS Meridian a potential transfer to the Air Force, which 
would allow the Air Force to close another UPT base? 

25. If Reese AFB is closed, then where is the Air Force planning to transfer joint Air Force and 
Navy primary training? 

26. A lot has been learned about conducting joint primary training at Reese AFB. How was this 
experience factored, weighted, or considered in the analysis to close a UPT base? 

27. What was the impact, if any, on Criterion I grading of Joint Primary Aircraft Training 
System (JPATS)-related issues? 

Merrill Beyer and Mark ProssIAir Force Team and Jim Brubakermavy TcadApri l7,  1995 

DRAFT 
4 



OFFICE OF THE A S S I S T A N T  S E C R E T A R Y  OF DEFENSE 
3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON.  DC 20301 -3300 50' 

... 

X r .  F r a n k  C i r L l l o  
A:= Force  Team Leader 
Defense Rase C 1 o s ' ~ r e  a n d  R e a l ~ g ~ m e r . ~  Z o n m ~ i s s i o n  
1 7 0 3  N .  Y o o r e  S t . ,  S ~ i t e  1525  
l g ,  a .  2 2 2 0 9  

D e a r  1.Ir Cirillo: 

Ac tached  are responses from t h e  Joint Zrcss-Service G r o _ p  on 
Undergraduacc Pilot T z s ~ r i i n y  regardins q ~ e s t ~ o n s  for :he r e c o r 3  
whish were submizted =he .A:r Force b2. rhe C o m m l s s i u n .  

:[ t r u s t  this in for r .a t :cn  is useful 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

Directcr 
e a s e  Closure 



OFFICE OF THE U N D E R  SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
sOOO DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON.  0.C 20301 

PCR¶OMNEL A N D  
REAOINESS 

bIEMORXNDUM FOR D[RECTOR. BASE CLOSL'RE AND LTILIZATIC)N 

SUBJECF:  Comnlissior~ Qursrions for tl~e Kczord 

T h e  response to your rsquest for answers  to rhs RR.4C Commission questions for  he 
rccord regarding the Jo~nr Cross-Scrvicc Group's functional 3nalyses i s  prn~idcd  as Attachmrnr 
Onc. 

Undergraduate M ~ r a i n i n ~  Join1 Cross-Service Group 



1 .  C)IIESTION: In ebalu;lting the airspace avarlablc at each Lindergraduate Training BLLSC.. did 
you cullcentraw on ti~casuring o~lly the volume of alrhpacr owned or coc~trollcd by the habe or did 
you inkc illto corls~drr~t lon the uwbiljty of all the auspace abaildbls to rhc basc. for crainl~igl 

.ANS\VER: The ~ n a l ? . ; ~ s  rlld nor rc\tricr ~ i r s p a c e  crrdir 10 the volume d basc owned o r  ~or~uullcci .  > 
2.  QI:F.S'I'ION: Isn't usablc, or uscli~l airbpncc a morc ~:llit l  tncjsurc ha11 ru~al  d ~ ~ \ y a c c !  

ASSWEK: L'.\3blc nr usetul ~irspscc is J key  in_credie~~r lo  he training iri~ssic~n. Thc C , \ I S ~ C ~ I C C  o f  
other spc~.ial uzc clircpace can xld tlexibility or rhc. ;lbility to acco~nmod;l~e e\rp:inhio~~ and/or 
r~uh,siun chatiges. 

3. QC ESTION: I b n ' t  i t  true that In the Joint C r o s s - S e n i ~ r  Group. the Air Force argucd rbith the 
Navy that Ileavily \vciyl~ting totill 3 v ~ J a b l e  airspace was an inlproper inrasure of i;~paclty'! 3 
ANSWER: Plssigning weights in  the ~ d e l  \bas one of the Groups biggest chal lc~~gzs.  All 
rncrrlbcrs dgreed rhn! airspace -;hould be heavily u,eighted. so the discussion ce~ltcred on whal 
types of airspacc LO credit. In rhc end. the Group rsuchcd and unplemcn~ed a consenbus. 



Office of the Secretary of the Air Forcc 
1670 Air Farct Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330-1670 

M c e  of the Stcntary of the Navy 
105 1 Navy Pentagon 
Washington DC 20350- 1051 

9 July 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJEm. Joint Fixed-Wing Training (Secretary of Defense Memorandum, 15 April 1993) - 
ACTION MEMORANDUM 

This memorandum and the attached plan respond to your 15 Apnl1993 memorandum 
directing the Secretary of the Air Force, assisted by the Secretary of the Navy, to consolidate 
initial ked-wing aircraft training. The plan also addresses related issues of Wtanker/maritirne 
training, and navigator/Naval Flight Officer (NFO) training. 

In primary training, the savices wil l  begin an instructor exchange in Fiscal Year 1993, and a 
student exchange in Fiscal Year 1994. The 35th Flying Training Squadron at Reese Air Force 
Base, Texas, and Training Squadron 3 at Naval Air Station Whiting, Florida, will be the prototype 
joint training squadrons. They fly the T-37 and T-34 a h a f t  respectively. Other squadrons will 
become joint not later than the point at which they convert to the Joint Primary Aircraft Training 
System (PATS) aimaft and a common syllabus. 

The &as will test joint avfiftltank . . er/maritime training and systems officer training. Pilots 
in the airlift/tanker/maxitime track will complete either Air Force T-1 A aa Navy T-44 training. Air 
Force systems officers will attend initial training at Randolph Air Force Base, Texas, and then 
cross flow into the Navy program at Naval Air Station Pensacola, Florida. 

& 

Two post-graduate programs wiU be affected. In Fiscal Year 1995, Navy electronic warfare 
officers will attend joint training at Randolph Air Force Base- The Army indicates efficiencies 
may be possible by aligning their fixed-wing transition training with existing Navy programs. 

Most cost avoidance has already accrued by closing four training bases. Additional cost 
avoidance will occur through acquiring a common PATS. A small recurring wst will grow to 
approximately $500 thousand annually. The services agree joint mining is worth the cost 

Acting Stcntary of the ~ i r  ~ m e l  

Attachment: # 

Joint Fixed-Wing Airrxaft Training Plan 

Frank B. Kelso, 11 
Acting Secretary of the Navy 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This plan responds to the 15 April 1993 Secretary of Defense memo on the "Roles, 

Missions, and Functions of the Armed Forces of the US." The plan will consolidate joint 

fixed-wing aircraft training for Air Force, Navy, Army, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard 

students. Three distinct areas for training future combat aircrews can be immediately 

exploited as joint training: futed-wing primary, advanced airWtanker/maritime patrol 

training, and advanced training for Naval Flight Officedsystems officers/electronic 

warfare oficers. 

As the services studied joint training options, several observations were apparent. 

First, the services, in conjunction with the U.S. Congress have closed several training 

bases--the cost avoidance associated with these base closure initiatives will account for the 

preponderance of cost reductions associated with military flying training. One Navy base, 

Chase, and two Air Force bases, Mather and Williams, have closed in FY93. One other 

Navy base, Meridian, has been nominated for closure in BRAC Round III. As a result of 

these closures, DoD will realize an annual recurring savings of $1 89M per year with only 

$324M required up front to close all four bases: - 
Moreover, Secretary Aspin's direction to continue with the acquisition of a 

common Joint Primary M t  Training System (PATS), will avoid additional costs. 

More than $575M in redundant development and production costs are avoided by 

conducting a single aircraft procurement for both services. Additional savings will be 

realized with one depot overseeing a reduced number of sources for parts and support, 

and training management staff responsibilities that are jointly shared. 

Training capacity and infrastructure were also examined as part of this joint study. 

Neither the Air Force nor the Navy has the remaining aircraft or base capacity to train all 

DoD primary students projected for FY99 and beyond. Both services have retired 

substantial numbers of obsolete training aircraft as projected student loads have been 



modified to reflect force structure drawdowns. It was determined that any reduction to 

post-BRAC III basing structure would preclude expected FY99 mission accomplishment 

due to the excessive base and airspace loading which would result. Both service training 

infrastructures are sized appropriately to the force structure supported by existing 

budgets. Whereas the on-going DoD Bottom-Up Review may produce additional force 

structure changes that in time further reduce the required numbers of aviation graduates, 

both services are prepared to respond to these adjustments as they are finalized. 

In response to Deputy SECDEF Perry's 28 May 1993 memo on fixed-wing 

training for helicopter bound student pilots, the helo study group, led by the Secretary of 

the Navy, will separately address alternatives to the present method of training to include 

the practice of using fixed-wing training to select and train students enroute to follow-on 

rotary wing training. Their report will outline the impacts on fixed-wing training force 

structure associated with these alternatives. Based on their recommendations, fixed-wing 

training plans could change accordingly. As with the resuits of the Bottorn-Up Review, 

both services will respond to any policy changes in this regard by resizing the numbers of 

primary aircraft and instructors, and reevaluating the base infrastructure needed to 

accommodzlte modified training loads. 

The services will test other joint training programs as well. Prototype airlift/ 

tankerlmaritime patrol advanced pilot training will occur at Reese AFB in the T-1A and at 

NAS Corpus Christi in the T-44. The Air Force will also train systems officers in the 

Navy NFO program at NAS Pensacola. Navy electronic warfare officers will attend Air 

Force electronic warfare training at Randolph AFB after they complete their initial training 

at NAS Pensacola. While incurring slight additional costs, these initiatives allow us to 

exploit existing hardware and programs to provide the best training possible to students of 

all services. 

In summary, joint training has enormous potential. Our approach will be to start 

this year, build the program year by year, learn as we go, and produce the world's best 



joint pilot and systems officer training programs. Young aviators will be exposed to the 

joint service environment, while field grade officers will earn joint duty credit, thus 

promoting future joint operations. Services will gain from each others' training strengths, 

resulting in better training overall. Economies of scale will be attainable in every joint 

training venture, especially with a common aircraft, ground training system, and logistics 

system. The services are prepared to step smartly into joint training and take full 

advantage of common training systems like JPATS. The remainder of this report outlines 

the details of our plan and schedule, and offers a k t  look at costs and cost avoidance. As 

we train together, we will continue to improve the quality of our graduates and work 

toward funher efficiencies. 
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OBSERVATIONS 

There have been three base closures of military flying training bases as a result of 

the Base Realignment and Closure profess--Mather and Williams Air Force bases. and 

Chase Naval Air Station. NAS Meridian has been nominated for potential closure in the 

BRAC Round III (See Figurr 1). The remaining infrastructure appears to be sized 

appropriately for steady state outyear needs. 

USAFIARMYIUSN TRAINING 

- 
CLOSURE BASES COST TO CLOSE ANNUAL SAVINGS 

$322 M $189 M 
+ A 

FIGURE 1 



The USN capacity for primary student production at their two locations is 1253 

per year. Seventy four excess T-34 aircraft are being retired, resulting in 255 used to meet 

this requirement. There is no excess capacity when compared to the projected FY99 

production of 1253 (See Figure 2). 
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FIGURE 2 



The Air Force possesses 307 T-37 aircraft that have been modifled via a service 

life extension program (SLEP) and are located at their four remaining undergraduate pilot 

training bases. Maximum student production capacity of these assigned aircraft is 1404 

per year. The reduced Air Force requirement due to force downsizing in the steady state 

by F199 is 1212. This leaves an excess capability to produce only 212 USN pilots at Air 

Force bases (See Figure 3). 
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JOINT FIXED-WIh'G PRIMARY 

The USAF and USN pilot training programs have evolved over the ye& into 

similar training philosophies. Basic military flying sicills are taught in the primary training 

phases, followed by service specific mining taught in advanced phases. The USAF pilot 

training program as shown in Figure 4 is transitioning to Specialized Undergraduate Pilot 

Training (SUPT), where the advanced track splits into the bornbedfighter track and the 

airlift/tanker track. Reese AFB is the first USAF base transitioning to SUPT, and will be 

the fmt USAF base to host and participate in joint primary training. 

USAF PILOT TRAINING 

ADVANCED 

AIRURITANKER I WINGS 
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FIGURE 4 



The present USN Pilot Training Rogram consists of a four pipeline system as 

shown in Figure 5 providing training in four aircraft communities: Strike, Maritime, E- 

2/C-2, and Helo. [Note: the terms "USN," "Navy." and "Naval" indicate USN, USMC, 

and USCG students and training.] Each pipeline is divided into three building block levels 

of training: primary, intermediate, and advanced. The primary phase of all four pipelines 

is a common syllabus in the T-34 aimaft Upon completion of primary, student aviators 

'pipeline select' and proceed thmugh the pipeline-specific training curriculum. NAS 

Whiting provides the largest volume of student pilots through the primary phase, and was 

selected to be the first USN base to host and participate in joint primary mining. 

USN PILOT TRAINING 
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Ln compliance with the Secretary of Defense memo, the following describes the 

plan to move away from the service-specific training programs outlined above and 

consolidate primary fixed-wing aircraft training for Air Force, Navy, Marine Corps, Coast 

Guard, and perhaps Axmy flight students. This will be achieved using PATS as shown in 

Figure 6 and a common syllabus that will be jointly developed as the services begin to train 

jointly in 1993 and expand the program through subsequent years. 

JOINT TRAINING PROJECTION - JPATS 

AIR FORCE 
/ 

USN 
FIGHEWATTACK 

USAF 

JOINT PRIMARY - JPATS 
*, AIRUFTITINKER 

MARITIME 

USN, USMC 

WINGS 

- 
FIGURE 6 

Near tam instructor and student exchanges will gradually build to two prototype 

squadrons with alternating USAF and USNIUSMC commanders by September 1994. 

Each squadron is expected to have 30 exchange instructor pilots, and train an annual 

exchange student load of 100 students by 1998. As directed in the Secretary of Defense 

memo, advanced training will consist of four pipelines: Navy fighter/attack, Air Force 

figh ter~bom ber, Joint airlift/tankerhnari time patrol, and Joint helicopter. 



Two interim joint training arrangements will allow immediate joint training and 

enhance a smooth transition to the fully joint JPATS posture illustrated by Figure 6 . 

The USAF-hosted interim joint training at Reese AFB is shown in Figure 7. It will 

use the current 89 hour T-37 primary cumculum, modified to facilitate Naval pipeline 

selection at 66 hours. At that point, Naval students selected for the fighterlattack and 

E2/C-2 pipelines will return to Naval training. Naval students selected for the Maritime 

and Helicopter pipelines continue with their Air Force counterparts to complete the USAF 

T-37 curriculum, where Air Force student track selection occurs for the advanced 

pipelines. Upon completion of T-37 training, both Naval and Air Force students proceed 

to their advanced training aircraft. 
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A 1 WIN 

- 
NAVY PIPELINE SELECT AT 66 HR POINT IN PRIMARY SYLLABUS 

STRIKE AND E-2/G2 RETURN TO NAVY FOR TRAINING 
MARITIME AND HELO CONTINUE TO 89 HOUR POINT 

AIR FORCE TRACK SELECT AT 89 HOUR POINT 

FIGURE 7 
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The USN-hosted interim joint training flow at NAS Whiting Field is shown in 

Figure 8. It will use the current 66 hour T-34 primary syllabus. Upon completion of 

primary training, Naval students pipeline select. Student Naval Aviators selected to the 

Strike and E-UC-2 pipelines proceed to their respective intermediate training locations 

and aircraft. Naval students selected to fly Maritime or Helo pipeline and all Air Force 

students will continue through the current T-34 intermediate syllabus (26 hours). Upon 

completion of the intermediate syllabus, Naval students will progress to an advanced 

pipeline training phase. Air Force students track select upon completion of the T-34 

intermediate syllabus and then proceed to advanced training. 

INTERIM JOINT TRAINING FLOW 
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The initial prototype joint training squadrons will be established by September 

1994. Joint squadron leadership will alternate between USAF and USNtUSMC. The 35th 

Flying Training Squadron (35 R S )  at Reese AFB and Training Squadron 3 (VT-3) at 

NAS Whiting Field will be the prototype joint primary flight training sites. 

Beginning in September 1993, the first instructor pilot exchange will occur. Six 

experienced USAF instructors will report to VT-3. Six experienced USN instructors will 

report to 35 lTS. By March 1994,4 more instructors will exchange, with a continuous 

exchange rate of 3 instructors each quarter thereafter until 2 full joint prototype squadrons 

are manned with 30 exchange instructors. 

In September 1994, two exchange students from each service will begin training, 

with gradual growth until September 1998, when 100 exchange student enmes will occur 

annually in prototype squadrons (Figure 9). Additional joint squadrons will ramp up 

leading to total joint primary training with PATS full mining capability. 

STUDENT FLOW PLAN 
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FIGURE 9 

The overall plan for initiating joint fixed-wing training will use a three phase 

approach. The first phase will be the "foot in the door" stage where the instructor/student 



exchange begins (FY93 - 94). The second phase will be the "learning as we go" stage 

where the primary USN and USAF syllabi are modified to accommodate current hardware 

(FY95 - 96). Finally the last phase will be "full up operation" where the services transition 

to a common aircraft and syllabus (FY97 - 98). Then based on lessons learned during the 

growth period, other'squadrons will become joint not later than the point at which the 

JPATS aircraft arrives. 

The services have an opportunity to accelerate joint squadrons by rnodifylng the 

currently programmed beddown sequence to alternate PATS deliveries to USAF and 

USN squadrons as shown in Figure 10. This should not change the current acquisition 

schedule, but would require some funding shifts in both services since the funding is 

currently front-loaded for USAF deliveries. 
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FIGURE 10 



JOINT AIRLIFT/TANKER/MARITIME PATROL TRAINING 

Undergraduate flight training for airlift/tanker/maritime patrol pilots requires one 

Navy T-44 squadron and four Air Force T- 1A squadrons. SECDEF tasking directs a 

pipeline for Navy and Air Force airlift/tanker/maritime patrol flight training. Neither 

service has the capacity to meet the total training requirement. The prototype program 

will use aircraft and training programs fn>m both the Air Force and Navy in a joint training 

evaluation. In addition, a review of Army initial fixed-wing transition training 

requirements was performed. It may be possible to improve quality and cost effectiveness 

by having the Navy provide fixed-wing multi-engine transition training for Axmy rotary 

wing pilots. 

Advanced joint fixed-wing training is predicated on turboprop bound students 

training in T-44 turboprop aircraft and jet bound students training in T-1A jet aircraft. 

Figures 11 and 12 rcflect Air Force and Naval multi-engine tracks. Following a test 

program in FY94, and assuming that apparent potential for improved turboprop training is 

realized, Air Force pilots selected for C-130 training could complete advanced 

undergraduate training at VT-3 1, NAS Corpus Christi in the T-4.4 aircraft. Navy pilots 

selected for E-6 training could complete advanced undergraduate training at 52 FTS, 

Reese AFB in the T-1 A aircraft Advanced turboprop training, including approximately 

50 Air Force C-130 bound students, could be conducted by the Navy. Advanced jet 

airlifthanker training, including 25 Navy E-6 bound students, could be conducted by the 

USAF. Both programs, when fully implemented will also involve a joint instructor force. 
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The number of exchange instructors within the multi-engine training squadrons will 

be proportional to the number of exchange students. Three experienced training instructor 

exchanges will be completed by December 1993. Subsequent instructor exchanges will 

come from fleet/operational units starting in June 1995. 

After the instructor pilot exchanges arc in place at 52 FTS and VT-31, syllabi will 

be evaluated and refined, if necessary, to meet senrice specific requirements. Further 

refinement of the syllabi will follow by tracking graduate performance with feedback from 

follow-on training managers in the C- 130 and E-6 prior to full exchange of instructors and 

students. 

Initial student exchanges will start in 1994. As the quality of this initiative is 

substantiated through graduate evaluation, exchanges will continue until the number of 

exchange students on board each uacldpipeline supports total service requirements in the 

affected aircraft. The ramp-up of USAF and USN exchange students would be complete 

by September 1995, barring unforeseen problems. 



JOINT NFOISYSTEMS OFFICER/EWO TRAINING 

Like their pilot training counterparts, the USAF and USN navigator training programs 

mirror the overall pilot training philosophy. Basic military navigation skills are taught in a 

core or primary phase, followed by service specific training in the intermediate and 

advanced phases. The cumnt USAF Specialized Undergraduate Navigator Training 

(SUNT) program is depicted in Figun 13. 

USAF NAVIGATOR TRAINING 

WINGS 



The current USN NFO training program at NAS Pensacola is depicted in Figure 14. 
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The proposed joint Naval Flight Officer (NF0)Isystems officer (S0)lelectronic warfare 

officer (EWO) training (Figure 15) would combine undergraduate specialized training to 
% 

maximize the quality of training and optimize the use of resources. Under the proposal all 

Air Force SOs and Navy NFOs assigned to strike aircraft could be trained at NAS 

Pensacola, following a prototype exchange of instructors and students in 1993/4. All 

USN/USMC navigators and NFOs assigned to transport and land based maritime patrol 

will continue to train in the Interservice Undergraduate Navigator Training program at 

Randolph AFB. This joint NFOISOEWO training would substantially change USAF SO 

training. USN NFO training at Pensacola will not significantly change. USN NFO track 

selection will occur at the same point and advanced NFO graduates will report to their 

respective Fleet Replacement Squadron (FRS) for aircraft specific training. Refer to 

Figure 14. Assuming the prototype validates the postulated benefits, the revised program 

would provide the services with better quality strike and multi-purpose combat navigators 

for fewer resources expended. 

JOINT STRIKUSOIEWO TRAINING 

RANDOLPHAFB P 7 Y l  
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In the joint program USAF SO officers would complete core training and receive basic 

aviation indoctrination and fundamental navigation training at Randolph. After this 22- 

week course, track selection occurs to determine the location of the USAF students' 

advanced training. USAF officers selected for training at Pensacola would receive 

additional training in the T-37 aircraft at Randolph to hone the aircraft skills required at 

Pensacola. USAF SO students reporting to Pensacola would enter with USN students in 

the NFO intermediate phase in the T-39 aircraft . From the intermediate phase until 

graduation, USAF and USN students would receive the same training. Upon completion 

of the program, USAF and USN students would be assigned to their specific follow-on 

combat aircraft training. 

An additional opportunity to combine electronic warfare training for all USAF 

SOs/EWOs and USN NFOs occurs with delivery of the USAFs Simulator for Electronic 

Combat Training in 1995. USN NFOs requiring EW training would complete training at 

Randolph after their training at Pensacola. This training would take place enroute to the 

FRS during time currently spent in the USN EW School at Corry Station. USAF officers 

destined for EW duty in tactical aircraft would receive this same EW training at Randolph 

prior to going to Pensacola. + 

There will be an incremental transition to joint NFO/SO/EWO training. This transition 

will occur with the implementation of a revised USAF SOEWO syllabus scheduled to 

begin in July 1994. Some students commencing training after July 1994 will enter the 

revised course and complete the joint NFO/SO training program at Pensacola. After the 

program is validated, a full exchange of students will occur. 

Joint instructor exchange will begin in September 1993. Initially, two USN NFO 

instructors will be assigned to the SUNT program at Randolph and two USAF instructors 

will be assigned to Pensacola. USAF instructor manning at Pensacola will continue to 

increase until the final number of nine US AF instructors is reached in December 1994. 



All land based Navy NFOs are currently trained at Randolph in the Interservice 

Undergraduate Navigator Training program. The instructor and student ratios of USAF 

to USN arc sufficient to establish this squadron as a joint squadron in October 1994. 

Conducting joint NFOBO training at Pensacola results in significant benefits for both 

the USAF and USN. The training uses an in-place, proven training system (T-39n-2 

aircraft) which better replicates operational USAF systems offica avionics suites and 

more effectively meets USAF training requirements in those radar, visual, and instrument 

navigation skills needed in strike and multi-purpose combat aircraft. 



ESTIMATED COSTS AND SAVINGS 

This analysis provides a first look at the cost issues for joint training. Analysis 

shows clearly that cost savings and cost avoidance will primarily accrue as a result of base 

closures associated with BRAC, and the PATS single aircraft procurement program 

Both additional costs and savings are associated with the following joint flying training 

areas: primary fixed-wing, airlift/tanker/maritime patrol, and navigator/NFO. All of the 

cost data in this document are rough order of magnitude (ROM); if this plan meets with 

SECDEF approval, all costs will be subjected to a more detailed financial analysis. 

Both services are in the process of closing a total of three training bases. The Air 

Force has closed Mather AFB, CA, and Williams AFB, AZ, and the Navy has closed NAS 

Chase, TX. In addition, NAS Meridian, MS has been nominated for closure. The up 

front, non-recurring cost to close these bases will be approximately $322M, and the 

ncuning annual savings will be $189M. 

Cost savings associated with the PATS single aircraft procurement program occur 

in these areas: development, acquisition, the limiting of support facility requirements to 

one depot and one source of parts/support, and jointmanagement. A one-time savings in 

development and acquisition cost avoidance would amount to approximately $577M. 

Operating only one depot for PATS could save as much as $SoOK per year. In addition, 

there are savings for having one source of parts/support, and for the consolidation of 

operations and logistics services management responsibilities. 

Primary fixed-wing training has a mixture of additional costs and savings. There is 

an additional cost of approximately $430K per year for PCS costs to send USAF students 

from USN primary training to USAF advanced txaining. This PCS cost would only apply 

to USAF students who attend training at NAS Whiting or NAS Corpus Christi. A flying 

hour savings of $47K per year accrues for USAF students as a result of flying the T-34 



aircraft instead of the T-37. Thew are the only two areas in pnmary fixed-wing training I 
where the joint initiatives outlined herein had an impact on cost. 

Airlifr/tanker/maritime patrol training initiatives will also produce both costs and 

savings. The TDY cost to send USAF students, selected to fly C-130 aircraft, to NAS 

Corpus Christi for advanced training in the T-44 would amount to approximately $298K 

per year. There would be a reduced requirement for T-1A aircraft if the USAF were to 

send its entire C- 130 student pilot flow to NAS Corpus Christi for training in the T-44. 

This reduced requirement would provide a one-time savings of approximately $20M. 

Flying hour savings that are a result of the differences between the T-44 and the T- 1A 

training programs and the differential in flying hour costs, amount to approximately $1.2M 

per year. 

In the navigatorINF0 training program there were five areas that had an impact on 

costs and savings: the PCS cost of USAF students to Pensacola to complete their SO 

training; the additional flying hours for USAF students in the T-37, T-39, and T-2 aircraft; 

the flying hour savings for not flying the T-43 and T-38; the cost of three additional 

electronic w a r h z  simulator seats at Randolph Am; and the TDY cost of USN students 

- to Rar~Iolph AFB for EWO training. The PCS cost of USAF SO students to Pensacola 

would be $139K per year. The flying hour cost for flying the T-37, T-39, and T-2 aircraft 

would amount to approximately $1.2M per year. The flying hour savings for USAF 

students not flying the T-43 and T-38 aircraft in the SO track at Randolph AFB, TX 

would amount to $421K per year. The addition of three simulaior seats at Randolph 

AFB, to accommodate USN EWO students, would cost approximately $3.4M, and the 

TDY cost of USN students to Randolph AFB for EWO training would be $103K per year. 

The possible overall savings/costs for this plan would include a one time cost 

avoidance of approximately $16.6M, with an annual recurring additional cost of $55 1 K 

Again, these arc "fmt-look" figures. A more rigorous cost scrub will follow Mr. Aspin's 



decision on these initiatives. and could be incorporated in subsequent POM development 

and budget submissions.. 



SUMMARY 

The foregoing plan responds to Secretary of Defense tasking. It reflects 

intersewice agreement toward meeting training objectives, exploitation of best available 

training, and an aggressive joint focus. 

Our commitment to start i m d a t e l y  , learning as we go, will ensure a seamless 

and effective transition to joint training. Imbedded in this transition is an equally strong 

commitment to produce more than just pilots and navigators/NFOs. The services will 

continue to produce the best combat aircrews in the world. The joint training initiatives 

described will provide new synergistic combat capability built upon the strengths of each 

services' training systems. This plan confirms the requirement for JPATS as the avenue to 

true joinmess in initial flying training. This study uncovered no roadblocks as to the 

c o w  described. 

The services agree -- joint mining is worth the cost. 



Memorandum 

From: Air Traffic Control Facility OEcer 
To: Commander, CTW- 1 

Via: Operations Officer, CTW- 1 

Subj: AUTHORITY TO CONDUCT SIMULTANEOUS VFR/IFR RUNWAY OPERATIONS. 

Encl: (1) Copy FAA 7 1 10.693, chapter 3, section 8 
(2) Copy FAA 7110.65H, chapter 5, section 8 

1. The basic runway configuration at NAS Meridian allows an amount of flexibility few other 
military or civilian airports can offer. Navy Meridian's three separate runways are ideal for 
handling the large volume of traffic associated with training commands. 

2. The perfect configuration for a training environment would allow for departures on one 
runway with arrivals on a separate non-intersecting runway. Navy Meridian meets all FAA 
runway distance criteria to allow for simultaneous operations. In addition, the eastlwest runway 
is available to handle landings on runway 28 and departures on runway 10 when the wind 
conditions do not necessarily bvor a straight north or south operation. NAS Meridian has the 
capability to safely handle the complex operational requirements a training command dictates. 

3. Air TrafEc Control regulations are very specific regarding the use and operation of runways. 
FAA Handbook 71 10.65(series) is the primary source of information that addresses air traffic 
control procedures. Enclosures (1) and (2) are copies of the applicable pages that cover Navy 
Meridian's unique runway configuration and the rules that apply. McCain airfield was not 
designed by accident, it was a well conceived airport able to handle an exceptionally large volume 
of air trafEc coupled with the best in aviation safety. 



.. , 
Section 8, SPACING 

- .  . .  3-90 SEQUENCEISPACING APPLICATION 
Establish the sequence of arriving and departing 

aircraft by requiring them to adjust flight or ground 
operation as necessary to achieve proper spacing. 
Phraseology: 

CLEAREDFORTAKEOFF. 

CLEARED FOR TAKEOFF OR HOLD SHORT/HOLD IN 
POSITION/rAXI OFF THE RUNWAY (traffic). 

EXTEND DOWNWIND. 

MAKE SHORT APPROACH. 

NUMBER (landing sequence number). 
FOLLOW (description and location of traffic), 

or if traffic is utilizing another runway, 
TRAFFIC (description and location) LANDING RUNWAY 

(number of runway being used). 

CIRCLE THE AIRPORT. 

MAKE LEET/RIGHT THREE-SIXTYlIWO SEVENTY. 
GO AROUND. 

CLEARED TO LAND. 

CLEARED: 

TOUCH-AND-GO, 

or 

STOP-AND-GO, 

or 

LOW APPROACH. 

CLEARED FOR THE OPTION, 

or 
OPTION APPROVED, 

or 
UNABLE OPTION, (alternate instructions). 

or 
UNABLE (type of option), OTHER OPTIONS APPROVED. 

3-90 Note 1.-The "Cleared for the Option" procedure will 
permit an instructor pilotflight examinerlpilot the option to 
make a touch-and-go, low approach, missed approach, 
stop-and-go, or full stop landing. This procedure will only be 
used at those locations with an operational control tower and 
will be subject to ATC approval. 
3-90 Note 2.-For proper helicopter spacing, speed adjustments 
may be more practical than course changes. 
3-90 Note 3.- Read back of hold short instructions apply when 
hold instructions are issued to a pilot in lieu of a takeoff clear- 
ance. 
3-90 Reference.-Expeditious Compliance, paragraph 2-5. Taxi 
and Ground Movement Operation, paragraph 3-81 

3-91 TOUCH-AND-GO OR STOP-AND-GO OR 
LOW APPROACH 

Consider an aircraft cleared for touch-and-go, 
stop-and-go, or low approach as an arriving aircraft 
until it touches down (for touch-and-go), or makes 
a complete stop (for stop-and-go), or crosses the 

AND SEQUENCING 
landing threshold (for low approach), and thereafter 
as a departing aircraft. 
3-91 Reference.-Vehicles/Equipment/Persomel on Runways, 
paragraph 3-5. Intersection Departure, paragraph 3-106. 

F92 SIMULTANEOUS SAME DIRECTIQN ; 
i OPERATION, f 

Authorize simultaneous, same direction operations 
on parallel runways, on parallel landing strips, 
or on a runway and a parallel landing strip only 
when the following conditions are met: 

a. Operations are conducted in VFR conditions 
unless visual separation is applied. 

b. Two-way radio communication is maintained 
with the aircraft involved and pertinent traffic 
information is issued. 

c. The distance between the runways or landing 
strips is in accordance with the minima in Table 
3-92[1] (use the greater minimum if two categories 
are involved). 

Table 3-92[1] 
Same Direction Distance Minima 

Aircrafi category Edges of adjacent 

Lightweight, single 
engine, propeller 
driven 

Twin-engine, propel- 

3-93 SIMULTANEOUS OPPOSITE 
DIRECTION OPERATION 

ler driven 

Authorize simultaneous opposite direction oper- 
ations on parallel runways, on parallel landing 
strips, or on a runway and a parallel landing 
strip only when the following conditions are met: 

a. Operations are conducted in VFR conditions. 
b. Two-way radio communication is maintained 

with the aircraft involved and pertinent traffic 
information is issued. 
Phraseology: 

TRAFFIC (description) ARRIVING/DEPARTING/LOW 
APPROACH, OPPOSITE DIRECTION ON PARALLEL RUN- 
WAYLANDING STRIP. 

c. The distance between the runways or landing 
strips is in accordance with the minima in Table 
3-93[1]. 

700 

Para 3-90 

600 



7110.65H CHG 3 

Section 8. RADAR DEPARTURES 
5-110 PROCEDURES 
Use standard departure routes and channelized alti- 
tudes whenever practical to reduce coordination. 
Do not, however, assign these routes solely to 
provide for possible radar or communication failure. 

5-111 INITIAL HEADING 
Before departure, assign the initial heading to be 
flown if a departing aircraft is to be vectored 
immediately after takeoff. 
Phraseology: 

FLY RUNWAY HEADING. 

TURN LEITIRIGHT, HEADING (degrees). 
5-111 Note.-TERMINAL: A purpose for the heading is not 
necessary, since pilots operating in a radar environment associ- 
ate assigned headings with vectors to their planned route of 
flight. 

I 5-111 Reference.-Departure Clearances, paragraph 4-31; Vec- 
tors Below Minimum Altitude, paragraph 5-92. . 

5-112 VECTORS BELOW MINIMUM 
ALTITUDE 

Except in en route automated environments in 
areas where more than 3 miles separation minima 
is required, you may vector a departing IFR aircraft, 
or one executing a missed approach, within 40 
miles of the antenna and before it reaches the 
minimum altitude for IFR operations if separation 
from prominent obstructions shown on the radar 
scope is applied in accordance with the following: 

a. If the flight path is 3 miles or more from 
the obstruction and the aircraft is climbing to 
an altitude at least 1,000 feet above the obstruction, 
vector the aircraft to maintain at least 3 miles 
separation from the obstruction unti l  the aircraft 
reports leaving an altitude above the obstruction. 

b. If the flight path is less than 3 miles from 
the obstruction, and the aircraft is climbing to 
an altitude at least 1,000 feet above the obstruction, 
vector the aircraft to increase lateral separation 
from the obstruction until the 3-mile minimum 
is achieved or until the aircraft reports leaving 
an altitude above the obstruction. 

c. At those locations where diverse vector areas 
(DVA) have been established, terminal radar facilities 
may vector aircraft below the MVAJMIA within 
those areas and along those routes described in 
facility directives. 
C l l Z c  Reference.-FAA Order 7210.3, Establishing Diverse 
Vector Areals (DVA), paragraph 3-104. 

Separate aircraft departing from the same airport1 
heliport or adjacent airportsheliports in accordance 
with the following minima provided radar identifica- 
tion with the aircraft will be established within 
1 mile of the takeoff runway endhelipad and 
courses will diverge by 15 degrees or more. 
5-113 Note 1.-Flight Procedures and Airspace FAA Order 
8260.19, establishes guidelines for IFR departure turning proce- 
dures which assumes a climb to 400 feet above the airport ele- 
vation before a turn is commenced. FAA Order 8260.3, TERPS, 
the ILS missed approach criteria, requires a straight climb of 
400 feet be specified where turns greater than 15 degrees are 
required. 

5-113 Note 2.--Consider known aircraft performance character- 
istics when applying initial separation. to successive departing 
aircraft. 

5-113 Note 3.-When one or both of the departure surfaces is 
a helipad, use the takeoff course of the helicopter as a reference, 
comparable to the centerline of a runway and the helipad center 
as the threshold. 

a. Between aircraft departing the same runway1 
helipad or parallel runwayshelicopter takeoff courses 
separated by less than 2,500 feet-l mile if courses 
diverge immediately after departure. (See Figure 
5-1 13[1], Figure 5-1 13[2], and Figure 5-1 13[3]). 
- 

. . - OR MORE 
----, J . 

Figure 5-113[1] 
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Figure 5-1 13121 
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, DEPARTURES 
TERMINAL 
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5-114 DEPARTURE A N D  ARRIVAL 
TERMINAL 
Except as provided in paragraph 5-115, separate 
a departing aircraft from an arriving aircraft on 
final approach by a minimum of 2 miles if separation 
will increase to a minimum of 3 miles (5 miles 
when 40 miles or more from the antenna) within 
1 minute after takeoff. 
5-114 Note 1.-This procedure permits a departing aircraft to 
be released so long as an arriving aircraft is no closer than 2 
miles from the runway at the time. This separation is determined 
at the time the departing aircraft commences takeoff roll. 

5-114 Note 2.--Consider the effect surface conditions, such as 
ice, snow, and other precipitation may have on known aircraft 
performance characteristics, and the influence these conditions 
may have on the pilot's ability to commence takeoff roll in a 
timely manner. 

g-iis DEPARTURES AND ARRIVALS ON 
' 

PARALLEL OR NOMNTERSECTING 
t DIVERGING RUNWAYS 
TERMINAL 
Authorize simultaneous operations between an aircraft 
departing on a runway and an aircraft on final 
approach to another parallel or nonintersecting diverg- 
ing runway if the departure course diverges imme- 
diately by at least 30 degrees from the missed 
approach course until separation is applied and 
provided one of the following conditions are met: 
5-115 Notc-Wben one or both of the takeofflanding surfaces 
is a helipad, consider the helicopter takeoff course as the run- 
way centerline and the helipad center as the threshold. 

a. When parallel runway thresholds are even, 
the runway centerlines are at least 2,500 feet 
apart. (See Figure 5-115[1] and Figure 5-115[2]). 

I I 

Figure 5-115[1] I 
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Figure 5-115[2] 

b. When parallel runway thresholds are staggered 
and: 

1. The arriving aircraft is approaching the nearer 
runway-The centerlines are at least 1,000 feet 
apart and the landing thresholds are staggered at 
least 500 feet for each 100 feet less than 2,500 
the centerlines are separated. (See Figure 5-115[3] 
and Figure 5-115[4]). 

I $+. 

-#l(arq 

Figure 5-115[3] 

Figure 5-115[4] 

C115bl Note.-In the event of a missed approach by a heavy 
jet, apply the procedures in paragraph 3-108 or ensure that the 
heavy jet does not overtake an aircraft departing from the adja- 
cent parallel runway. 

2. The arriving aircraft is approaching the farther 
runway-The runway centerlines separation exceeds 
2,500 feet by at least 100 feet for each 500 
feet the landing thresholds are staggered. (See 
Figure 5-115[5]). 

Para 5-114 5-8-3 I 



Memorandum 

From: Air T r d c  Control Facility W c e r  
To: Commander, CTW-1 

Via: Operations Officer, CTW- 1 

Subj: AUTHORITY TO CONDUCT SIMULTANEOUS VFRIIFR RUNWAY OPERATIONS. 

Encl: (1) Copy FAA 7 1 10.65H, chapter 3, section 8 
(2) Copy FAA 7110.65H, chapter 5, section 8 

1. The basic runway configuration at NAS Meridian allows an amount of flexibility few other 
military or civilian airports can offer. Navy Meridian's three separate runways are ideal for 
handling the large volume of traffic associated with training commands. 

2. The perfect configuration for a training environment would allow for departures on one 
runway with arrivals on a separate non-intersecting runway. Navy Meridian meets all FAA 
runway distance criteria to allow for simultaneous operations. In addition, the eadwest runway 
is available to handle landings on runway 28 and departures on runway 10 when the wind 
conditions do not necessarily favor a straight north or south operation. NAS Meridian has the 
capability to safely handle the complex operational requirements a training command dictates. 

3. Air Traffic Control regulations are very specific regarding the use and operation of runways. 
FAA Handbook 7 110.65(series) is the primary source of information that addresses air traffic 
control procedures. Enclosures (1) and (2) are copies ofthe applicable pages that cover Navy 
Meridian's unique runway configuration and the rules that apply. McCain airfield was not 
designed by accident, it was a well conceived airport able to handle an exceptionally large volume 
of air traffic coupled with the best in aviation safety. 



Section 8. SPACING AND SEQUENCING 
3-90 SEQUENCEISPACING APPLICATION landi~~g threshold (for low approach), and thereafter 

Establish the sequence of arriving and departing as a departing aircraft. 
aircraft by requiring them to adjust flight or ground 3-91 Referrn=-Vehicles~uipment/Pe~~~~el on Runways, 
operation as necessary to achieve proper spacing. ~ara~~h3-5.btersectionDc~arture1 paragraph 3-106. 

Phraseology: 
CLEARED FOR TAKEOFF. 
CLEARED FOR TAKEOFF OR HOLD SHORTmOLD IN 

POSlTION/rAXI OFF THE RUNWAY (traffic). 
EXTEND DOWNWIND. 
MAKE SHORT APPROACH. 

NUMBER (landing sequence number). 
FOLLOW (description and location of traffic), 

or if traffic is utilizing another runway, 
TRAFFIC (description and location) LANDING RUNWAY 

(number of runway being used). 
CIRCLE THE AIRPORT. 

MAKE LEFI'/RIGHT THREE-SIXlY/IWO SEVENTY. 
GO AROUND. 

CLEARED TO LAND. 
CLEARED: 

TOUCH-AND-GO, 
or 

STOP-AND-GO, 
or 
LOW APPROACH. 

CLEARED FOR THE OPTION, 

OPTION APPROVED, 
or 
UNABLE OPTION, (alternate instructions). 

or 
UNABLE (type of option), OTHER OPTIONS APPROVED. 

3-90 Note 1.--The "Cleared for the Option" procedure will 
permit an instructor piloUflight examinerlpilot the option to 
make a touch-and-go, low approach, missed approach, 
stop-and-go, or full stop landing. This procedure will only be 
used at those locations with an operational control tower and 
will be subject to ATC approval. 
3-90 Note 2.-For proper helicopter spacing, speed adjustments 
may be more practical than course changes. 
3-90 Note 3.- Read back of hold short instructions apply when 
hold instructions are issued to a pilot in lieu of a takeoff clear- 
ance. 
3-90 Reference.-Expeditious Compliance, paragraph 2-5. Taxi 
and Ground Movement Operation, paragraph 3-81 

3-91 TOUCH-AND-GO OR STOP-AND-GO OR 
LOW APPROACH 

Consider an aircraft cleared for touch-and-go, 
stop-and-go, or low approach as an arriving aircraft 
until it touches down (for touch-and-go), or makes 
a complete stop (for stop-and-go), or crosses the 

 SIMULTANEOUS SAME ~IR&TXC,N ; 
I A OPERATION 

1 .- ... 
Authorize simultaneous, same direction operations 

on parallel runways, on parallel landing strips, 
or on a runway and a parallel landing strip only 
when the following conditions are met: 

a. Operations are conducted in VFR conditions 
unless visual separation is applied. 

b. Two-way radio communication is maintained 
with the aircraft involved and pertinent tra£fic 
information is issued. 

c. The distance between the runways or landing 
strips is in accordance with the minima in Table 
3-92[1] (use the greater minimum if two categories 
are involved). 

Table 3-92[1] 
Same Direction Distance Minima 

Aircrafi category Edges of adjacent 

Lightweight, single 
engine, propella 
driven 

Twin-engine, propel- 

3-93 SIMULTANEOUS OPPOSITE 
DIRECTION OPERATION 

Authorize simultaneous opposite direction oper- 
ations on parallel runways, on parallel landing 
strips, or on a runway and a parallel landing 
strip only when the following conditions are met: 

a. Operations are conducted in VFR conditions. 
b. Two-way radio communication is maintained 

with the aircraft involved and pertinent traffic 
information is issued. 
Phraseology: 

TRAFFIC (description) ARRIVING/DEPARTING/LOW 
APPROACH, OPPOSITE DIRECTION ON PARALLEL RUN- 
W A Y W I N G  STRIP. 

c. The distance between the runways or landing 
strips is in accordance with the minima in Table 
3-93[1]. 

Para 3-90 
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Section 8, RADAR DEPARTURES 
5-110 PROCEDURES 
Use standard departure routes and channelized alti- 
tudes whenever practical to reduce coordination. 
Do not, however, assign these routes solely to 
provide for possible radar or communication failure. 

5-111 INITIAL HEADING 
Before departure, assign the initial heading to be 
flown if a departing aircraft is to be vectored 
immediately after takeoff. 
Phraseology: 

FLY RUNWAY HEADING. 

TURN LEFURIGHT, HEADING (degrees). 
5-111 Notc-TERMINAL: A purpose for the heading is not 
necessary, since pilots operating in a radar environment associ- 
ate assigned headings with vectors to their planned route of 
flight. 

I 5-111 Reference.-Departure Clearances, paragraph 4-31; Vec- 
tors Below Minimum Altitude, paragraph 5-92. . 
5-112 VECTORS BELOW MINIMUM 

ALTITUDE 
Except in en route automated environments in 
areas where more than 3 miles separation minima 
is required, you may vector a departing IFR aircraft, 
or one executing a missed approach, within 40 
miles of the antenna and before it reaches the 
minimum altitude for IFR operations if separation 
from prominent obstructions shown on the radar 
scope is applied in accordance with the following: 

a. If the flight path is 3 miles or more from 
the obstruction and the aircraft is climbing to 
an altitude at least 1,000 feet above the obstruction, 
vector the aircraft to maintain at least 3 miles 
separation from the obstruction until the aircraft 
reports leaving an altitude above the obstruction. 

b. If the flight path is less than 3 miles from 
the obstruction, and the aircraft is climbing to 
an altitude at least 1,000 feet above the obstruction, 
vector the aircraft to increase lateral separation 
from the obstruction until the 3-mile minimum 
is achieved or until the aircraft reports leaving 
an altitude above the obstruction. 

c. At those locations where diverse vector areas 
(DVA) have been established, terminal radar facilities 
may vector aircraft below the MVNMIA within 
those areas and along those routes described in 
facility directives. 
5-112c Reference.-FAA Order 7210.3, Establishing Diverse 
Vector Areals (DVA), paragraph 3-104. 

Separate aircraft departing from the same airport1 
heliport or adjacent airportsheliports in accordance 
with the following minima provided radar identifica- 
tion with the aircraft will be established within 
1 mile of the takeoff runway endhelipad and 
courses will diverge by 15 degrees or  more. 
5-113 Note 1.-Flight Procedures and Airspace FAA Order 
8260.19. establishes guidelines for IFR departure turning proce- 
dures which assumes a climb to 400 feet above the airport ele- 
vation before a turn is commenced. FAA Order 8260.3, TERPS, 
the ILS missed approach criteria, requires a straight climb of 
400 feet be specified where turns greater than 15 degrees are 
required. 

5-113 Note 2.--Consider known aircraft performance character- 
istics when applying initial separation. to successive departing 
aircraft. 

5-113 Note 3.-When one or both of the departure surfaces is 
a helipad, use the takeoff course of the helicopter as a reference, 
comparable to the centerline of a runway and the helipad center 
as the threshold. 

a. Between aircraft departing the same runway/ 
helipad or parallel runwayshelicopter takeoff courses 
separated by less than 2,500 feet-1 mile if courses 
diverge immediately after departure. (See Figure 
5-113[1], Figure 5-113[2], and Figure 5-113[3]). 

Figure 5-113[1] 

LES THAN 2#X) FEET 

F+~ OR MORE 
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Figure 5-113[2] 

i 
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TERMINAL 
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5-114 DEPARTURE AND ARRIVAL 
TERMINAL 
Except as provided in paragraph 5-115, separate 
a departing aircraft from an arriving aircraft on 
final approach by a minimum of 2 miles if separation 
will increase to a minimum of 3 miles (5 miles 
when 40 miles or more from the antenna) within 
1 minute after takeoff. 
5-114 Note 1.-This procedure permits a departing aircraft to 
be released so long as an arriving aircraft is no closer than 2 
miles Erom the runway at the time. This separation is determined 
at the time the departing airanft commences takeoff roll. 
5-114 Note 2.--Consider the effect surface conditions, such as 
ice, snow, and other precipitation may have on known aircraft 
performance characteristics, and the influence these conditions 
may have on the pilot's ability to commence takeoff roll in a 
timely manner. 

a 

i 
GllNG RUNWAYS 

TERMINAL 
Authorize simultaneous operations between an aircraft 
departing on a runway and an aircraft on final 
approach to another parallel or nonintersecting diverg- 
ing runway if the departure course diverges imme- 
diately by at least 30 degrees from the missed 
approach course until separation is applied and 
provided one of the following conditions are met: 
5-115 Notc-When one or both of the takeoffflanding surfaces 
is a helipad, consider the helicopter takeoff coum as the run- 
way centerline and the helipad center as the threshold. 

a. When parallel runway thresholds are even, 
the runway centerlines are at least 2,500 feet 
apart. (See Figure 5-115[1] and Figure 5-115[2]). 

b. When parallel runway thresholds are staggered 
and: 

1. The arriving aircraft is approaching the nearer 
runway-The centerlines are at least 1,000 feet 
apart and the landing thresholds are staggered at 
least 500 feet for each 100 feet less than 2,500 
the centerlines are separated. (See Figure 5-115[3] 
and Figure 5-1 15[4]). 

I I 

I Figure 5-115[4] I 
5-115bl Note.-In the event of a missed approach by a heavy 
jet, apply the procedures in paragraph 3-108 or ensure that the 
heavy jet docs not overtake an aircraft departing from the adja- 
cent parallel runway. 

2. The arriving aircraft is approaching the farther 
runway-The runway centerlines separation exceeds 
2,500 feet by at least 100 feet for each 500 
feet the landing thresholds are staggered. (See 
Figure 5-115[5]). 

Para 5-1 14 
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PROPOSED SCHEDULE FOR BRAC COMMISSIONER VISIT 3 APRIL 1995 

ARRIVE NAS MERIDIAN 

MEDIA AVAILABILITY (BASE OPS LOBBY) 

COMMAND BRIEF/PRESENTATION 

COMTRAWING ONE CONFERENCE ROOM (HANGAR) 

WINDSHIELD TOUR EN ROUTE LAKESIDE CLUB FOR LUNCH 

WORKING LuNCH/~S MINUTE COMMUNITY PRESENTATION 

WINDSHIELD TOUR EN ROUTE NTTC (HOUSING AREA/MAINSIDE) 

OVERVIEW/TOUR NTTC 

OVERVIEW/TOUR RCTA 

EN ROUTE CENTROID 

AERIAL TOUR OF NAS OUTLYING FACILITIES 

DEPART 
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FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

4 USAF BASE FACT SHEET 
BERGSTROM AIR RESERVE STATIOAT, TEXAS 

MklCOMILOCATIONISIZE: AFR station seven miles southeast of Austin with 4,073 acres 

MAJOR UNITSIFORCE STRUCTURE: 

10th Air Force 
924th Fighter Wing 
-- 15 F-16C/D 

USAF MANPOWER AUTHORIZATIONS: (As of N 95R) 

MILITARY--ACTIVE 
RESERVE 
CIVILIAN 
TOTAL 

ANNOUNCED ACTIONS: 

The 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission directed that 924th Fighter 
Wing and its F-16 aircraft to remain at Bergstrom ARS until at least the end of 1996. 

- \ 
F 
f MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM f%OOO): 

FISCAL YEAR 94: 
Alter Administrative Facility for Cantonment (Base Closure)* 800 
Alter Liquid OxygcnlPaint Booth (Base Closurej* '50 
TOTAL 1.350 

FISCAL YEAR 95: 
h'lunitions Complex (Base Closure)* 2,100 
Alter Base Operations (Base Closure)* 580 
Add/Alter Base Engineering Complex (Base Closure)* 2,000 
AddIAlter Maintenance Shops (Base Closure)* 2,900 
TOTAL 7?580 

* Projects forecast for funding by the Base Closure Account. Associated with the 1991 Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission recommendation to realign Bergstrom AFB. 

SIGNIFICANT INSTALLATJON ISSUESIPROBLEMS: None 

Basing Manager: Mr DiCamillo/XOOB/53019 
Editor: Ms Wri,nht/XOOBD/46675/1 Mar 95 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 



[' BMC-95 DC IINAS MERIDIAN MSl63043 
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7 .  MISSION: Do not simply report the standard mission statement. Instead, describe important 
functions in a bulletized format. Include anticipated niiscion changes and brief namtive 
explanation of change; also indicate if 2ny currentlprojected mission changes are a result of 
previous BRAC-88, -3 1 ,-93 action(s). 

Current Mission5 

Maintain and operate facilities. 

Provide services and material to support operations of aviation activities of the Naval 
Air Training Command and other activities designated by the Chief of Naval 
Operations. 

Major aviation training commands supported include: 

- Commander, Training Air Wing ONE (CTUT-1) 
Administers, coordinates, and supervises flight and associated 
academic training and support programs conducted by NAS Meridian, 
Training Squadron hXPETEEPIIT and Training Squadron SEFrEn'. 

Trains h;avy, Marine Corps and international student aviators in 
Intermediate and Advanced Strike curriculum employing the Y -7C 
Buckeye and TA-4J Skyha.trk aircraft. 

Foreign Miiitary Pilot Training includes strike szudents frorr 
-4rgentina. France. ftaIy. Kvmzir. Singapore and Spaic. 

- Training Squadron I\;'O(TTEEN (;'T-19) 
f ntermediate Strike Pilot Training 

Curricuium stages incluue: basic in strum en:^. raciis 
instruments, airn.ays navigation. Eamiiiarizarion. out of controi. 
formation. night familiarization. air-to-air gunnery and carrier 
quaIificatior;. 

- Training Squadron SEVEN (F'T-7) 
Advanced Strike Pilot Training 

Curriculum stages include: basic instruments, radio 
instruments, airlvajrs navigation, familiarization, basic 
formation, night famiIiarization/formation, tactical formation. 
operational navigation, air-to-ground weapons, air combat 
maneuvering and carrier quaIifications. 



March 28, 1995 

Memorandum 

From: LtCol J.R. Brubaker 

To: Capt Terry Pudos 

Subj.: Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRC) 

Sir, the following personnel from the DBCRC will be attending the NAS Meridian base visit 
scheduled for Monday 3 April 1995: 

Alex Yellin Navy Team Leader Arrive 1300,2 Apr 95 
LtCol James R. Brubaker DoD AnalystIUSMC Arrive 1300,2 Apr 95 
LtCol Merrill Beyer DoD AnalystlUSAF Arrive 1800,2 Apr 95 
Mark Pross Senior AnalystIGAO Arrive 1800,2 Apr 95 
Elizabeth King Legal Counsel Arrive 1800,3 1 Mar 95 

This information is current as of 8:OOAM on this date and will be updated as information 
becomes available. 
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NAVAL AIR STATION MERIDIAN, MISSISSIPPI 
(MCCAIN FIELD) 

* To maintain and operate facilitie~ and to provide services and 
material to support operations of aviation activities and units 
of the Naval Air Training Command and other activities and units 
designated by the CNO. Designed specifically for jet pilot 
training, contains two staggered B O O 0  foot runways and one 
6400 foot croeswind runway. Includes NOLF Joe Williams Field, 
19 miles northwest of NAS Meridian which is also 8 0 0 0  feet long 
and SEARAY air-to-ground target complex 31 miles to the north. 
Under an Interservice Support Agreement (ISSA), CTW-1 and 14th 
FTW Columbus AFB jointly use OLF GUNSHY located 20 miles 
northeast. 

Where : 

* 14 miles northeast of the City of Meridian (population 50,000) 
on Highway 39N. Meridian, MS is 165 miles southeast of Memphis, 
TN and 125 miles north of Mobile, A L .  

Major Unita : 

* Training Air Wing 1 (CTW-1); Training Squadrons 7, 19 and 23 
(vT-7, VT-19, VT-23) ; Naval Technical Training Center (NTTC) ; 
Marine Aviation Training Support Group (MATSG) ; and Regional 
Counterdrug Training Academy. 

* CTW-1: Immediate euperior in command to the Commanding 
Officer of the naval air station, training squadrons, and 
other facilities as may be placed under his cognizance. 
Administers, coordinates, and supervises flight and academic 
training and support conducted by three subordinate ~lquadrons  
as directed by the Chief of Naval Air Training. 

* VT-7: Advanced Strike Training flying the TA-4J Skyhawk (74 
aircraft) , 

* ~~-19/VT-23! Intermediate Strike Training flying the T-2C 
Buckeye ( 8 3  aircraft) . 

* NTTC: Navy's primary training facility for enlisted 
administrative and supply class "A" schools, which are for 
personnel enroute to their first command after completing 
recruit training. Advanced schools include Yeoman " C "  
Flagwriter and Religioue Program Specialist. 

* MATSG: Provides all similar Marine Corps training in supply, 
administrative, and related ratings. 



* Meridian has no major environmental issues. Evaluated sites 
have not been listed on the National Priorities List. There 
are no existing or anticipated encroachment issues. There 
are existing AICUZ ordnance8 in place at both the main 
installation and the Navy owned outlying field. 

Population: 

* 1,800 active duty; 1,200 family members; 1,400 civilians, 
which include both DON employees and civilian contract 
aircraft maintenance employees. 

Houring : 

* 144 officer family units; 376 enlisted family units; 121 BOQ 
spaces; 2056 BEQ spaces. 

Temporary Lodging r 

* 6 distinguished visitor units; 49 visiting officer units; 34 
visiting enlisted units; 28 temporary lodging facilities. 

Commiasary/Exchanga Mall Complex: 

* Contains separate Navy Exchange Retail Store, Commissary, 
~aundry/Dry Cleaners, Uniform Store, Banking Facility, 
Barber/Beauty Shop, McDonald's Restaurant, Movie Thea t e r  and 
Bowling Alley. 

Schools : 

In Meridian and Lauderdale County school districts. 
Enrollment currently below capacity. Five institutions of 
higher learning. Undergraduate and Graduate courses are 
available on-site and in the local community. 

Health Care: 

* Clinic only. Closet naval ho~pital is Pensacola Naval 
Hospital (150 air miles) . The community of Meridian serves as 
a regional medical hub for eastern Mississippi and western 
Alabama. There are 3 major hospitals located in the City of 
Meridian. 



Community Support: 

* NAS Meridian is Lauderdale County's largest employer. 

Key Permonnel and Phone Numbers: 

* Mayor of Meridian: 
John Robert Smith 601-485-1927 

President, Meridian City Council: 
Dr. George Thomas 601-483-8502 

* President, Lauderdale County Board of Supervisors: 
Dr. Hobert Kornegay 601-482-9746 

* Meridian/Lauderdale County Partnership: 
R. Tucson Roberts 601-693-1306 

Navy Meridian Team Leader: 
Bill Crawford 601-484-7725 

* Meridian Area Navy League President: 
C. D. Smith 601-693-8917 

Military Personnel and Phone Numbers: - - 
,PbZ',(. , i J T f r ?  ( - 6  $f>>&> * Commander Training Air Wing ONE 

601-679-2148/2193 
\ SuYtrJ ~ u A J K - / , ~ ~  

Captain Terry J. Pudas 
%. - 

* Commanding Officer, Naval Air Station Meridian 
Captain Robert L. Leitzel 601-679-2111/2112 

* Commanding Officer, Naval Technical Training Center 74" li T''r-" \ 
C o m m a n d e r  Melinda L. Moran 601-679-2161 >, ' -  F ., 

//:i.ir2. ? ;pllryl fl? S, 3 y,104 - 
* Commanding Officer, Marine Aviation Training Support Group 0 4 0  

Major Edwin L. Koehler 601-679-2190 
\ 

* Commandant Regional Counterdrug Training Academy 
Colonel Stephen L. G o f f  601-679-2063 
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ADDRESS FOR CAPT. PUDAS 

COMMANDER 
TRAINING AIR WING ONE 
101 FULLER, RD. SUITE 250 
MERIDIAN, MS. 39039-5403 

ADDRESS FOR CAPT. LEITZEL 

COMMANDING OFFICER 
NAVAL AIR STATION 
1155 ROSENBAUM, AVE. SUITE 13 
MERIDIAN, MS. 39309 - 5003 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
COMMANDER TRAINING AIR WING ONE 

101 FULLER ROAD SUITE 250 

MERIDIAN MS 39309-5403 IN REPLY REFER TO: 

5050 
00000 
7 Jun 95 
Rev #1 

MEMORANDUM 

From: Commander, Training Air Wing ONE 
To : Distribution 

Subj: DISTINGUISHED GUEST VISIT 

Ref: (a) COMTRAWINGONEINST 5050.1C 

Encl: (1) Schedule of Events/Attendees 
(2) VIP Staff Personnel 
(3) CTW-1 Aerial Tour C-12 
(4) Ground Transportation Plan 
(5) Luncheon Attendees/Seating 

1. Per reference (a), the following information is promulgated: 

a. Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRC) 
A1 Cornella, Commissioner 

(r Wendi L. Steele, Commissioner 
Charles C. Smith 

The Honorable Kirk Fordice 
Governor, State of Mississippi 

The Honorable G. V. "Sonnyl1 Montgomery, Congressman 
State of Mississippi, 3rd Congressional District 

Rear Admiral W. B. Hayden 
Chief of Naval Air Training 

The Honorable Eddie Briggs 
~ieutenant Governor, State of Mississippi 

b. Date of visit: 8 Jun 95 

c. Method, place, and time of arrival: 

Commissioners, Mr. Charles C. Smith, Congressman 
Montgomery, CAPT Pudas, LtCol Brubaker: C-12, 

Base Ops, 1200 

Governor Fordice, Lt Governor Briggs & Staff: Lear 
Jet, Base Ops, 1130 

RADM Hayden: T-45, Base Ops, 1030 



'(II Subj: DISTINGUISHED GUEST VISIT 

d. Method, place, and time of departure: 

Commissioners and staff: C-26, Base Ops, 1630 

Governor Fordice, Lt Governor Briggs & Staff: Lear Jet, 
Base Ops, 1445 

Congressman Montgomery: POV, Base Ops, 1630 

RADM Hayden: T-45, Base Ops, 1700 

e. Purpose of visit: Defense Base Closure and Realignment 

f. Itinerary: See enclosure (1) 
Additional staff visitors are listed in enclosure (2) 

g. Visit coordinator/host and phone number: 

CDR Cramer, DSN 637-2193, Commercial (601) 679-2193 
CDR Ingram, DSN 637-2112, Commercial (601) 679-2112 

h. Plan of the Day: Normal work day 

i. Request NAS Meridian provide the following services: 

(1) Welcome Aboard Announcement: 

(a) Main Gate: Yes 

(b) Air Operations: Yes 

( 2 )  Parking/Crowd Control: Coordinate with Partnership 

- Security plan 
- Designated parking areas 
- Overflow designated parking areas 

(3) Transportation: 

Vans: 3 minivans/l maxivans (all with VIP plates) 
Sedan: 1 sedan with one star plate 
Courtesy Cars: Coordinate with Partnership 

Pre stage at South end of Hangar 



'w Subj: DISTINGUISHED GUEST VISIT 

(4) Lakeside Club: 

(a) CTW-1 Briefing - fruit/cookies, 
coffee/ice tea with setups by 1130 
Number attending: 20 (CTW-1 Conf Rrn) 

(b) Luncheon: See enclosure (5) 

(5) Uniform: Summer White 

(6) PAO: 

(a) Coordinate press coverage of Commissioner's 
arrival 

(b) Coordinate press conferences (Lobby of Base 
Operations) 

2. Other specific guidance: On 8 June, all activities minimize 
shipment arrivals/travel on station during the hours of 1145-1330. 

T. J. PUDAS 

Distribution: 
COMTRAWING ONE 
CO, NAS Meridian 
CO, TRARON SEVEN 
CO, TRARON NINETEEN 
CO, TRARON TWENTY - THREE 
CO, NTTC 
CO, RCTA 
Wing CMC 
Wing OPS 
Wing Maintenance 
Wing Administration 
NAS CDO 
NAS PWO 
NAS Security 
NAS PA0 
NAS MWR/Lakeside Club 
NAS OPS 



DEPART COLUMBUS AFB VIA C-12 FOR AERIAL TOUR EN 
ROUTE NAS MERIDIAN (SEE ENCLOSURE (3 ) ) 
COMMISSIONERS, MR. CHARLES SMITH, CONGRESSMAN 
MONTGOMERY, CAPT PUDAS (COMTRAWING ONE), LTCOL 
BRUBAKER 

ARRIVE NAS MERIDIAN 
MET BY CAPTAIN LEITZEL (CO NASMER), STATE/LOCAL 
LEADERS, OTHERS TBD 
(PRESS COVERAGE ONLY 
DEPART VIA GROUND TRANSPORTATION TO 
COMTRAWING ONE CONFERENCE ROOM (SEE ENCLOSURE (4)) 

COMMAND BRIEF/PRESENTATION 
COMTRAWING ONE CONFERENCE ROOM (HANGAR) 
COMMISSIONERS, MR. CHARLES SMITH, GOVERNOR FORDICE, 
CONGRESSMAN MONTGOMERY, RADM HAYDEN, LT GOVERNOR 
BRIGGS, CTW-1, CO NASMER, MR. KUGLER, LTCOL BRUBAKER, 
OTHERS TBD 

TOUR OF BASE OPERATIONS/SIMULATOR FACILITY AVAILABLE 
FOR OTHER DIGNITARIES AND STAFF MEMBERS 
(POC LCDR GONZALES) 

COMMUNITY SUPPORTERS IN PLACE ALONG MOTORCADE ROUTE 

WINDSHIELD TOUR CENTROID AREA EN ROUTE LAKESIDE CLUB 
(SEE ENCLOSURE (4) ) 
MOTORCADE ALONG ROUTE LINED WITH SUPPORTERS 

LUNCH AT LAKESIDE CLUB 
(SEE ENCLOSURE (5) ) 

DEPART LAKESIDE CLW/WINDSHIELD TOUR OF MAINSIDE 
AND BASE HOUSING EN ROUTE NTTC 
(SEE ENCLOSURE (4) ) 

**GOVERNOR FORDICE, LT GOVERNOR BRIGGS AND PARTY DEPART 
EN ROUTE BASE OPERATIONS. 1430 PRESS CONFERENCE AT BASE 
OPERATIONS WITH GOVERNOR FORDICE AND LT GOVERNOR 
BRIGGS. DEPART VIA LEAR JET AT 1445. 

m c  BRIEF/TOIJR 
COMMISSIONERS, MR. CHARLES C. SMITH, CONGRESSMAN 
MONTGOMERY, RADM HAYDEN, CDR MORAN, CTW-1, CO 
NASMER, MR. KUGLER, LTCOL BRUBAKER, OTHERS TBD 

ENCLOSURE (1) 



DEPART NTTC EN ROUTE RCTA 
(SEE ENCLOSURE (4)) 

REGIONAL COUNTERDRUG TRAINING ACADEMY 
BRIEF/TOUR 
COMMISSIONERS, MR. CHARLES SMITH, CONGRESSMAN 
MONTGOMERY, RADM HAYDEN, COLONEL GOFF, CTW-1, CO 
NASMER, MR. KUGLER, LTCOL BRUBAKER, OTHERS TBD 

DEPART RCTA EN ROUTE CTW-1 
(SEE ENCLOSURE (4) ) 

COMMUNITY PRESENTATION (CTW-1 COMMAND SUITE) 
COMMISSIONERS, MR. CHARLES C. SMITH, CONGRESSMAN 
MONTGOMERY, RADM HAYDEN, CTW-1, CO NASMER, MR. KUGLER, 
LTCOL BRUBAKER, COMMUNITY REPRESENTATIVES TBD 

MEDIA AVAILABILITY (BASE OPERATIONS) 
COMMISSIONER STEELE, COMMISSIONER CORNELLA AND 
CONGRESSMAN MONTGOMERY 

COMMISSIONERS DEPART BASE OPERATIONS VIA C-26 



VIP STAFF PERSONNEL 

DBCRC STAFF 
ARRIVAL DEPARTURE 

8 JUN LTCOL BRUBAKER DOD ANALYST/USMC PM, 7 JUN 1630, 8 JUN 

CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION 

TBD SENATOR LOTT'S OFFICE 
MR. MITCH KUGLER SENATOR COCHRAN'S OFFICE 
MR. KYLE STEWARD CONGRESSMAN MONTGOMERY'S OFFICE 

*GOVERNOR, LT GOVERNOR AND STAFF WILL ARRIVE BASE OPERATIONS 8 JUN 
1150 BY KING AIR AIRCRAFT/DEPART BASE OPERATIONS 8 JUN 1400 BY 
KING AIR 

GOVERNOR KIRK FORDICE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI 
LT GOVERNOR EDDIE BRIGGS STATE OF MISSISSIPPI 
MR. JIMMY HEIDEL EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR (DECD) 
COL NICK ARDILLO (RET) DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF 
MR. JODY TIDWELL LT GOVERNOR'S STAFF 
TBD STATE PILOT 
TBD SECURITY 

ENCLOSURE (2 ) 



ENCLOSURE ( 3 )  



GROUND TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

DEPART BASE OPERATIONS FOR COMTRAWING ONE BRIEFING 

MAXIVAN #1 DRIVER - 
PASSENGERS - 

CAPT LEITZEL 
CAPT PUDAS 
CONGRESSMAN MONTGOMERY 
COMMISSIONER STEELE 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA 
MR. CHARLES C. SMITH 
RADM HAYDEN 
LTCOL BRUBAKER 

MINIVAN #1 DRIVER - CDR MOORE 
PASSENGERS - GOVERNOR FORDICE 

- LT GOVERNOR BRIGGS 
- MR. KUGLER 
- OTHERS TBD 

MINIVAN#2 DRIVER - MAJOR MACDOUGALL 
PASSENGERS - TBD 

- 

TOUR OF BASE OPERATIONS/SIMULATOR FACILITY AVAILABLE 
(POC LCDR GONZALES) 

DEPART CENTROID AREA TO LAKESIDE CLUB 
VEHICLES POSITIONED AT SOUTH END OF HANGAR (MOTORWE) 

VEHICLE #1 DRIVER - CAPT PUDAS 
PASSENGERS - CONGRESSMAN MONTGOMERY 

- COMMISSIONER CORNELLA 
- RADM HAYDEN 

VEHICLE #2 DRIVER - CAPT LEITZEL 
PASSENGERS - COMMISSIONER STEELE 

- MR. CHARLES C. SMITH 
- GOVERNOR FORDICE 
- LT GOVERNOR BRIGGS 

MAXIVAN #1 DRIVER - 
PASSENGERS - 

CDR MOORE 
LTCOL BRUBAKER 
MR. KUGLER 
MR. STEWARD 
MR. HEIDEL 
MR. ARDILLO 
MR. TIDWELL 
STATE SECURITY 

ENCLOSURE ( 4  ) 



VEHICLE #3  DRIVER - LCDR KAY 
PASSENGERS - MAYOR SMITH 

- DR. KORNEGAY 
- MR. VANDEVENDER 
- 

MINIVAN #1 DRIVER - MAJOR MACDOUGALL 
PASSENGERS - MRS. NORMA BOURDEAUX 

- MR. AL ROSENBAUM 
- MR. C. D. SMITH 
- MR. GREG ROBINSON 

MINIVAN #2 DRIVER - LCDR DOWTY 
PASSENGERS - MR. BILL CRAWFORD 

- MS. BARBARA HENSON 
- MR. HARDY GRAHAM 
- 

DEPART LAKESIDE CLTJB/WINDSHIELD KN ROUTE TO N'JTC 

MAXIVAN #1 DRIVER - CAPT LEITZEL 
PASSENGERS - CAPT PUDAS 

- CONGRESSMAN MONTGOMERY 
- COMMISSIONER STEELE 
- COMMISSIONER CORNELLA 
- MR. CHARLES C. SMITH 
- RADM HAYDEN 
- LTCOL BRUBAKER 

MINIVAN #1 DRIVER - CDR MOORE 
PASSENGERS - MR. KUGLER 

- MR. STEWARD 
- OTHERS TBD 

MINIVAN#2 DRIVER - MAJOR MACDOUGALL 
PASSENGERS - OTHERS TBD 

DEPART NTTC KN ROUTE RCTA 

MAXIVAN #I DRIVER - CAPT LEITZEL 
PASSENGERS - CAPT PUDAS 

- CONGRESSMAN MONTGOMERY 
- COMMISSIONER STEELE 
- COMMISSIONER CORNELLA 
- MR. CHARLES C. SMITH 
- RADM HAYDEN 
- LTCOL BRUBAKER 



MINIVAN #1 DRIVER - CDR MOORE 
PASSENGERS - MR. KUGLER 

- MR. STEWARD 
- OTHERS TBD 

MINIVAN#2 DRIVER - MAJOR MACDOUGALL 
PASSENGERS - OTHERS TBD 

DEPART RCTA EN ROUTE CTW-1 COMMAND SUITE 

MAXIVAN #1 DRIVER - 
PASSENGERS - 

CAPT LEITZEL 
CAPT PUDAS 
CONGRESSMAN MONTGOMERY 
COMMISSIONER STEELE 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA 
MR. CHARLES C. SMITH 
RADM HAYDEN 
LTCOL BRUBAKER 

MINIVAN #1 DRIVER - CDR MOORE 
PASSENGERS - MR. KUGLER 

- MR. STEWARD 
- OTHERS TBD 
- 

MINIVAN#2 DRIVER - MAJOR MACDOUGALL 
PASSENGERS - OTHERS TBD - 

DEPART CTW-1 FOR BASE OPERATIONS 

MAXIVAN #1 DRIVER - 
PASSENGERS - 

- 

CAPT LEITZEL 
CAPT PUDAS 
CONGRESSMAN MONTGOMERY 
COMMISSIONER STEELE 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA 
MR. CHARLES C. SMITH 
RaDM HAYDEN 
LTCOL BRUBAKER 

MINIVAN #1 DRIVER - CDR MOORE 
PASSENGERS - MR. KUGLER 

- MR. STEWARD 
- OTHERS TBD 



MINIVAN# 2 DRIVER - MAJOR MACDOUGALL 
PASSENGERS - OTHERS TBD 



BCRC LUNCHEON JUN 95 (CHANGE *)( 
MR MAYOR REPRESENTATIVE COMMISSIONER CONGRESSMAN COMMISSIONER MR. 
CHARLES JOHN ROBERT NORMA WEND1 SONNY 

MR. 

SMITH SMITH BOURDEAUX STEELE MONTGOMERY AL CORNELIA GRAHAM HARDY 
JIMMY 
HEIDEL 

MR. 1 
AL 1 I 
ROSENBAUM j 

MR. 
C. D. 
SMITH 

i 

I 
i 
I 

DR 
I 

HOBERT 

I I 

I 
1 

I_-_ - _ - --- - - - - - - -- - I_- - - - _ _ ___--I 

MR. CAPT MR. GOV CAPT LT GOV 
ROY 

RADM LT COL 
ROBERT MlTCH KIRK TERRY EDDIE BILL JIM 

VANDEVENDER LEITZEL KUGLER FORDICE PUDAS BRIGGS HAYDEN BRUBAKER 

WEST WINDOW VIEW 
- - -  - -  - 





PILOT TTGSTNING RA'I'P: ( P T K )  AND TLiE BUDGET 

 he r e q u i r e m e n t  f o r  o t u d o n t  p i l o t o  dependo on f o r c e  l e v o l u  i n  t t ~ e  f l e e t  
arid i n  a l s o  iurpacted by Llrtmerouw V ~ . ~ ~ I I ~ J ~ H H  (st.ude11t a t t . r - l t i o t ~  r n t e ,  w w a t h u r  
d e l a y o ,  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of  a  CV f o r  c a r q u a l a ,  rider of aircraft tirld i 1 l s t . r  uct.or ..r 
a s s i g n e d ,  are j u s t  some examples). 

~ l n n n l n g  f o r  t h e  PTR start8 i n  t h e  POM more t h a n  two yea rn  p r i o r  t o  t h e  
e x e c u t i o n  y e a r  and  once  t h e  POH l e a v e s  Navy f o r  OSD t h e  PTR f o r  t h e  f i r s t  year 
i n  t h e  POM c a n n o t  be changed.  When t h e  p l auued  and budgeted  PTR f i n a l l y  
r e a c h e s  t h e  execution p o i n t  t h e  required number w i l l  have p robab ly  changed .  
T h e n ,  FTR c h a n g e s  a d  management d e c i o i o n o  are made t o  c o r r e c t  f o r  the 
r e q u i r e m e n t  c h m g o s ,  and, a g a i n ,  Kbese nre i n c o r p o r a t e d  i n  t h e  PTH p l a n  f o r  
the POM t w o  y e m u  hence .  

N889 d ~ t a r m i n e s  t h e  PTR ( b y  CNO d i r e c t i o n )  f o r  e a c h  POM and f o r  each 
program r e v i e w  ( P R )  year ( t h e  odd y e a r s ) .  They u s e  o computer  model a n d  
methodology which is u n i v c r o a l l y  s c c o p t e d  and t h e i r  PTR i s  v a l i d a t e d  by NDO,  
N81, NO2 (NAVCOME+1'), t h e  Navy A u d i t  S e r v i c e ,  and OSD. 

The PTR f o r  n e x t  year, 1996, was p l anned  i n  1994 a s  POH 9 6 .  A t  t h a t  
time t h e r e  s t i l l  were p o o l s  of s t u d e n t s  w a i t i n g  t o  u t a r t  t r a i n i n g  a t  e v e r y  
s t a g e  of t h e  f l i g h t  t r a i n i n g  program. These  p o o l s  were c a u s e d  by downs iz ing  
f rom 1 5  t o  10 c a r r i e r  air wings  and t o  a  l e o e e r  e x t a n t  by v a r i a b l e s  s u c h  aci 
ment ioned  above .  N889, which had  been  s e t t i n g  the PTR a r t i f i c i a l l y  low e a c h  
y e a r  t o  correct f o r  t h e  p o o l s  o f  s t u d e n t s ,  d e c i d e d  t o  se t  336 as t h e  s t r i k e  
PTR f o r  1996 and o u t  y e a r s ,  ma tch ing  t h e  p lanned f o r c e  l e v e l s  known a t  that 
t i m e  . 

Tho 1 9 9 6  budge t  f o r  3 3 6  PTR i s  now i n  t h e  c o n g r e s s  and t h e  ' 9 7  program 
r e v i e w ,  a l o o  f o r  336,  i s  i n  t h e  OSD f o r  a p p r o v a l .  Neither can be changed by 
t h e  N a v y .  

*, 

On 10  Kay a  new PTR of 360 was e s t a b l i s h e d  by ~ 8 8 9  and  approved by C N o  
f o r  1 9 9 8  and o u t .  S t  w a s  based  o n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  changes :  

4 a d d i t i o n a l  EA-68 squadrono t o  assume t h e  A i r  Fo rce  EP-111 m i a s i o n .  To  
be f u n d e d  i n  1996 by reprogramming.  

6 a d d i t i o n a l  P/A-18 squadrons  t o  m e e t  f o r c e  l e v e l  r e q u i r e m e n t s  ( 3  
equndrons  funded  i n  P R  97  and  t h e  r e e t  i n  POM 98) 

 he s t r i k e  PTR of 3 6 0  was ootablished based upon t h e  new s q u a d r o n s ,  b u t  
it was also decided t o  move E-2/c-2 t r a i n i n g  from P e n s a c o l a  t o  ~ i n g e v i l l e  and 
therefore i n t o  t h e  strike p h a s e .  The E - 2 / c - 2  s y l l a b u s  w i l l  add 36 p i l o t s  per 
y e a r  t o  t h e  o t r i k e  phase ,  b u t  t h e y  w i l l  f l y  a ~ y l l a b u s  o n l y  a b o u t  o n e  h a l f  t h e  
s i z e  o f  t h o  regular s t r i k e  phaee .  T h e r e f o r e ,  they w i l l  add t h e  e q u i v a l e n t  of 
18-22 PTR. 

Tha t  equates t o  a to ta l  s t r i k e  PTR o f  378-382, however, a management 
d e c i s i o n  t o  h o l d  t h e  PTR a t  360 was made to a v o i d  hav ing  t o  buy more 
s i m u l a t o r s  and o t h e r  s u p p o r t i n g  equipment .  I n  a d d i t i o n  t h e  RnGs a r e  capable 
o f  p r o c e s s i n g  o n l y  about 3 6 0  a t u d e n t s  p e r  y e a r .  T h e r e f o r e ,  3 6 0  eeemed t o  be 
t h e  r i q h t  number. It should be  n o t e d  t h a t  t h e r e  i e  a p i l o t  s h o r t a g e  i n  t h e  
f l e e t  t o d a y ,  e e p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  F/A-18 community (which i s  building up n o t  
d o w n s i z i n g ) .   heref fore, even  i s  some o f  t h e  p l a n n e d  new squadrons  d o  no t  
m a t e r i a l i z e  t h e  r o q u i r e d  PTR w i l l  n o t  d r o p  below 3 6 0 .  

1 hope t h e  above  i s  h e l p f u l  i n  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  of netting 
an accurate PTR two years ahead  of t h e  e x e c u t i o n  year and why it i s  i m p o s o i b l e  
f o r  t h e  PTR of 360 i n  1998  and o u t  y e a r 8  t o  be f u n d e d  i n  t h i s  years b u d g e t .  

? 













WASHINGTON WFICE , 

2184  RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE EUI~DING 
WASHINGTON. DC 20515.2603 

(202)  2 2 5 5 0 3 1  , 

COMMITTEES: 

ETERANS' AFFAIRS 
4KING M I N O R I T Y  M E M B E R  

NATIONAL SECURITY 

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 
A N D R E  C L E M A N D O T  

G.V.  "SONNY" MONTGOMERY 
3~ D I S ~ R I C T .  M l s s l s s l ~ r ~  

Congrte'e' of t i je  lltlniteb S ta tee  
Bouse of %tprr$mtatibt$ 
~ a $ h i n g t o n ,  DQL 20515-2403 

May 30,1995 

DISTRICT OFFICES 
2 1 0 0  NINTH S T  ROOM 3 C 2  

MLRID~AN. M S  3 9 3 0 1  
( 6 0 1 )  693-6681 

Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Navy BSAT's claim that strike training can be single sited at NAS Kingsville, 
thereby allowing NAS Meridian to be closed, is flawed. Our team analyzed the BSAT's 
original data, showed you the errors therein at our regional hearing, and provided your 
staff with evidence supporting our findings. 

\ Now, in the attached letter discussing the consequences of increasing PTR, Admiral Mike 
# 

Boorda, Chief of Naval Operations, acknowledges the high risks in closing NAS 
Meridian. And this analvsis is still based on the BSAT's flawed capacity "estimates." 

In 1993, the Commission determined our team's analysis correct and found two strike 
bases necessary to achieve 384 strike PTR. Strike PTR is returning to the same level at 
382 -- 360 strike PTR plus 22 strike equivalent E21C2 (see letter). And our team's 
analysis, based on actual performance data -- not estimates, continues to show two strike 
bases necessary. 

- . . . . L L  - -- 

As the supporting data promised by the CNO is made available, I will-forward it to you. - - 

I encourage you to please read the attached CNO letter. Thank you for your serious and 
sincere consideration o l  our case. 

- Sincerely, - - -. - - - - -- . - - . 

-- I 
G &+-imRy L EsPIE 
Member o ngress 

1 
GVM:jgm 
Enclosure 



CHIEF O F  N A V A L  OPERATIONS 

25 May 1995 

Dear Sonny, 

In response to your letter of 18 May regarding NAS ~eridian, 
let me say up front that there is a sizable amount of data that 
has to be re-certified given the matters you pointed out that 
prevents me from anzwering all of your specific questions at this 
time. Let me answer what I can now and well1 continue to work 
the data as it is developed. 

First, you are correct that several events have occurred 
since DoN1s analysis and DoD1s recommendation were made regarding 
~eridian. As you know, DoM1s analysis of training air stations 
was based on the FY 01 force structure with an annual Strike PTR 
of 336. Based on this requirement, DON recommended strike 
training be single-sited at NAS Kingsville which incorporated NAF 
Corpus Christi as an outlying field. Since that analysis, two 
events have occurred that change the underlying assumptions: 

- Navy was given the requirement to fulfill the USAF 
EF-111 mission which requires us to buy 4 additional EA-6B 
squadrons and our own needs require us to buy back 6 additional 
F/A-18 squadrons across the FYDP.  his plus up - provided we can 
successfully buy the'l0 squadrons - is a 5 percent increase in ') Strike PTR (316 to 360). 

- CNATRA has recommended accelerating the relocation 
of E-2/C-2 training (36 PTR) from NAS Pensacola to NAS 
~Kingsville. Because the requirements for E-2/C-2 training are 
about half that of Strike, this would equate to roughly 22 
additional Strike PTR. 

compounding these is the fact that procurement ra?:e for T-45 
aircraft of 12 per year, concomitant with the end of service life 
of TA-4J trainers, slows the transition to an all T-45 training 

-- 
syllabus-which is significant Secsuse the alternativew-split of:T- 
27T-45 syllabus would require about 20 percent more-f lic -.a per 
student. 

If all of these are considered together, the re--1irements at 
NAS Kingsville will increase by about 18 percent. Bascl on the 

- .  

-calculated-capacity for Kingsville/Corpus ~hristi, t3is will 
require operating at near 100 percent capacity from FY 01 through 
FY 04, assuming Meridian closes in FY 01 (vice FY 99 as 
recommended). Operating this close to maximum capacity would be 
difficult and uncomfortable - and unsatisfactory if we had to 
increase PTR for a significant operational surge reqrireasnt. 
But I'd be less than honest if I didn't acknowledge :hat N G . ~  has 

) the ability to absorb some increased capacity with managed 
alternatives such as increased workdays, increased night flying, 



detachments, and shifting some Strike related training into the 
JPATS aircraft when it comes on line.  gain, this is recognizing 
the risk associated with additional unknowns like aircraft 
groundings, bad weather in excess of planned figures, and missed 
carrier quals due to CV/CVN operational commitments or weather. 

With regards to the Samis and Hamilton report, the Naval 
~acilities Comma-nd has been directed to provide an assessment - 
and I will forward that on to you when it's done - but for the 
moment, I can't give you a good response on that. 

In summary, if both NAS Kingsville and ~eridian were to 
remain open - even at a PTR of 360 - we would be operating each 
base at well below capacity. The combination of increased strike 
PTR and a sinqle Strike trabinq base makes successful cmletion 
of our projected PTR more difficult and reduces our capacity for 
s u r a ~  operations - d that could be unacceptable. But the trade 

f remains the degree of difficultv or risks vprsus costs 
- 

operate 2 Strike trainlng bases. 

Sonny, I will continue to look hard at everything I can to 
give you the best answer possible and I will keep you informed as 
new developments arise. 

Sincerely and very respectfully, 

J. M. BOORDA 
Admiral, U.S. Navy 

The Honorable ~illespie V. Montgomery 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-2403 
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ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

June 5. 1995 

The Honorable Sonny Montgomery 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
GEN J. 6.- DAVIS, U S A F  (RET)  
5 .  L E E  KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. U S N  (RET! 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA ( R E T )  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Sonny: I 
Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of a letter you received from 

Admiral Michael Boorda, Chief of Naval Operations, concerning the Naval Air Station WAS) 
Meridian. I appreciate your strong interest in the future of NAS Meridian and welcome your 
input. 

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 
contained in Admiral Boorda's letter will be considered by the Commission in our review and 

-* . analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendation on NAS Meridian. 

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

Sincerely , I 



IN R E P L Y  R E F E R  T O  

1542 
Sex N889J6/5U665128 
10 May 95 

From: Chief of Naval Operations 

Subj: PILOT AND NAVAL FLIGHT OFFICER AVIATION TRAINING 
REQUIREMENTS, JOINT USN/USAF TRAINING RATES 

R e f :  (a)'CNO ltr 1542 Ser N889JG/4U661666 of 20 Jul 1994 

Encl: (1) Pilot Training Rates (PTR), FY 95-00 
(2) NFO Training Rates (NFOTR), FY 95-00 

1. This letter modifies and supersedes reference (a). Enclosures 
are effective on receipt and reflect training requirements to support 
fleet, Joint USN/USAF, USCG, FMS, and NOAA requirements. 

2 .  USN PTR beginning in FY-98 and NFOTR beginning in FY-97 reflect a 
phased increase in production to address the outfitting of four(4) 
EA-6B squadrons to take over the USAF EF-111 mission and the 
transition of s i x  (6) TACAIR squadrons to F/A-18 squadrons across the 
Future Year Defense Plan (FYDP). F/A-18E/F fleet introduction team , 

(FIT) and fleet replacement squadron (FRS) requirements are also 
included. 

3 .  PTR in FY-96/97 and NFOTR in FY-96 could not be increased over 
levels published in ref (a) to match an ideal production schedule to 
meet para. 2 force changes. Compounding this situation, PTR/NFOTR 
from FY 92-94 was artificially reduced below "fleet requirements" jn 
order to shrink student pools. PTR/NFOTR listed in enciosures (1) 
and (2) is designed to reestablish production rates to meet and 
sustain fleet requirements by FY-98 and out. 

4 .  This letter also represents the first publication of joint USAF 
requirement numbers that will be produced by CNATRA. 

5 .  OPNAV point on contac is CDR Tom Donovan, N889J6, A/V 224-6013, 
commercial (703) 614 -6013 Fax (703) 693 -97A5. 

- - 

- 

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  THE N A V Y  
C H I E F  O F  N A V A L  O P E R A T I O N S  

2 0 0 0  N A V Y  P E N T A G O N  
W A S H I N G T O N .  D C  2 0 3 5 0 - 2 0 0 0  

H. T. RITTENOUR 
By direction 



Distribution: 
CNO (Nl, 11, 12, N88C, N88R, N889C1 N889F1 N095, N821E) 
CMC (A, TI M I  ASM-31, MPP-33, MMOA-2) 
CG MCCDC (TE32A) 
COMDT COGARD (G-PO-2/23, TO-7/7) 
CHNAVPERS (211V, 43, 432, 433) 
CNET (00L/T25) 
CNATRA (00, N019, N-1, N-2, N-3, N-32, N-34, N-7) 
COMNAVAIRESFOR (CODE 51) 
COMNAVCRUITCOM (CODE 311) 
NAVDEPNOAA 
NETSAFA 
NAVMAC (CODE 3 )  

x 



Enclosure (1) 
P'f 31 .XLS 



NFO TRAINING REQUIREMENTS 

Enclosure (2) P/NiYR.XLS 



C H I E F  O F  h A V A L  O P E R A T I O N S  
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W A S H I N G T O N .  D C  2 0 3 5 0 - 2 0 0 0  
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1542 
Ser N889JG/4~661666 
20 Jul 1994 

From: Chief of Naval Operations 

Subj: PILOT AND NAVAL FLIGHT OFFICER TRAINING RATES, FY 94-99 

Ref: (a) CNO ltr 1542 Ser ~889J6/3U658748 of 20 Sep 1993 

Encl: (1) pilot  raining Rates (PTR), FY 94-99 
(2) Naval Flight Officer Training Rates (hTOTR), FY 94 -99 

1. This letter modifies and supersedes reference (a). 
Enclosures are effective on receipt and reflect planned 
production goals for FY 94-99. These goals are intended to 
resolve current pool excesses, balance ongoing transitions and 
new production with FRS output a ~ d  return to steady state force 
mix of 10 CWS, 12 VP Squadrons and appropriate force support for 
330 ships in FY 97. 

2. Significant changes include: 

-Increase VFA pilot manning from 17 to 19/squadron 
-1eduction from 15 rro 12 VP squadrons 
-Decom of VAW 122 
-Realignment of E2/C2 pilot career paths 
-Adjustment for Belo pools 
-WSO curriccluii approved/20 to 40 plus u? sf -34s hTOTR 

Ey direction 

Distribution: 
CNO (NI, 11, 12, N68C, N883, N889C, N8892, N095, K8212) 
CMC ( A ,  T, K, ASM-31, M2P-33, M24OA- 2) 
CG MCCDC (TE?2A) 
COMDT COGPB (G-PO-2/23, TO-2/7) 
C.'INAVPEi?S (211V, 43, 432, 433) 
CNZT (2OL/T25) 
CNA'i'3.A (00, N019, N-1, N-2, N-3, N-32, N-34, N-7) 
COM.JP.VAI?.ESFOR (CODE 5 1 ) 
C07mAVCRUITCOM (CODE 3 11 ) 
NIJ9EPNOPJI 
NZTSAFA 
NAVMAC (CODE 3) 



n5!A STRIKE 
USN 17 3 

ROTARY 
214 
1 8 8  
35 
65 
0 
5 0 2  

TOTAL 
5 5 0  

USMC 
COGARD 
F'MS 
NOAA - 0 

TOTAL 3 2 1  

PY-95 
USN 163 
USMC 1 1 0  
COGARD 0 
F'MS 30  
NOAA - 0 

TOTAL 303 

rn 
U S N  
USMC 
COGARD 
FMS 
NOAA - 0 

TOTAL 3 1 9  

FY-97 
USN 
USMC 
C 0 GP-W 
FMS 

--98 
USN 
USMC 
C OG3ZD 
FMS 
N O M  - 0 
TOTAL 535 

I T - 9 9  
USN 203  
USMC 1 0 3  
COGARD 0 
F'MS 3 0  
NOAA - 0 

TOTAL 336 



~JAVAL FLIGHT QFFICER TRAINING PATES 

\, -2 4.3 
ATDS NAV TOTAL 

3 5  1 0 2  2 5 1  
0  0  3 1 
0 1 5  1 5  
0 
7 

1 - 1 - 
35 1 1 8  2 9 8  

FY-94 - RIO 
USN 29 
USMC 0  
M S  0 
NOAA - 0 

TOTAL 29 

FY-95 -- - --. 
USN 
USMC 
FMS 
NOAA - 0 

TOTAL 39 

FY-96 
USN 39 
USMC 0 
M S  0  
NOAA - 0 

TOTAL 39 

USMC 
m s  

FY-00 
USN 
USKC 
"8 S - - -  
NO?& - 0 

TOTAL 48 

ENCLGSURE ( 2 )  



PILOT AND NAVAL PLIGET OFFICER TRAINING RATES, FY 94-99 

1 certify that the information contained herein is accurate and 
complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

DEPmY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS) 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF (INSTALLATIONS & LOGISTICS) 

W?A EARNER . 

NAME (Please type or print) 

Title Date 
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JUSTIFICATION FOR BASE CLOSURE RECOMMENDATION 

NAS MERIDIAN, MS 

ACTION OFFICER: LtCol Rich Richardella, USMC, Navy Team. 

RECOMMENDATION: Close NAS Meridian. Relocate advanced strike 
training to NAS Kingsville, TX. Relocate 
intermediate strike training and Naval Technical 
Training Center (NTTC) to NAS Pensacola, FL. 

JUSTIFICATION: 
-DoD force structure reduction will require a substantial 
reduction in training air station capacity. Currently, there 
is about twice the capacity required to perform the mission; 

-Training conducted at Meridian can be consolidated with 
similar training conducted at Kingsville and Pensacola: 

--This enhances the military value of the training; 

--It places training aircraft near over-water airspace 
and potential berthing sites for carriers used in 
training (pilots must now fly to Pensacola for carrier 
landing practice) ; 

-The closure of both Meridian and Memphis results in 
centralized aviation training functions at bases with a 
higher military value than before closure; 

-Both Pensacola and Kingsville have a higher military value 
than Meridian; 

-The consolidation of NTTC with its parent command will 
provide improved management and efficiency and consequently 
improved military value to the Navy. 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT: One-time closure costs for Meridian and 
Memphis are $274.1M. Annual recurring 
savings are $82.2M with an ROI of 2 years. 
The net present value of costs and savings 
over a 20 year period is $481.1M. 

IMPACTS : 
-The projected employment loss, both direct and indirect, 
is 12.8% of the local employment base in Lauderdale 
County, assumimg no economic recovery. 
-No significant environmental impact at NAS Meridian. 



Naval Air 8tation Meridian, Mississippi 

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Station (NAS) Meridian. 
Relocate advanced strike training to Naval Air Station 
Kingsville, Texas. Relocate intermediate strike training and 
Naval Technical Training Center to NAS Pensacola, Florida. 

Justification: Projected reductions contained in the Department 
of Defense Force Structure Plan require a substantial decrease in 
training air station capacity. When considering air space and 
facilities of all types of support aviation training, there is 
about twice the capacity required to perform the mission. The 
training conducted at the Naval ~ i r  Station, Meridian can be 
consolidated with similar training at the Naval Air station, 
Kingsville and the Naval Air station, Pensacola. This results in 
an economy and efficiency of operations which enhances the 
military value of the training and places training aircraft in 
proximity to over-water air space and potential berthing sites 
for carriers being used in training evolutions. Currently, for 
example, pilots training in Meridian fly to the Naval Air 
Station, Pensacola in order to do carrier landing training. The 
closure of Meridian and the accompanying closure of the Naval Air 
Station, Memphis, results in centralized aviation training 
functions at bases with a higher average military value than that 
possessed by the training air stations before closure. Both the 
Naval Air Station, Kingsville and the Naval Air Station, 
Pensacola have higher military value than the Naval Air Station, 
Meridian. The consolidation of the Naval Technical Training 
Center with its parent command, the Chief of Naval Education and 
Training, will provide for improvement in the management and 
efficiency of the training establishment and enhance its military 
value to the Navy. 

Return On Investment: The total estimated one-time costs for 
both NAS Meridian and NAS Memphis recommendations are $274.1M. 
Annual recurring savings for both actions are $82.2M with a 
return on investment in two years. The Net Present Value of 
costs and savings over a twenty year period is $481.1M. 

Impact: The closure of NAS ~eridian will have an impact on the 
local economy. The projected potential employment loss, both 
direct and indirect, is 12.8 percent of the local employment base 
in Lauderdale County, assuming no economic recovery. There is no 
significant environmental impact at NAS Meridian as a result of 
this closure. Environmental cleanup will continue until 
complete. Relocation of advanced strike training to NAS 
Kingsville will result in additional noise impacts in the 
direction of the city of Kingsville. This may require adoption 
of noise abatement procedures until the ultimate transition of 
the TA-4 aircraft to the new T-45 which will significantly reduce 
noise impacts. Noise impacts will also be increased by 
relocation of intermediate strike training to NAS Pensacola and 
will require prudent management of aircraft operations to 
mitigate this impact on the local community. 



NAVAL AIR STATION MERIDIAN, MISSISSIPPI 
(Mc~ain Field) 

MISSION: To maintain and operate facilities and to provide 
services and material to support operations of aviation activities 
and units of the Naval Air  raining Command and other activities 
and units designated by the CNO. Designed specifically for jet 
pilot training, and contains two staggered 8000 foot runways and 
one 6400 foot crosswind runway. Includes NOLF Joe Williams Field, 
19 miles northwest (8000 feet). 

WHERE: 14 miles northeast of Meridian (population 50,000) on 
Highway 39N. (Meridian, MS is 165 miles SE of ~emphis, TN, and 125 
miles north of Mobile, AL.) 

MAJOR UNITS: Training Air Wing 1 (CTW-1) ; Training Squadrons 7 and 
19 (VT-7, VT-19) ; Naval Technical Training Center (NTTC) ; Marine 
Aviation Training Support Group (MATSG). 

-CTW-1: ~dministers, coordinates, and supervises flight and 
academic training conducted by two subordinate 
squadrons. 

-VT-7*: Advanced Strike Training.  lies TA-4J Skyhawk. 

-VT-19*: Intermediate Strike ~raining. Flies T-2C Buckeye. 

-NTTC: Navy's primary training facility for enlisted 
administrative and supply class " A v  schools, which are 
for personnel enroute to their first command after 
completing recruit training. 

-MATSG: Provides all similar Marine Corps training in supply, 
administrative, and related ratings. 

* will expand due to 1991 recommended closure of NAS Chase 
Field. 

WEATHER: Flying hours lost due to weather: 

-FY90 9071 (42,780 total hours flown) 

-FY91 9581 (33,649 total hours flown) 

-FY92 6880 (36,776 total hours flown) 

ENVIRONMENTALIENCROACHMENT ISSUES: ~eridian has no major 
environmental issues. Evaluated sites have not been listed on the 
National Priorities List. There are no existing or anticipated 
encroachment issues. 
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DON BRAC TARGET 

Reduce excess infrastructure and generate responsible 
' I savings for use in recapitalization while we: 
I - Maintain capability for flexible operational response 

- Provide sustained fleet industrial support capability 
- Retain technological base critical to naval operations 

- Ensure remaining reserve establishment is demographically 
sound 

I 

A continuation of the strong beginning from prior BRAC 
rounds 

- Continue rationalization of complementary training 1 

Results support the development and sustainment of a premier 
combat-ready naval force, able to execute the roles of forward 
presence and power projection, and ensuring battlespace 
dominance with a fully integrated warfighting capability 

administrative infrastructure 



L 

Major Closures and Realignments 

NSYD Long Beach 
NA WC Indianapolis 
NUWC New London 
NAED Lakehurst 
NSWC White Oak 
NS W C Louisville 
SPAWAR Headquarters 
NAVSEA Headquarters 

NAS Key West 
NAS South Weymouth 
NAS Adak 
NAVACT Guam 
SRF Guam 
NAS Meridian 
NAS Corpus Christi 
NAS Lemoore 
MCAS Cherry Point 

62 total activities to close or realign 



NavyIMarine Corps Downsizing 

I ) Budget (constant 94 d o l l a r s  Number of l n s t a l l a t i o n s I  I - Military & Civilian Personnel I 



SECNAV Charter establishes DON organization: 

DON BRAC-95 Organization 

- UNDER SECNAV oversees process for SECNAV 

7 

- Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) conducts 
analysis and deliberations required by law 

- Base Structure Analysis Team (BSAT) collects data and 
performs analysis for consideration by the BSEC 

- Office of General Counsel and Navy Audit Service provide 
senior level support to both BSEC and BSAT 



BASE STRUCTURE EVALUATION 
COMMITTEE 

ASN (I&E) - Chair 
- Hon. Robert B. Pirie, Jr. 

Executive Director, BSAT - Vice Chair 
- Charles P. Nemfakos (DASN, FBIRA) 

Two Navy Flag Officers 
- VADM Richard C. Allen (COMNAVAIRANT) 

- VADM William A. Earner (DCNO Logistics) 
Two USMC General Officers 

- LtGen Harry W. Blot (DCS, Aviation) 

- LtGen J. A. Brabham (DCS, I & L) 
Two DON Senior Executive Service 

- Mrs. Genie McBurnett (Deputy SPAWAR) 

- Ms. Elsie Munsell (DASN, Environment & Safety) 



BASE STRUCTURE ANALYSIS TEAM 

Executive Director (SES) 

Broad Based Composition 
- Senior Line and Staff Officers from Navy and Marine Corps 

with operational Experience 

- Senior Career DON Civilian managers 

- CNA Analysts 
- Broad spectrum of expertise and capability 

Judge Advocate (0-516) (BSEC Recorders) 

Naval Audit Service 1 General Counsel representation 









Capacity Analysis 

Identify quantitative measures of capacity 
- Ensure all facility requirements captured 

Determine capacity of sub-category 
- Individual installation capacities summed 

Determine required capacity based on FY 2001 
- 

force structure 
- Evaluate each measure against requirement to 

1 .  determine excess 
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NAVAL SHIPYARDS - Military Value Matrix 



NAVAL SHIPYARDS - Military Value Matr ix  

I ~ u e s l  D C  I P g  I Qs t  I QUESTIONS 

J 
2 4 2  2 9  6.1 Were more than 500 apprentices trained over the past 5 years? 

. . .  

. a .  

3 4 2  2 3  2.5 Did the NSY perform work in  support of non-DON customers? 
1 4 2  1 8  1.2 Did or wi l l  the NSY perform CVN RCOHlCOHs from FY 1990 thrc 



NAVAL SHIPYARDS - Military Value Matrix 

. . .  
2 4 2 2 9 6.1 Were more than 500 apprentices trained over the past 5 years? 0 0 0 1 

. . .  
3 4 2  2 3 2.5 Did the NSY perform work in support of non-DON customers? 1 0 0 0 
1 4 2  1 8  1.2 Did or wi l l  the NSY perform CVN RCOHICOHs from FY 1990 thrq 1 0 0 0 



. . . I 
2 ... Were more than 500 apprentices trained over the past 5 years? 0 0 0 I 1 4 0.33 

I 

. . . 
3 ... Did the NSY perform work in  support of non-DON customers? 1 0 0 0 4 0.28 
1 ... Did or wil l the NSY perform CVN RCOHICOHs from FY 1990 thrc 1 0 0 0 1 0  0.71 



NAVAL SHIPYARDS - Military Value Matrlx 



Shipyard1 SRF Military Value Results 

I MilVal PTSM NORVA LGBCH PUGET PEARL GUAM 

% of Total Activity 

Drydoc ks 
Production Workload 
Costs & Manpower 
Envirn. & Encrchmt. 
Strategic Factors 
Crews of Cust. Ships 

, Quality of Life 
, Operating Factors 

31.5 

29.6 

14.1 

9.2 

5.1 

3.3 

3.3 

3.2 

Contingency 0.8 0.6 

TOTAL Military Value 100.0 37.8 
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54.1 
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0.0 

1.9 

2.3 --- - 

0.6 

38.0 

9.3 

9.3 

4.0 

5.2 

3.8 

1.6 

1.8 

2.5 

0.2 

57.6 

18.1 

11.4 

8.0 

8.3 

3.8 

2.6 

2.7 

2.5 

0.4 

44.7 

0.4 
I 

24.3 

13.6 

10.5 

4.9 

6.5 

3.2 

1.7 

2.0 
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1.2 

2.6 
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0.0 

2.1 
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Return on Investment Analysis 

Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) algorithms 
used by all DoD Components to evaluate costs, savings 
and return on investment associated with closure or 
realignment scenarios 
Major Claimantslchains of command provided certified 
data used to conduct COBRA analyses 

BSEC aggressively challenged cost estimates to ensure 
reasonableness and consistency with policy/procedures 

COBRA used as a tool to ensure recommendations are 
relatively cost effective 



Shipyard1 SRF Configuration 
Analysis 

Configuration model rules: 
- Minimize excess capacity 

- Maintain average military value 

- Nuclear work accomplished only at nuclear capable shipyards 

- Nuclear capacity can be used to meet nuclear and non-nuclear 
work requirements 

"Optimum" solution set: 
- Close Long Beach NSYD, Portsmouth NSYD, SRF Guam 

- Both secondary and tertiary solution sets contained Long 
Beach NSYD. No other yard appeared in all three solutions. 

BSEC deliberations resulted in scenario data calls for 
all three activities listed in optimum solution 





Naval Shipyards & Depot Repair Facilities 

4 Activities recommended for closure/realignment: 
Activity Cost Save ROI Yr. SS Savings 20 Yr  saving^ 
SRF Guam $8.4M $7.8M Immed. $37.8M $529.0M 
Long Beach NSYD $74.5M $0.2M Immed. $130.6M $1948.6M 

Phila. Docks $0 $8.1M Imrned. $8.8M $134.7M 

RealignNUWCKeyport $2.1M $3.OM 1Yr. $2.1M $29.7M 

Total $85.OM $19.OM $179.2M $2.6 B 
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Los Angeles = Long Beach, CA PMSA 
Actions Direct Jobs Indirect Jobs Total Jobs % of Em~lovment 

Close NSY Long Beach -4,029 -9,232 -13,261 -0.3 % 

Close SUPSHIP Long Beach -19 -11 -30 0.0 % 

Close NMCRC Pomona -10 -5 -15 0.0 % 

-4,058 -9,248 -13,306 -0.3 % 

1500 Direct Workyears to be shifted to private sector 

Employment (1993): 4,989,503 Average Per Capita Income (1992): $21,434 

Employment Data Per Capita Personal Income Data 
5,000,000 - 25,000 

4,000,000. 

3,000,000 - ,  

2,000,000 ., 
1,000,0o0. 

0 - 

= 4 
- ' - 

Employment: 45,889 
10,000 

Dollars: 
Percentage: 1.3% Percentage: 4.1% 
U.S. Average Change: 1.5% 5,000 

0 
5.3% 

1 1 1 1 1 1  I l l '  

84 85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 84 85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92 

Unemployment Rates for Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA and the US (1984 - 1993): 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 

Local 7.9% 7.0% 6.7% 5.9% 4.9% 4.6% 5.8% 8.0% 9.6% 9.7% 

U.S. 7.5% 7.2% 7.0% 6.2% 5.5% 5.3% 5.5% 6.7% 7.4% 6.8% 
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BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
San Diego CA 

Activitv Militarv Students Civilian Contractors Total ------ - 

Jobs Out: 
NAS Miramar 
NAS North Island 
NCCOSC RDT&E 
NISE West 
Total: 
Jobs In: 
FISC San Diego 0 0 18 0 18 
NAS North Island 1415 120 267 0 1802 
NAVMEDCEN 102 0 35 0 137 
NAVSTA San Diego 48 127 22 0 197 
NCCOSC RDT&E - 154 - - 666 0 0 - 820 
Total: 1719 247 1008 0 2947 
Net Job Change 710 -32 728 -118 1288 

Total MILCON: $62.2M New Construction; $16.9M Rehab 
No community infrastructure impact 



Environmental Impact Analysis 

Issues reviewed: 
- Environmental management efforts 

- Air quality impacts/conformity requirements 

- Installation restoration (IR) cleanups 

- Adequate utilities/infrastructure 

- Available undeveloped, unrestricted property 

- Natural/cultural resources 

No significant environmental impacts identified for 
any scenario 



Capacity Elimination Summary 

Scenarios would reduce excess capacity by: 
- Almost $1 Billion of R&D Work per year 

- Overhaul of about 12 major combatants per year 
- Training of over 800 Naval Aviators per year 

- Parking of about 2 Carrier Air Wings 
- Berthing of 2 CVBGs 



DON BRAC Summary 

BRAC BRAC BRAC BRAC Total 

~ 
1988 1991 1993 1995 BRAC 

I Major Closures 4 9 20 10 43 

~ Other Closures & 

Realignments 8 25 71 52 156 

Steady State Savings -- $397M $1.4 B $605M 

20 Year Return -- $1.7B $9.7B $8.5B 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

NAVAL AIR STATION, MERIDIAN, MS 

16 JUNE 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner J. B. Davis 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. Doyle Reedy 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Governor Fordice 
Captian Pudas 

w BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

The air station trains Naval aviators for their assignments with the active forces as strike attack 
pilots. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close NAS Meridian, retain the Regional Counterdrug Training Academy Facilities at the base; 
relocate the undergraduate strike pilot training function to Kingsville, Texas; and move the Naval 
Technical Training Center to Athens, Georgia and Newport, Rhode Island. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION: 

The 1993 Commission recommended that NAS Meridian remain open because it found that the 
then-current and future pilot training rate (PTR) required that there be two full-strike training 
bases, Kingsville and Meridian. In the period between 1993 and the present Commission, two 
factors emerged that required the Navy again to review the requirement for two strike training 
bases. First, the current Force Structure Plan showed a continuing decline in the PTR 
requirement due to a decrease in the number of air wings from 1 1 to 10. Second, the Navy 
believed that consolidating was in the spirit of DOD policy which required that functional pilot 

w training be consolidated. 



J MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

The Commissioner visited all of the base facilities. 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

Since the Navy's (1995) recommendation to close NAS Meridian, the Navy revised 
(increased) it's strike training requirements because the Navy plans to : (1) buy more aircraft 
than originally planned; (2) accelerate the move of aircraft from Pensacola to Kingsville; and 
(3) slow the transisition to a new strike training aircraft. 
The Navy's second reason for closing NAS Meridian was to comply with DOD's intent to 
consolidate pilot training. That approach, however, does not consider: (1) the impact of 
basing a new trainer at Naval air stations; and (2) available capacity at Air Force bases should 
the trainer be a joint-service buy. 
Some of the data used to make the decision to close NAS Meridian may have resulted in 
some areas being overstated while others were understated. Yet other factors may not have 
been given adequate consideration at all. For example, the rates used for estimating the 
number of airfield operations may be overstated because the rates were established using 
experienced commercial pilots rather than inexperienced student pilots. The military value 
for NAS Meridian may have been understated because too much weight was given to 
whether or not the air station was located near water. The fact is that only two flights in the 
entire strike training curiculum are over water. ( Student pilots do not spend much of their 
flight time in areas that do not have visual ground references.) Finally, NAS Meridian could 
operate beyond 80 percent capacity if they had more instructor pilots. Therefore, if more 
pilots were available NAS Meridian would have less excess capacity. Excess capacity 
however, is determined by looking at# a snapshot of the base operations without considering 
qualifling remarks. 

REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

None at this time. 



DEPARTMENT OF AVIATION ROUTE SHEET 
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MACG-4s GLEhqrIEII,L BNEF TO MS. LEE i i 
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1.  PROBLEM Green Tab I is Point Paper provided to ASD (Reserve Affairs) and given to APP for action. 

2 -4N.4LYSIS. The Point Paper is essentia$accurrate Green Tab 2 is a copy oTa Tallclng Paper produced by 
M4RFORRES for briefing of the BSEC. Moving Glenview to Damneck is costly in MTLCON ($1 5-30rml), 
Recruiting/retraining ($3.5mil)and reduced readiness (for 3-5 years'). The C ~ t y  of Glennew \will lease adeq~~ate  
/facihties for S 1 a year adjacent LO the current location in n Federal Enclave area. 

3. RECOMTvJEhDATXON. Request for redirect to remain at Glenview by BRAC Commission. 
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TALKING PAPER 

SCEXPJiTO - Clcse NAS Glenview, I1 ( N a v y  E o s ~ )  9RAC-93 ReCirect 

L X I T ( s )  - Marlne Air C o r l t r o l  Group 48  (;GiCG-4f? I Q )  
Marine Tactical Air Control Squadr~n 43( i?TACS-48)  
HQ, Marine Wing Communica~i.ons Spadron 4 8  (MWCS-48) 
Marine Wing Comiunications Squdron 48, Detachment Alpha 
(MWCS-48, Det A )  

P S R S O b m L  T / O  QFFICER ,ZKL-ISTSD TOTAL 
Active 13 81 94 
Reserve 3 0 237 267 

TOT.% 43 318 361 

Reserve 
TOT- 

0 / 6  exceeds T/O because its KC-~?O/HML/MWSS transferred to 
Dallas/For~ Worth/Atlanta 

EQUIPMENT - 42 Heavy Vehicles 
62 Major ~avigational End Itm'~5 
22 Generators 

weight of Equipment - 425 TONS 

PFOPOSED RELOCATION - Damneck, VA (BRAC-93)Recpires n e w  MILCON 
and 1 m d  purchases of $15.2M plus 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED - MacDill =S, Tampa, FL 
Eomestead P ? ,  Tampa, EL 

RECRUITING FACTORS - Retain 100% m a p o w e r  at existixg site.Lose 
almost 100% manpowerjoperational czpab i l i t y  tor 3 - 5  years by move 

IiECRUITING/RETRAINING - $3.5M one time unique costs 

MILCON/REH;~B SYNOPSIS - 40,498 SF 
$15.2M 

FUTURE LEASE - City of Chicago; $1 - year 
. . - . - . . -..-- 

CURRENT LEASE - Navy Host $0 l ease  

COSTS TO RELOCATE (onetime unique) 

Corn Cost: 101K 
MorPng : 17K 
Recruiting: 5OOK 
Training/Retraining: 3 ..OM 
MILCON/Rehav estimated: 1S.2M 

RECOMMENDATION: - USMC units remain at Chicago, IL 
move to Glenview Federal Enclave-90 acres 
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301 - 1500 

2 2 N A Y  

RFSERVE A F F A I R S  

.;YLEMORhYDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 
(INSTALLATIONS AND EYVIRONMEKT) 

SUBJECT; Marine Corps Reserve MACG-48 at NAS Glenview, K 

I would like to bring to your attention some information presented to me by 
Colonel Rayfel Bachiller, Commander of Marinc Air Control Groups-45 at NAS Glenview, IL. 
The Colonel's attached point Paper indicates some economies may be available ~f the u n ~ t  
remained at Glenview in a Reserve enclavc and not move to Dam Neck, VA. as directed in 
BRAC 93. I want to make sure that the Navy Secretariat considered all available information on 
this w i t  in formulating their BRAC 95 recommendations on changing 13RAC 93 decisions. 

Please review and assure thar the uni t  readiness and best interest of the Total Force are 
-- met by moving MACG-48, and that in the hasce to close NAS Glenview the accommodation of 

this Marine Reserve unit in a Reserve e.nclave wasn't overlooked. 

Deborah R.  Lee 

Attachment: 
As stated 



5300 
0 4 
2 May 9 5  

For use by M s .  L e e  

Rqqucated during briefing by col. I3Pchiller U&lC of 1 May 95 

BRAC-93 i n c l ~ d e d  language tha' d i r ~ c t e d  MACG-29 to relocate fror. 
Glenview, IL to Dam Neck VA. D i s c u g s i o n s  w i t h  t h e  P T . h l i c  W c r k s  
Off icer  a t  Dam Neck indicared t 9 a t  no facilities were available. 
constructF~n of  a Marine c o r p s  Reserve C e n t e r  13 e9titnated at 915.1 
millicn. 

The reserve w i t s  at Glenview a r e  currently a t  1006  of autncrized 
s t r e n q t h -  A p o l l  of reservists showed that fewer than 10% of  t h e  
t r a i n e d  and qualiried personnel cur ren t ly  asslgnad would d r ~ l l  at a 
remote l o c a t i o n  (cver 100 miles). Over 808 live within 50 mile3 of 
the  Glenview Reserve Center. should YACG-48 relocata, it w i l l  kake 4 
to 6 years before the u n i t s  are capable of perfomdng t h e i r  assigned 
rriissions. That is, 2 5 8  of the Dfarine Corps1 A i r  Combat Element 
comnand, control and c o m u n i c a t i o n  caplbility will be unavailable 

-- . until t w o  squsdrcng of porsonnsl can be rearuiked and t:aLncd to 

r equ i r ed  s k i l l  levels. These  nits ~ r o v i d e  real t i m e  svgnentation 

1 and reinforcemezt of the active forces as seen in nunlercus exercises. 
Nithout them, t h e  Marine Corpal ability t o  p8r;ici~ate i n  two Major 
Regional C o n f l i c t s  w i l l  De degraded. 

The City of Gle~view was asked to c o n s i d e r  s r o q u e s t  to retain t n e  
Marines within t h e  City. That  request  was formally appzoved as part 
of the Clty's Land Reus? Plan by a vo te  o r  the C i t y  of  GLenvie~ R e u s e  
P l a n z i n g  Group c n  Dece~ber 7, 1994. T a c i l i t  Les currently occupiee ?y 
the Army Reserve war0 o f f e r e d  a t  a nominal  coat of 91 per yccz. 
Additionally, Marine o w ? e r s h i p  of  the  fecilicies was also s * ~ p p o r t e d  
provided t h e  pzoperty immediately and c n c o n d i ~ ~ o ~ a ~ l y  reverts tc t h e  
city upon any f u t u r e  departure of the Marines, Acceptance of the 
o f f e r  is cont ingent  on ob~slning r e l i e r  rrsm the d i r e c t i o n  to 
ralocato to Darn Neck. 

Costs avoided by remaining i n  the ~hicago/tlenv~eu area: 

315.1 Million Reaerve Centez ~onstrdction 
$ 5.5 Millioh Facilities r e n t a l  pending Rsoorvo Center b e i n g  

built (estimated $1.85 Killion per yaaz based cn  
m a r k e t  rental rates for 3 years) 

$ . 3  Million Shipmen; of u n i t  equipment (varies by locaticn) 

Undefined ccsrs  in l o s s  oi c o n b s t  capsbilizy while recruiting and 
training. 



by The Village of 

~ l e n v i e w  
M a y  4, 1395 

Sen;\tor Al2n U i x o n  
B M C  Cornmiz.;ion 
1700 N .  M o c ~ i e  S t r ~ ~ t  
Su~ty 1 4 2 5  
A r l ~ng lon ,  Virginia 27?09 

The V i l l ~ ~ ; e  of C l e n \ ~ ~ e w  is the Local  R e d e v c l o p n ~ ~ n ~  A~r thor i r y  h r  the soor) to  he t l t~ \c l c l  
C ler lv iew Nava l  Air Stallon. For the past year and one half, the loca l  con- l rn r~n~ ly  t ~ o ;  1.wr.n 
work~ng cli l igently to Generate a consensus  o r~en ted ,  real estate market dr iven r r ( I ~ v c ~ l (  I~-IIII~III 

p lan that meets t l ic needs of t-Icjr1-i the loc;~l cnmmun i l y  and the f'ederal G u \ l t ~ r ~ ~ r r ~ t . r ~ r .  I I I I Y .  L)I.III 
has been for\varded to the N a v y  tor considerat ion as the Preferred A l l ~ ~ r r ~ a l r v e  U C ~ I I ~ , ~  I'l;lr~ ~I:II 
complet ion o/ [he Envi ronnier~tn l  impact  Stater-nerlt ~ e q u i r e d  under r h ~  N a t ~ o n a l  l : r ~v r r onn .~ r i l ~ . i I  
Polic). Act.  A major cori lporA~t 'nl  ot I!IC I c r l w  p lan  was the c s t ~ b l i . ; h m t ~ n ~  o f  '1 '.trdr,r.~i r l i i i  l , i ~ t b  " 

T h i i  areti o i  the base reprecents i<lnr.l siit asi(le for fecleral users, incl i~dir-~r;  r l ~ c  M , > ~ I I I ~ ~  R t . ! t ) 1 \ . 1 3  

Arr Con'lrol C r o u p  (h4.ACL-CU) The 'eiie~.;il ~ r ~ c l d v c >  \vas t y : , ~b l~ :hc t l  ~ j r - ~ i i c !  !!!I, . t l ~ . l . ! l ~ ~ l ~ ,  
cc>ridific-,i-: t!int r l ie \;rll;ige oi' <,lrnvio\v as  ihcr I.ocal U ~ ~ ~ P V P ~ O ~ > I Y ) ~ ~ ~ I ~  ! \ ~ ~ t I i o i i [ ~ .  t n r  I h r  : )~<- l i lor ! \ ,  
;~o(i;@! r p i p i ~ ~ f '  [ l ! , ~  t l i k l  ,)~,.rfnP:iy, 2!7(j lP#:S(? 11 l:j,l(:k !<I !~Ic: , . [ )~:( . I~I I  I I ! I ~ I I : I ; . : ~ ~ ~  i I , I ~ :  

2,cpnClej ;<)- 5 I per c l , l r ,  ii~! ;.,  lor^;^^ ;I, :I)<> a:,:er~t:j r,+p,+yi (0  (I:,(: , , r k i ; j t J~ !y  

A S  a ! w ; l y >  t i lank VOLI ior ).cur e t i o r~s  in d e d i i r ~ g  \ v i [ t ~  ri le i l ; i i ~ c u l t  i ; ~ ~ k  of TC<IIICII~~; r ~ i r l i l < l i \  
~n f ras t ruc tu re  i i  1 ca l l  j p i o ~ i i i e  iur ther  tn ' ;or inat~oi l  that LVC,IIII(/ h ~ ~ l ~ )  ~ O C I  . 1 1 ) ~ 1  r t ~ c - '  R i ? ' l (  
COmrn i s j i o~~  achieve this imporiant q r~a l ,  p lea je  (10 no[  I ies~tate to conlac! nie.  

Vil lage Pres~dcnt 
V1113se of C IC~ IV IC \~  

C C Congrer.srnan lo l ln  F'nrr~r 
e n a t o r  Pacil Simon 
Senatc~r Carol  h4oseiy H i a u n  
C i ~ p t a ~ n  lames C. Schul~z,  GNAS Coni rnar ld~ng Ofi~cer 
f';lul T. McCar thy.  \!illage h4dnager 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1000  NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000  

The Honorable Sidney R. Yates 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Yates: 

Thank you for your letter of March 21, 1995 to the Secretary 
of Defense, concerning the relocation of Marine Corps Reserve 
Marine Air Control Group-48 (MACG-48) to Dam Neck, Virginia. I 
am responding on behalf of Secretary Perry. 

We share your concern about maintaining an effective and 
efficient defense and appreciate the proposal for retention of 
MACG-48 in Glenview. However, provisions of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, compel us to proceed with 
the relocation of MACG-48 to Dam Neck, Virginia, and implemen- 
tation is well underway. 

The Department of the Navy's recommendations for the 1993 
round of base realignment and closure were developed following a 
careful, in-depth, and objective review based on criteria 
established by the Secretary of Defense and consistent with a 
smaller force structure. Relocation of MACG-48 was included in 
the 1993 Commissionfs recommendation to close Naval Air Station 

1 (NAS) Glenview, which was accepted by the President and 
ultimately approved by the Congress. 

The Department's recommendations contained in the Secretary 
of Defense's report to the 1995 Commission, like those for the 
1993 round, also resulted from a detailed, comprehensive, and 
consistent analytical process applied to all installations. They 
represent our best judgment as to the infrastructure alignment 
most suitable to meet the future requirements of our operational 
forces. Our process allowed consideration of changes to 
previously approved designated receiving bases if significant 
revisions to cost or mission effectiveness had occurred since the 
relevant Commission recommendation was made. In our analysis of 
reserve air stations we did not find this to be the case 
regarding the relocation actions attendant to the 1993 NAS 
Glenview closure decision. 

I trust the foregoing information satisfactorily addresses 
your concerns. As always, if I can be of any further assistance, 
please let me know. 

Sincerely, w-r, 
ROBERT B. PIRIE, JR. 

95U128040948 



C4ROL MOSELEY-BHAUN 
: ILUNOIS 

May 5 ,  19'35 

senator Alan Dixon 
BRAC Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

We are writing to ask y o u  to r e v i e w  r h e  DR.AC-03 r ~ l  ~ . h . ~ r .  
require:; r h e  Marine C ~ r p s  Resel-ve Marine Air C l o r l t r i . ) ' l  G ~ - r . ) u ~ ~ - ~ , l t !  ~ . ~ r ! i t .  
cur-rent1.y based a t  Glenview Naval A i r  S t a t i o n  t o  rcli.;c~~t#:: ti! L);lrn Nci,:k, 
Virginia. 

t I 

The G l e n v i e w  NAS w i  11 c:luar t 1li.s S t .p t~ -~ l i l~ t=~ l  I I I I : I I I I I  i I .:; 

oi BRAC 1 9 9 3 ,  which also r e c l r l i r e s  t h e  MACG-1 Y u ~ i  i L i.o I I I ; , V L  I.,, I i , i l ~ t  P J C ~ I  A 
VYrginia. This move 1 s  p-ro)e~tli-'d C c l  rest 5 2 2  rn.i .1 l 1 w i ~  11 ::II-~ 
m i l l i o n  need;d t o  build entirely new facilitle~:. 

We a re  recommending inst~a? that PI-! '~:L'~ ' ; - I?~ bc rr,,o~-cr_i lnr:) r::,: 
Federal. Enclave t h a t  t h e  V i i l a q e  of (3lznview is c r e a t i n c j  2s :-!;.:-r. c': 
thpir approved rellse p l a n  for- t h e  Glenvi ?w N.A.:;. T h e  :.p~:;<;~:! ,::! : . Y ~ # ; ;  

ehclave is t n  C T P ~ T P  r? s i  ng l?  a r e a  to : c!:;~tt-. ! i : .!: ;,; t . . , ; ? : : I  . . :  r . ' . ; ~ . i ~ i . :  : 
, , .  . 1  . T h i ~  f eder.31 enclave r?id nor. exis:- i311:-  i t,!q t ti(: k;k!i('. '! ! r : . I  , . . . :  , , - 

- 7  deve1opmer.t dramaticaliy cbar lq i , !~  tt_l112 . i t i l  : a t ) :  P:.; i i . i ~ t  : '[IF ? ; - i !  i : ,-% , t ' ,  . , .  , .  

took i n t ~  account during t h a t  ~ a r l i e r  base  i.1 0 t . i  i r lc- j  I - ~ - . ) L I I \ ( ~  , ! , ! I  , ;.! 

Federal Enclave was created k,:iL:i t h e  underc t ar:i-iirig t !,;it i ii;: i s . \ i . . i -  
, , Redevelopment Authority, '_he 7 1  l i a g e  o? C Z i . ; r ~ - l . ~ . - , .  , ,, A .- ,4 , w 1.2 u i ,:: I:: i. !.! .:: :; ,:, .! ,:. 

l andomer  and s u b s e q u e r ! t l v  I east-: . ~ t .  L ~ , i i : l : .  I.:-? : . : . i i - :  :.~;-:~!.,r.<.~\.,!-:ti : , , . : : d i r  ., . .  

f o r  $1. 0 0  per y e a r ,  for as l c n g  as t.l-~lcre i L; ; I  r i t , c . t i .  

The value of maintaining MACG - 18 at i ; l e r l v i t : :w  is ;:.ic;ilr . r.qt:!-..-i I.:,;J 

the unit to t h e  Federal Encl.ave w i l l .  savt.? the r a ; c p i i y e r S  a1 1 i l ( - : 3 t .  ,A? 1 ,..; 
t h e  $ 2 2  million c o ~ t  of t h e  move to Darn N e c k ,  d s  t r.r. r 7 : I ( ,  

c o n s ~ r u c t . i o n  L-equirem?nts t n  rno\:e t he i l n i  t ; l o w - r i  I )!- : . , , .*;I \ r  r ) i r  

Federal Enclave. Moreover-, the Chicago rr1etr.opcjl.i t-;-ir! L I I . ~ ; I  i:l e--:ri I i .j., : I . - , : :  

a ' tremendous demographic edge on Virginia in maint aininq r!?c t u t  1.17-i-t 

readiness of this unit, which i r i  comb3 t - e x p e ~ : i c ~ ~ c i : d  ~ n d  st. ,i \ ? . I  i i !~  
state of readiness. Moving this U I - l i t  D ~ I I I  FJc!cl(. , V i  I q j  ;I i { i ,  

t h e r e f o r e ,  b o t h  increases t h e  costs to the t axpape t  i.4 , i~ rd  d 1 1 1 1 ;  1 1  i : : ~ i ~ r b : r  
che readiness of the ~ a r i n e  Corps. ' F i ~ l a l l y ,  ther:e .is w i cies;)r.t:;~cj 
suppol-tl in the G l e r ~ v i e w  corninu~?ity for L-~?di.rt:ct  i r l q  t l i t . .  ~ . i l r l i : ! . ;  11'8 I . : I I ~ I  t , . .  

the Federal Enclave. 

This win-win proposal. can on1-c become a r.c;;~lit..; iL :i!! ~ < : r - : r ! : , . : , ~ : i 6 - a  

Development convey&nc& (EDC) 1s to ~ 1 ~ 1 1 v l  cw- :*i I ~ J  I ) (  [ ) , I  : t I ? , ,  L 

J af Defense a n d  t h e  taxpayers both stand to benefit. 



,I..> I lb  :I..> <I.! . . , -  'A' 

P a g e  :? 

w 
We are attaching a l e t t e r  .in ~ u p p o r . t  uf. t i i . i r ~  r . c d i ~ , : c ~  

recornrnenda t.ion frnm Mayor Nancy L . FirLcr . ,  V i l  l ' r ; ~ ~ i d ~ ~ ~ r  , ~ , p  
Glenview a n d  C h a j  rm.311 of t h e  Glenview NAS Lcc:il l(c.:+cvo::l::-glni:3 1 ,  
Authority. 

We urge you to review t h e  BRAC-91 decisiorl  and rcc:omrni.~iil t h i i r  
MACG-48 be redirected to t:hi: Federal I I a -  i I I : I ; . r  ,,,, 
E c o n o m i c  Development C o n v e y a n c e .  



iilY GSR 

Ssniiiur A l r l ~ ~  DirJirt\ 
BKaC Cornmlss~oc 
1700 N.  lvioor e Spi'c?et 

Suite 1 4 2 5  
Arlington, V~rg! i - , i~  22209 

Gear Senztor Ci;'on: 
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COMMISSION BASE VISIT 
NAS-MERIDIAN, MS 
Monday, April 3,1995 

COMMISSIONERS ATTENDING; 
Joe Robles 

STAFF ATTENDING; 
Merril Beyer 
Jim Brubaker 
Elizabeth King 
Mark Pross 
Alex Yellin 

ITINERARY 

Saturday. April 1 

8:08AM CT Elizabeth King departs DallasRt. Worth en route Meridian, MS (via Atlanta): 
Delta flight 995. 

12:37PM CT Elizabeth King arrives at Meridian, MS airport from Atlanta. 
* Rental car: Avis Confirmation # 14747482US 1 

RON: NAS Meridian Bachelor Officer Quarters (BOQ) - VIP Suite 
6011679-2386 

Sundav. A ~ r i l 2  

9:05AM ET Jim Brubaker and Alex Yellin depart DC National en route Meridian, MS 
(via Atlanta): 
Delta flight 2035. 

12:37PM CT Jim Brubaker and Alex Yellin arrive at Meridian, MS airport and depart en route 
NAS Meridian. 
* Rental car (Brubaker): Hertz Confirmation # 92 1706 16F49 

2:OOPM to Jim Brubaker and Alex Yellin advance NAS Meridian. 
4:OOPM CT 

FINAL as of 313 1/95 at 1 1 :22 AM 



6: 15PM Memll Beyer and Mark Pross depart DC National en route Meridian, MS 
(via Atlanta): 
Delta flight 1799. 

9:45PM Merrill Beyer and Mark Pross arrive at ,Meridian, MS airport from Atlanta: 
Delta flight 7234. 
* Picked up at airport by Elizabeth King and brought to RON. 

RON: NAS Meridian VIP BOQ 
6011679-2386 

Mondav. April 3 

7:OOAM CT Joe Robles departs San Antonio, TX en route Birmingham, AL: 
MILAIR C-26. 
* MILAIR will depart San Antonio International Airport at the Gen-Aero Fixed 

Base Operator Facility. 

9:OOAM CT Joe Robles arrives at NAS Meridian from San Antonio, TX. 
* Met by CTW-1, Capt. Terry Pudas, CO NAS Meridian Capt. Robert Leitzel, 

LtCol Jim Brubaker, Senator Thad Cochran, Senator Trent Lott and 
Congressman Sonny Montgomery. 

9:lOAM to NAS Meridian base visit and working lunch. 
3:30PM CT 

3:45PM CT Commissioner and staff depart NAS Meridian en route Birmingham, AL: 
MILAIR (2-26: 

Joe Robles 
Elizabeth King 
Alex Yellin 

4: 15PM CT Commissioner and staff arrive in Birmingham, AL at the 1 17th Air Refueling 
Wing, Alabama Air National Guard: 

Joe Robles 
Elizabeth King 
Alex Yellin 

* Picked up at airport by Paul Hegarty and escorted to RON. 



w Meridian RON: NAS Meridian VIP BOQ 
6011679-2386 

Merril Beyer 
Jim Brubaker 
Mark Pross 

Birmingham RON: Radisson Hotel Birmingham 
808 S. 20th Street 
Birmingham, Alabama 
2051933-9000 
Confirmation# is the traveler's last name. 

Joe Robles 
Alex Yellin 
Elizabeth King 

Tuesday, A ~ r i l 4  

6:30AM CT Merrill Beyer, Jim Brubaker and Mark Pross depart Meridian, MS en route 
Lubbock, TX (via Memphis and DallasRT. Worth): 
Northwest flight 5 139. 

rrr' 
12:50pm CT Memll Beyer, Jim Brubaker and Mark Pross arrive at Lubbock, TX airport. 

* Rental car (Brubaker): National Confirmation # 1045883962 
* Rental car (Beyer): National Confirmation # 104632 154 1 

Lubbock RON: Reese AFB Officer Quarters 
8061885-3155 

Jim Brubaker 
Merrill Beyer 
Mark Pross 





DRAFT 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

flAVgL AIR STqT ION 3IEmW. MISSISSIPPl 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

To provide facilities and services in support of aviation activities of the Naval Air Training 
Command and other activities as directed. Intermediate and advanced strike training conducted 
(jet carrier aircraft). 

DOD REC0M;MENDATION 

Close Naval Air Station (NAS), Meridian. Mississippi. Relocate undergraduate strike pilot 
training to NAS Kingsville. 
Naval Technical Training Center (NTTC) to close and its training functions relocated to other 
activities, primarily the Navy Supply Corps School, Athens, Georgia and Naval Education 
and Training Center, Newport, Rhode Island. 
Retain the Regional Counterdrug Training Academy and transfer facilities to the Academy. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

The current Force Structure Plan shows a continuing decline in the Pilot Training Rate (PTR) 
so that Navy strike training could be handled by a single full-strike training base. 
The consolidation of strike training that follows the closure of NAS Meridian is in the spirit 
of the policy of the Secretary of Defense that fimctional pilot training be consolidated. 
The Undergraduate Pilot Training Joint Cross-Service Group included the closure of NAS 
Meridian in each of its closure/realignment alternatives. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

The return on investment data below applies to the closure of NAS Meridian, NTTC Meridian, 
the realignment of NAS Corpus Christi to an NAF, and the NAS Alameda redirect. 

One-Time Cost: $83.4 million 
Net Costs and Savings During Implementation: $1 58.8 million 
Annd Recurring Savings: $33.4 million 
Break-Even Year: immediate 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $47 1.2 million 

DRAFT 



DRAFT 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES 

Miiitarv Students 
Baseline 768 265 866 

Reductions 388 220 0 
Realignments 686 170 1282 
Total 1074 390 1282 

M.MYPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS 
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS) 

Out In Militarv Gi..k Militarv Civilian Net Gain (Loss) 

1643 947 
Militarv Civilian 

0 0 (1643) (947) 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Generally Positive 

REPRESENTATION 

Governor: Kirk Fordice 
Senators: Thad Cochran 

Trent Lott 
Representative: G.V. "Sonny" Montgomery 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 3324 jobs (258 1 direct and 743 indirect) 
Lauderdale Co. MS MSA Job Base: 41,583 jobs 
Percentage: 8.0% percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (1 996-200 1): 8.0% percent decrease 

LMILITARY ISSUES 

The Navy reluctantly recommended NAS Meridian for closure. 

DRAFT 
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COMMUNITY CONCERNSIISSUES 

Navy may have miscalculated their capacity analysis including flight operations per Pilot 
Training Rate (PTR). 
Safety concerns around single site PTR, specifically at an airfield near 100% capacity yet 
trying to train student naval aviators. 
Navy out year PTR and joint recommendations or lack thereof. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

None 

James R. Brubaker/Navy/03/29/95 2:22 PM 



REGIONAL HEARING ISSUE SUMMARY 

NAS MERIDIAN, MS 

BIRMINGHAM, ALIAPRIL 4,1995 

Two strike training bases are needed to meet the Navy's future requirements. The Navy 
has overstated the capacity of NAS Kingsville to meet the full strike pilot training rate. 

NAS Meridian received high functional value scores from the UPT Joint Cross Service 
Group. The Navy understated its military value by overvaluing the importance of being 
within 100 miles of over -water training areas. Only 4% of the training time for strike 
training is preferred for over-water training. In 1991 the base was given the highest ranking 
for a training air station. 

The Navy's capacity measurements used historical figures for Meridian using T-2lTA-4 
planes and optimistic estimates for Kingsville using the new T-45 plane. 

The use of NAS Corpus Christi as an outlying field is critical to meeting the Navy's 
requirements at Kingsville. However, the Navy has not considered the implications of 
using the base for this use. Corpus Christi does not have a jet AICUZ; added noise from 
intensive jet operations will be a significant problem in a metropolitan area; other 
competing uses for airfield operations will reduce time available for strike training. 

The intensity of training projected at Kingsville is not sustainable. Training bases should 
not be planned for a level of operations that does not provide a buffer. The use of 
detachments is an expensive option that may not expand capacity because of equipment 
limitations. 

A combination of NAS Meridian and Columbus AFB has great potential as a joint training 
complex. This option was not adequately addressed. 

Naval Technical Training Center (NTTC) Meridian should not be evaluated as a follower 
which must move if the air station closes. It should be evaluated separately because it is 
economical to retain it at Meridian as a free standing training facility. 

Economic impact of a closure on the community is very great. Meridian is a small 
community and the air station is the largest employer. 

In 1993 the Commission rejected the Navy's proposed closure of Meridian. A review of the 
1995 recommendation will also show that the Navy cannot meet its strike training 
requirements without Meridian. 

Alex Yellin/Navy/04/15/95 10: 10 AM 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE 
Qlv AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

Suite 1425 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

FAX COVER SHEET 

DATE: RPR/C I/, 1 7 4 5 -  

FROM: NavyTearn, rTCoC BYu84ZEK T L @ ( ~ o ~ ) & ~ ~ - o ~ - ~ ~ & ~ ~ ~  

1 
NUMBER OF PAGES (including cover): 4 

COMMENTS: -J,/, 
A7;r~cHEd yo u i~ F/.VJ 

U R ~ F T  BASE 

IF YOU HAVE TROUBLE RECEIVING THIS FAX PLEASE CALL 703-696-0504. 



BASE VISIT REPORT 

NAVAL AIR STATION MERIDIAN, MISSISSIPPI 

APRIL 3,1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner Josue (Joe) Robles, Jr. 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None. 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. Alex Yellin, Navy Team Leader. 
LtCol. J.R. Brubaker, DOD Analyst/USMC. 
LtCol. M. Beyer, DOD AnalystAJSAF. 
Elizabeth King, Legal Counsel. 
Mark Pross, Senior Analyst/GAO. 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

The Honorable Kirk Fordice, Governor, State of Mississippi. 
The Honorable Thad Cochran, United States Senator, State of Mississippi. 
The Honorable Trent Lott, United States Senator, State of Mississippi. 
The Honorable G.V. "Sonny" Montgomery, Congressman, 3rd Congressional District, State of 

Mississippi. 
Major General James H. Garner, USAR, Adjutant General, State of Mississippi. 
Mr. John Robert Smith, Mayor of Meridian. 
Dr. George Thomas, President, Meridian City Council. 
Dr. Hobert Kornegay, President, Lauderdale County Board of Supervisors. 
Mr. R. Tucson Roberts, MeridiadLauderdale County Partnership. 
Mr. Bill Crawford, Navy Meridian Team Leader. 
Mr. C.D. Smith, Meridian Area Navy League President. 
Captain Terry J. Pudas, Commander Training Air Wing ONE. 
Captain Robert L. Leitzel, Commanding Officer, Naval Air Station Meridian. 
Commander Melinda L. Moran, Commanding Officer, Naval Technical Training Center. 
Colonel Stephen L. Goff, Commandant Regional Counterdrug Training Academy. 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

V To provide facilities and services in support of aviation activities of the Naval Air Training - 
Command and other activities as directed. Intermediate and advanced strike training conducted 
(jet aircraft). 



DOD RECOMMENDATION: 
w 

Close Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi, except retain the Regional Counterdrug Training 
Academy facilities which are transferred to the Academy. Relocate the undergraduate strike 
pilot training function and associated personnel, equipment and support to NAS Kingsville, 
Texas. Its major tenant, the Naval Technical Training Center, will close, and its training 
functions will be relocated to other training activities, primarily the Navy Supply Corps School, 
Athens, Georgia, and Naval Education and Training Center, Newport, Rhode Island. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION: 

The 1993 Commission recommended that Naval Air Station (NAS) Meridian remain open 
because it found that the then-current and fiture Pilot Training Rate (PTR) required that there be 
two full-strike training bases, NAS Kingsville, Texas, and NAS Meridian. In the period between 
1993 and the present, two factors emerged that required the Department of the Navy again to 
review the requirement for two such installations. First, the current Force Structure Plan shows a 
continuing decline in the Pilot Training Rate (PTR) so that Navy strike training could be handled 
by a single full-strike training base. Second, this consolidation of strike training that follows the 
closure of NAS Meridian is in the spirit of the policy of the Secretary of Defense that functional 
pilot training be consolidated. Also the Undergraduate Pilot Training Joint Cross-Service Group 
included the closure of NAS Meridian in each of its closurelrealignment alternatives. 

1 MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi. 
Naval Technical Training Center (NTTC). 
Regional Counterdrug Training Academy (RCTA). 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

The Navy reluctantly recommended NAS Meridian for closure. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

The Meridian Community obviously is concerned with the impact of losing the Naval Air 
Station. The local community has assembled a group of individuals, including a former wing 
commander, to help in their defense of the Air Station and its function of training Student Naval 
Aviators. They cite concern that the Navy may have miscalculated their capacity analysis 
including flight operations per Pilot Training Rate and that the Military Value ranking for NAS 
Meridian, was lower because of a lack of over water airspace in which to conduct flight 
operations. Obvious concerns around a single site for intermediate and advanced strike training 
are that the Navy will be potentially operating an airfield at or near 100% capacity with 
additional safety of flight concerns in that students are heavily involved in flying operations. 
The operations per PTR that the Meridian Team used were based upon historical T-2/TA-4J 
operations and the operations per PTR rates for NAS Kingsville were based upon T-45 estimates. 
The Navy said as a result of the 1995 DOD recommendations, the utilization of NAS Corpus 



Christi as an additional Outlying Field for NAS Kingsville, allows the Navy to conduct 

(r intermediateladvanced strike training at a single base. 

OUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

None, other than those addressed above. 

James R. Brubakerl Navy Ted4-8-95 

Draft 





DOD Base Closure and Realignment - 
Report to the Commission 
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March 1995 



RECOMMENDATION FOR CLOSURE 

NAVAL AIR STATION, MERIDIAN, MISSISSIPPI 

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Station. Meridian, Mississippi, except retain the 
Regional Counterdrug Training Academy facilities which are transferred to the Academy. 
Relocate the undergraduate strike pilot training function and associated personnel, 
equipment and support to Naval Air Station, Kingsville, Texas. Its major tenant, the 
Naval Technical Training Center, will close. and its training functions will be relocated 
to other training activities, primarily the Navy Supply Corps School, Athens, Georgia and 
Naval Education and Training Center, Newport, Rhode Island. 

Justification: The 1993 Commission recommended that Naval Air Station, Meridian 
remain open because it found that the then-current and future pilot training rate (PTR) 
required that there be two full-strike training bases. Naval Air Station, Kingsville, Texas 
and Naval Air Station, Meridian. In the period between 1993 and the present two factors 
emerged that required the Department of the Navy again to review the requirement for 
two such installations. First. the current Force Srmcture Plan shows a continuing decline 
in the PTR (particularly in the decline from 11 to I0 carrier air wings) so that Navy strike 
training could be handled by a single full-strike training base. Second, the consolidation 
of strike training that follows the closure of NAS Meridian is in the spirit of the policy 
of the Secretary of b fense  that functional pilot training be consolidated. The training 
conducted at Naval Air Station, Meridian is similar to that conducted at Naval Air 
Station, Kingsville, which has a higher military value, presently houses T-45 assets (the 
Department of the Navy's new primary strike training aircraft) and its supporting 
inhuucture ,  and has ready access to larger amounts of air space, including over-water 
air space if such is required. Also, the Undergraduate Pilot Training Joint Cross-Service 
Group included the closure of Naval Air Station, Meridian in each of its 
closu;c/reaiignment alternatives. The separate recommendation for the consolidation of 
the Naval Technical Training Center functions at two other major training activities 
provides improved and more efficient management of these training functions and aligns 
certain enlisted personnel training to sites where similar training is being provided to 
officers. 

Return on Investment: The return on investment data below applies to the closure of 
NAS Meridian, the closure of h T C  Meridian, the realignment of NAS Corpus Christi 
to an NAF, and the NAS Alameda redirect. The total estimated one-time cost to 
implement these recommendations is $83.4 million. The net of all costs and savings 
during the implementation period is a savings of $158.8 million. Annual recurring 
savings after implementation are $33.4 million with an immediate return on investment 
expected. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of 
S47 I .2 million. 
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NAVAL AIR STATION MERIDIAN, MISSISSIPPI 
(McCAIN FIELD) 

INSTALLATION REVIEW 

Mission: 

To maintain and operate facilities and to provide services and material to support operations 
of aviation activities and units of the Naval Air Training Command and other activities and 
units designated by the CWO. Designed specifically for jet pilot training, contains two 
staggered 8000 foot runways and one 6400 foot crosswind runway. Includes NOLF Joe 
Williams Field, 19 miles northwest of NAS Meridian which is also 8000 feet long and 
SEARAY air-to-ground target complex 2 1 miles to the north. Under an Interservice Support 
Agreement (ISSA), CTW-1 and 14th FTW Columbus AFB jointly use OLF GUNSI-IY 
located 20 miles northeast. 

Where: 

14 miles northeast of the city of Meridian (population 50,000) on Highway 39N. Meridian, 
MS is 165 miles southeast of Memphis, TN, and 125 Miles north of Mobile. a. 

Major Units: 

Training Air W i g  1 (CTW- 1); Training Squadrons 7 and 19 and 23 (VT-7, VT- 19, VT-23); 
Naval Technical Training Center (NTTC); Marine Aviation Training Support Group 
(MATSG); and Regional Counterdrug Training Academy. 

CTW-1: Immediate superior in command to the Commanding Officer of the naval air 
station, training squadrons, and other facilities as may be placed under his 
cognizance. Administers, coordinates, and supervises flight and academic training and 
support conducted by three subordinate squadrons as directed by the Chief of Naval 
Air Training. 
VT-7: Advanced Strike Training flying the TA3J Skyhawk ( 74 aircraft). 
VT-19NT-23 Intermediate Strike Training flying the T-2C Buckeye. ( 83 aircraft). 
NTTC: Navy's primary training facility for enlisted administrative and supply class 
"A" schools, which are for personnel enroute to their first command after completing 
recruit training. Advanced schools include Yeoman "C" Flagwriter and Religious 
Program Specialist. 

IMATSG: Provides all similar Marine Corps training in supply, administrative, and 
related ratings. 



Environmental~Encroachment Issues: 

Meridian has no major environmental issues. Evaluated sites have not been listed on the 
National Priorities List. There are no existing or anticipated encroachment issues. There are 
existing AICUZ ordnance's in place at both the main installation and the Navy owned 
outlying field. 

Population: 

1,800 active duty; 1,200 family members; 1,400 civilians, which include both DON 
employees and civilian contract aircraft maintenance employees. 

Housing: 

144 oficer family units; 376 enlisted family units; 121 BOQ spaces; 2056 BEQ spaces. 

Temporary Lodging: 

6 distinguished visitor units; 49 visiting oficer units; 34 visiting enlisted units; 28 temporary 
lodging facilities. 

Commissary/Exchange Mall Complex: 

Contains separate Navy Exchange Retail Store, Commissary. Laundry/Dry Cleaners, 
Uniform Store, Banking Facility, BarberBeauty Shop. McDonald's Restaurant, Movie 
Theater and Bowling Alley. 

Schools: 

In Meridian and Lauderdale County school districts. Enrollment currently below capacity. 
Five institutions of higher learning. Undergraduate and Graduate courses are available on- 
site and in the local community. 

Health Care: 

Clinic only. Closest naval hospital is Pensacola Naval Hospital (150 air miles). The 
community of Meridian serves as a regional medical hub for eastern Mississippi and western 
Alabama There are 3 major hospitals located in the City of Meridian. 

Community Support: 

NAS Meridian is Lauderdale County's largest employer. 



Key Personnel and Phone Numbers: 

w Mayor of Meridian: 
John Robert Smith 60 1-485-1 927 

President, Meridian City Council: 
Dr. George Thomas 601-483-8502 

President, Lauderdale County Board of Supervisors: 
Dr. Hobert Kornegay 60 1-482-9746 

Meridiafiauderdale County Partnership: 
R. Tucson Roberts 60 1 -693- 1 306 

Navy Meridian Team Leader: 
Bill Crawford 60 1-484-7725 

Meridian Area Navy League President: 
C.D. Smith 601-693-8917 

Military Personnel and Phone Numbers: 

w Commander Training Air Wing ONE 
Captain Terry J. Pudas 60 1-679-2 14812 193 

Commanding Officer, Naval Air Station Meridian 
Captain Robert L. Leitzel 601 -679-21 1 112 1 12 

Commanding Officer, Naval Technical Training Center 
Commander Melinda L . Moran 60 1-679-2 16 1 

Commanding Officer, Marine Aviation Training Support Group 
Major Edwin L. Koehler 60 1-679-2 190 

Commandant Regional Counterdrug Training Academy 
Colonel Stephen L. GoE 60 1-679-2063 
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MISSISSIPPI 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

I .  Personnel - Tota l  51,263 
Active [k ty  Y i l i t a r y  L?, 648 
C i v i l i a n  

t 
10,881 

Reserve b National h a r d  - 27,754 ....................................... -------------- 
11. Expenditurea - T o t a l  T 13,101,375 

Active m t y  U i l i t a r y  Pay 
C i v i l i a n  Pay 
Resenre b National  h a r d  Pay 
Retired M i l i t a r y  Pay 

I B. P r h e  Contracts  Over $25,000 
T o t a l  1,855,lZl 

Navy 
& 

!la? i n e  Corpe 
a i r  Force 

Supply and E q u i p e n t  Cont rac t s  1,395,771 
BUIhE Contracts  18,000 
Serv ice  C o n t r a c u  326,760 
Construct ion Cont rac t s  16,160 
C i v i l  Function Cont rac t s  98,430 

Other 
Defense 

A c t i v i t i e s  
Amy Personnel/Expendi t u r e s  T o t a l  

1. Lima INDUS=aIES INC 
2. 3 A m E W  COWANY 
3. TRSNIrY INWSraIES IPC 
4. CP~ERAL ncroRs CORWRATION 
5. SARRE?T XETINING ZORWRATION 

" 

Hajor Locations 
of  3 p e n d i t u r e s  

1 Pascagoula 
Bi lox i  
Gulfport  
!%adison 
Vicksburg 
M r  i d i a n  
C o l a b u s  AFB 
Bay St .  Louis 
Jackson 

Top Five Contrac:ors aeceiving the  Largest 
bllar 'Jolume of P r i n e  Contract  Awards T o t a l  

i n  t h i s  S t a t e  Amount ------------------------------------------------- 

I I 

3i l i : a ry  and C i v i l i a n  ?ersennel  

Hajor Area of Uork 

FSC or  Serv ice  Code Descr ip t ion  a n a n t  
---------------.-------------------------------------------- ------------ 

Tota l  of  Above 1 $1,514,714 1 81.7% of t o t a l  mavis m t r  Ii5,OOOl I I 

T o t a l  

9,862 
3,065 
2,342 
1,795 
1,600 
1,399 
1,007 
415 
356 
30 3 

51,189,519 
156,686 
80,281 
39,870 
38,358 

-- 

Prepared by: Uashington Headquarters  Serv ices  
Di rec torare  f o r  I n f o n a t i o n  
Operations anC Reports 

I 

?a jor  Locations 
of Personnel 

.-----------------------.-------------------------.-----------.,-------------------------------------.-----------.------------ 
Keesler  Am 
Vicksburg 
b r i d i a n  
Colunkrs AFB 
W l I p r t  
Bay S t .  h i s  
Pascagcula 
Jackson 
Flwood 

I I 

3 p e n C i r u r ~ s  

Orher 
Defense 

A c t i v i t i e s  

$204,388 
104,355 
131,335 

Biioxi  

Act ive  ! h t y  
U i l i r a r y  

7,466 
69 

1,690 
1,377 
839 
34 
396 
181 
0 

268 

T o t a l  

$1,324,136 
343,905 
240,798 
151,778 
iM,496 
10 1,447 
86,332 
76,289 
53,452 

Te- 1 42,434 

Amphibious Assault Ships 
m i n t  b Repair cf  Eq/niscel:.inenus Equipme 
Spec ia l  Serv ice  Versr?ls 
Torimlo Iner t  C m p m e n r s  
Liquid ? rope l lan ts  b F i ~ l ,  P3troleun Base 

C i v i l i a n  

2,396 
2,396 
652 
4 18 
761 

1,315 
611 
234 
356 
35 

Navy 
& 

?larim Corps 

S1,000,!51 
2,062,356 
1,305,972 

A m Y  

.---------------------------------------------------------.-------------------------------------------------.---------------- 
15254,355 
2z15,282 
247.054 

P r h  Cont rac t s  Over $25,000 
( P r i o r  rhree Years) 

F i s c a l  Year 1993 
F i s c a l  Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1091 

$744,485 
05,798 
79,130 
39,870 
36,489 

P a y r o l l  
Ckt iays  

$106,549 
290,841 
146,103 
1,365 

121,321 
87,502 
46,304 
74,864 
38,402 

0 

A i r  Force 

$116,783 
103,875 
108,981 

T o t a l  

$1,575,387 
2,566,969 
:,792,242 

Pr ine 
Contractcr 

$ 1,217,587 
53,064 
94,595 
149,913 
28,575 
13,845 
39,228 
1,425 
15,050 
42,434 
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HEADLINE: MONTGOMERY 'LESS OPTIMISTIC' ABOUT MERIDIAN'S FUTURE 

BYLINE: DENNIS CAMIRE; Gannett News Service 

DATELINE: WASHINGTON 

BODY: 
Rep. G.V. "Sonny" Montgomery, D-Miss., said Friday he was "not as optimistic" 

as he was three weeks ago about keeping Meridian Naval Air Station off the 
Pentagon's list of military bases it will recommend for closing. 

'There were indications only recently that Meridian would be secure because 
it is the most modem training base, the top Navy officials who visited Meridian 
were impressed, and he importance of the counterdrug school," said Montgomery, 
a senior member of the House National Security Committee. 

"However, due to a shortage of money, overcapacity for pilot training and 
overall downsizing of the military, the Navy, Air Force and Army have been told 
to reassess the military value of the base." 

Visitors to the base have included Navy Secretary John Dalton; Adm. Jeremy 
Boorda, chief of naval operations; and Charles Fakos, vice chairman of the 
Navy's base structure and evaluation committee. 

Several praised Meridian, which has 3,662 military and civilian personnel, 
after their visits, leading supporters to believe Meridian could stay off the 
base closing list. 

But despite that, Montgomery is concerned Meridian will be on the list that 
Defense Secretary William Perry will send to the federal base closing commission 
Feb. 28. 

The list - Navy, Army and Air Force recommendations to Perry for his final 
decision - is expected to include some 60 major domestic military bases and 100 
smaller facilities. 

Public hearings will begin March 1. The commission will make its 
recommendations to President Clinton by June 30. he commission can add to or 
subtract from the Pentagon list. 

This will be the third and final round of base closings under the current 
law. 

The importance of the Pentagon's list was underscored earlier this month when 



the commission's staff director, David Lyles, said the best way to stay off the 
commission's final list of recommended closings was to stay off the Defense 
Department list in the first place. 
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Lyles said commissioners are likely to approve most, but not all, the 
Pentagon recommendations this year. During the previous rounds, the commission 
approved about 80 percent of Pentagon recommendations. 

"In both cases, a large percentage of the recommendations by the Department 
of Defense have, in fact, been endorsed by the commission and forwarded on to 
the president." Lyles said. 

Montgomery said the list is being finalized this week and the services were 
being told to take another look at their recommendations "and scrub a little 
more." 

"I was hoping that what we had done and all would keep us off the list," he 
said. "I'm not sure that it's going to do that. They're looking to dose more 
training bases - this overcapacity. We picked that up, and that is what has me 
worried." 

Meridian was put on the recommended closing list in 1991 by the base closing 
commission and in 1993 by the Pentagon. Both times, the base's supporters 
managed to persuade the commission to keep the base open. 

Since 1993, Montgomery, Republican Sens. Thad Cochran and Trent Lott and 
local supporters in the Navy Meridian Team have been working to keep the base 
off the Pentagon's 1995 list. 

'We've been working to educate people in the Navy about the value of the 
base," said Bill Crawford, who heads up the Navy Meridian Team. 

The team - backed by Meridian, the Lauderdale County Board of Suprvisors, 
the Meridian-Lauderdale County Partnership and the Meridian Area Navy Leaue - 
also has hired a Washington-based consultant and is planning to spend up to $ 
250,000 to fight for the base this year. 

'We pretty much operate from here from a worst case scenerio," Crawford said. 
'We've been attacked in 1991. We've been listed in 1993, so we're ging into 
1995 expecting the worst. Anything better than that will just be fantastic." 

Crawford said rumors have been flying about Meridian. 

"Indications ebb and flow and change directions so fast we don't pay any 
attention to them," he said. "You take it all with a grain of salt and just keep 
on keeping on." 

The group already has traveled to Washington to visit with the base closing 
commission staff and plans to come back up after new commissioners are confirmed 
by the Senate. 

Crawford said the team's argument will be about the same as the last time - 
Meridian is one of the best bases. 

'We think the facts will show that," he said. "All we ask is that final 



decisions be based on objective, fair consideration of the facts. We'll live 
with that." 
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L2NGTH: 842 words 

xEADLINE: Miss., Ark. leaders to fight base closings 

3YLINE: The Associated Press 

30DY: 
Leaders in Meridian, Miss., and Fort Smith, Ark., say they plan to figh: 

slans for closing military posts near their towns. 

A draft version of the Pentagon's base closure list to be issued Tuesday 
cargets Fort Chaffee, a 72,000-acre Army training facility near Fort Smith 
with about 1,000 jobs, and the Meridian Naval Air Station, which employs 
about 3,200. 

The Pentagon's recommendations go before the independent Defense Base 
Zlosure and Realignment Commission, which can alter the list. Then the 
2r.tire list must be accepted or rejected by the president and Congress. 

nolitical and economic pressures kept the draft list shorter than many 
3 ted, sparing facilities in politically important states while 
rmmending more realignments (shifts in duties) than outright closures. 

The Mississippi and Arkansas posts have been on the closure list before. 

Fort Chaffee, on the original list in 1991, was realigned in 1993, 
losing the Jcint Readiness Training Command to Fort Polk, La., in 1993. 
:?eridian, considered fsr the 1991 list, was placed on the 1993 list but 
3scaped closure. 

"Meridian i s  ready t o  mount t h e  f i g h t  t o  stay open," said Meridian 
Yayor John Robert Smith. "We'll hit the ground running March 1." 

Fort Smith Chamber of Commerce President Billy Dooly said Saturday that 
=he Army has been "less than direct" on plans for the post, which trains 
sczive duty, reserve and National Guard personel. 

"It's kind of old and new news, the same old story.'' Dooly said. 
'lItls reason for concern, but not over-reaction. That's kind of the 
2pproach we're taking.' 

Staff Sgt. David Melancon, a Fort Chaffee spokesman, said base officials 
zonsider closure talk rumor now. 

"It was just people in Washington flapping their gums," Melancon said 
Sa+ -day. 
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The chamber and other local officials have actively lobbied the Pentagon 
on Chaffeels behalf, he said. 

oly has met with three different secretaries of the Army over the 

'IWetve taken our case there. We do have our congressional delegation 
fully behind" the post, he said. 

About 60,000 active and reserve Army and National Guard soldiers will 
train at Fort Chaffee during fiscal 1995. 

ltItts like another manufacturer,' Dooly said. 

~eridian, a city of about 41,000 residents, plans to use its community- 
based group, Navy Meridian Team, to help avoid closure, Smith said. 

U.S. Rep. G. V. "Sonny" Montgomery (D-Miss.), former chairman of the 
xouse Veterans' Affairs Committee, said the community will look at the 
Navy's justification for closing the base, then present arguments of its 
3 W n .  

Montgomery said the group will point out that bases ranked lower than 
~eridian were not recommended for closure. They also plan to show the 
~otential for a joint air training program with other bases, including the 
Cclumbus Air Force Base in Columbus, Miss. 

ssissippi's four other bases have been spared so far. In addition to 
C - olumbus facility, the other bases are Gulfport Naval Construction 
3attalion Center, Pascagoula Naval Station, and Keesler Air Force Base. 

Navy Meridian Team member Bill Crawford said closing Che base would 
devastate the community since the base is responsible for more than $ 50 
aillion in payrolls per year. 

''You take $ 50 million out of a small economy like ours . . . it's going 
'o impact businesses significantly. Those dollars don't flow through the 
economy. It ultimately affects the entire economy." 

Smith said the base is the area's single largest employer. 

'Certainly there will be the initial hit of job loss plus the 
multiplier effect from those jobs," he said. "But there is a greater loss 
for us than just the economic loss. 

'We'll lose the opportunity to . . . have those people return to 
~eridian in their retirement years. The economic loss we'll recover from 
faster than that loss." 

The proposed shutdowns awaiting approval by Defense Secretary William 
?erry include none of the huge bases that formed the bulk of earlier cuts. 

-'-is year's draft list spares Senate Mrity Leader Bob Dole's home- 
st Army post, Fort Riley, Kan., and protects facilities in the all- 
imwtant presidential election states of New Hampshire and ~alifornia. 
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The economics of base closing also worked against a longer hit list. 
Shutting down bases carries high up-front costs. Typically, the break-even 
p "omes seven or eight years after a base is ordered closed. - 

q e x a s  appears to be one of the hardest-hit states in this round. 

On the closure list are the Red River Army Depot at Texarkana, with 
about 3,500 jobs, Reese Air Force Base near Lubbock, with 1,700 jobs, and 
Brooks Air Force Base, in San Antonio, with more than 4,500 jobs. 

The Pentagon is also proposing to relocate the Navy's air station at 
corpus Christi to Pensacola, Fla., at a cost of about 700 jobs. 

LOAD-DATE-MDC: February 28, 1995 
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FIEADLINE: MERIDIAN AGAIN LANDS ON BASE-CLOSING LIST 
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30DY: 
The Pentagon recommended Tuesday that Meridian Naval Air Station be closed, 

with a loss of 2,581 military and civilian jobs - the third time in four years 
che base's future has been threatened. 

But Meridian was the only one of Mississippi's defense establishments 
targeted on the Defense Department's list of rmmended base closings and 
realignments. 

On the up side, the list, which now goes to the Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission, also calls for sending another 155 military and 201 civilian jobs to 
Columbus Air Force Base and 36 civilian jobs to the Naval Oceanographic Office 
in Bay St. Louis. 

have mixed emotions about the 1995 base closure list," said Rep. G.V. 
'I " Montgomery, D-Miss., who led the fight to save Meridian in 1991 and 1953 
5ase closing battles. 

"1 am obviously pleased that Columbus Air Force Base is not on it and 
disappointed that Meridian Naval Air Station is on it." 

Montgomery isn't alone. The state's whole congressional delegation is gearing 
up again to fight the Meridian recommendation. 

Sen. Thad Cochran, R-Miss., said having Meridian on the list again "feels 
like this is double jeopardy to me.'' 

"We've tried this case on two different occasions . . .  and we've won it both 
- -LmesIn , he said. "We've got to try the case again. We think it's a very 
inportant national security asset, and the facts will prove it." 

Rep. Gene Taylor, D-Miss., said he was nobviously happy1' that South 
Yississippi military bases didn't take any hits. 

But "I hate to see any installation in Mississippi closedIt1 he said. ''Sonny 
has performed a near miracle twice in getting it off the list. For my part, I 
will do what I can to help." 

Sen. Trent Lott, R-Miss., said he talked to Navy Secretary John Dalton about 
=h ?ridian issue Tuesday. 

V 
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"He made it very clear the Navy really does not want to do that (close 
Yeridian)," Lott said. "They are continuing to look at the possibility of some 
5 or cross-training between the Air Force and the Navy." 

q d e r  that concept, Meridian would score higher than several Air Force bases, 
Lott said. 

"We're going to continue to pursue that possibility," Lott said. "We 
zertainly would prefer that Meridian Naval Air Station not be on the list, but 
we've been through this twice before, and we should prepare to make our case for 
Meridian once again." 

The list recommends 146 shutdowns and realignments for the fourth and final 
round of base closings since 1988. 

The eight-member commission will have until July 1 to send its 
recommendations to President Clinton. The commission has the power to add to the 
list or delete bases from it. 

The report accompanying the Pentagon list noted the 1993 base closing 
zommission kept Meridian open because the future pilot training rate required 
zwo full-strike training bases - Meridian and the Naval Air Station at 
Kingsville, Texas. 

But the current military force structure plan shows a declining need for 
2ilot training, particularly since aircraft carrier air wings have declined from 
11 ' 7  10, the report said. That means a single base could handle training. 

w f e n s e  policy also calls for consolidating pilot training, the report said. 

Kingsville, which performs similar training, has a higher military value, 
2resently modern T-45 primary strike training aircraft and access to larger 
amounts of - and over-water - air space, the report said. 

Meridian alsc showed up in each of the alternatives developed by a special 
group studying cross-service undergraduate pilot training, the report said. 

Another recommendation calls for consolidating the Naval Technical Training 
Center from Meridian to the Navy Supply School at Athens, Ga., and the Naval 
Zducation and Training Center in Newport, R.I. 

The $ 83.4 million cost of closing Meridian includes two other actions 
involving naval air stations at Corpus Christi, Texas, and Alameda, Calif. 

That will produce a total savings of $ 158.8 million over the next six years 
and $ 33.4 million annually afterward. 

Meridian's closing means the direct loss of 1,643 military and 947 civilian 
fobs and an indirect loss of another 743 jobs. That's an 8 percent loss of 
smployment in the Lauderdale County area. 

On the other hand, the station's closing would have a "generally positive 
C 3 1 on the environment," the re~ort said. 
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Montgomery said that in the fight to save Meridian, "we are going to be 
stressing the concept of joint training1 by combining Air Force and Navy 
or 'tions. 

w r i d i a n  might be joined with Pensacola Naval Air Station or with Whiting 
~ield near Pensacola, Montgomery said. Another possibility is joining Meridian 
with Columbus Air Force Base, he said. 

"It makes a lot of sense if the goal is to save money,' he said. "They use 
the same bombing range and some of the same airspace. The services didn't give 
this as much consideration as they should have." 

LANGUAGE: ENGLISH 

LOAD-DATE-MDC: March 2, 1995 
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3CDY : 
Navy Secretary John Dalton said Monday the Navy wants to find another use for 

Meridian Naval Air Station even while recommending the base be closed in the 
latest round of base closings. 

Dalton and other Navy officials said they asked the defense secretary to 
consider the possibility of joint pilot training by combining Meridian's 
operations with those at Columbus Air Force Base or some other military 
installations in the region. 

That option is "still under review" by the Defense Department, although the 
department has moved ahead with the Navy's recommendation that Meridian be 
zlosed, Dalton said. 

"s a tough decision we made and one that I regretted because I have great 
a m a t i o n  for Meridian Miss., and the people there and the naval air station 
=here," said Dalton after a base closing commission hearing Monday. 

"But we do have the problem of having to reduce our infrastructure and 
sliminate things that are not needed and not necessary. Unfortunately, Meridian 
Naval Air Station falls in that category." 

Rep. G.V. vSonnyw Montgomery, D-Miss., whose district includes Meridian, said 
the Navy believed the joint training idea had merit and the Defense Department 
needs to be prodded into making it happen. 

The Air Force turned it dom, Montgomery said, and the Defense Department 
didn't get any facts or figures to push it with, Montgomery said. 

The Pentason recommended last week that Meridian be closed with a loss of 
2,581 militah and civilian jobs - the third time in four years the base's 
fuzure has been threatened. It is the only Mississippi facility on the base 
closing list, which recommends 146 shutdowns and realignments across the 
country. 

Base Closing Commissioner Rebecca Cox, a member of the 1993 base closing 
commission, asked Dalton why Meridian was being recommended for closure after 
:he 1993 commission had left it open - despite a Pentagon request to shut it 
down - along with the Naval Air Station at Kingsville, Texas. 

h stations carry out undergraduate pilot training. 
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Dalton said the Navy recommended Meridian's closing because "there is no 
longer a need for a second strike training air station." 

ton said continued downsizing of the Navy, including a reduction to 10 
1 air wings, and smaller number of aircraft were the main reasons behind 

the recommendation. 

When asked why Kingsville was better, Dalton said it was a question of air 
space, both over land and water, and the availability of more modern T-45 
training aircraft and their support equipment. 

'IIt's a combination of factors that lead the military value decisions that we 
made," he said. "The military value was higher at Kingsville than Meridian." 

Charles Nemfakos, vice chairman of the Navy's base structure evaluation 
committee, said that in the 1993 base closing round, the Navy looked at 
installations in the context of regional military complexes, such as the one in 
south Texas that includes Kingsville. 

"As we went through this time, one of the things that became obvious was that 
in essence central Mississippi is a regional complexlfl he said. "But central 
Mississippi isn't a Navy regional complex. It's a Department of Defense regional 
complex. 

That's why Dalton suggested the Defense Department look at the joint 
3perations option before signing off on the final base closing recommendations 
seTt to the commission, Nemfakos said. 

think the office of the secretary of defense looked at it, and they felt 
=here was not an overwhelming case to be made for keeping that regional 
complex, " he said. 

The eight-member base closing commission has until July 1 to send its 
recommendations to President Clinton. The commission has the power to add to the 
list or delete bases from it. 

'LANGUAGE: ENGLISH 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
W M A N I X R  TRAININQ AIR WlNQ ONE 

101 FULLER ROAD SUITE 260 

MERIDIAN MS 3830a-54K4 IN REPLY REFER TO: 

5 0 5 0  
0 0 0 0 0  
31 Mar 95 
Rev #1 

From: Commander Training Air Wing ONE 
TO t Distribution 

Subj: DISTINGUISHED GUEST VISIT 

Ref: (a) COMTRAWINGONEINST 5050.1C 

Encl: 1 Schedule of Evanta/Attandeoa 
( 2 )  VIP Staff Personnel 
( 3 )  Ground Transportation Plan 
( 4 )  CTW-1 Aerial Tour C-12 
(5) MQ Robles Luncheon/Schedule of Events 

1. Per reference (a), the following information is promulgatedt 

a. Major General Josue (Joe) Roblss, Jr. USA (Rat) 
Commissioner, Defenee Baee Closure & Realignment 
Commission (DBCRC) 

The Honorable Kirk Fordice 
Governor, State of Miseissippi 

The Honorable Thad Cochran, Whited Statee Senator 
State of Missiesippi 

The Honorable Trent Lott, United Statee Senator 
State of Mieeiseippi 

The  ono or able d. V. "Sonnyn Montgomery, Congrmssman 
State of Mis~issiggi, 3rd Congraaeional Dietrict 

Major General J m e s  H. Usmar, USAR 
Tha ~djutant General State of Missiseippi 

b. Date of viait: 3 April 95 

c. Method, place, and time of arrival: 3 April 95 

General Roblaa: C-26, Bame Ope, 0900 

Governor Fordice & MG Garner: King Air, Baae Opa, 1200 
/ 

Senator Cochrant POV, Baae Ope,  0845 

Senator Lottt POV, Baee Ope, 0845  

Congressman Montgomery: POV, Baae Ope, 0845 



Subj: DISTINGUISHED GUEST VISIT 

d. Method, place, and time of departure: 3 April 95 

General Robles: C-26, Baee Ope, 1545 

Governor Fordice & MG Garner: King Air, Base Ope, 1430 

Senator Cochran: C-20, Base O p s ,  1430 

Senator Lott: C-20, Base Opa, 1430 

Congressman Montgomery: C-20, Base Ope. 1430 

e. Purpose of viait: Defenee Base Closure and Realignment 

f .  Itinerary: See enclosure (I) 
Additional staff visitors are listed in enclosure (2) 

g. visit coordinator/host and phone number: 
CDR Cramer, DSN 637-2193, Commercial (601) 679-2193 
CDR Ingram, DSN 637-2112, Commercial (601) 679-2112 

h. Plan of the Day: Normal work day 

i. Request NAS Meridian provide the following services: 

(1 1 Welcome Aboard Announcement : 

(a) Main Gate: Y e s  
(b) ~ i r  Operations: Yea 

(2) ~arking/Crowd Control: Coordinate with Partnership 

- Security plan 
- Designated parking areae 
- Overflow designated parking areae 

( 3  Transportation: 

Vans: 3 minivans/l. maxivan (all with VIP plates) 
C12: For aerial tour of outlying facilities 
KH-1N: Backup for C12 
Courteey Cars: Coordinate with Partnership 

Pre stage at Base Operations 

( 4 )  Lakeside Club: 

(a) CTW-1 Briefing - fruit/danieh platter, 
coffee/juics/ice tea with setups by 0815 
Nusnber attending: 20 (CTW-1 Conf Rrn) 

(b) Luncheon Number attending: 150 



Subj: DISTINGUISHED GUEST V I S I T  

( 5 )  Uniform: Surmner Whites 

(6) PAO: 

(a) Coordinate press coverage of Commissionerye 
arrival 

(b) Coordinate preaa coverage of luncheon 

( c )  Prepare prees availability area 
(Lobby of Base Operations) 

( 7 )  BOQ: 5 VIP suites for DBCRC staff 

2 .  Other specific guidance: On 3 April, all activities minimize 
shipment arrivals/travel on station during the hours of 0900-1300. 

Distribution: 
COMTRAWING ONE 
COY NAS Meridian 
COY TRARON SEVEN 
CO, TRARON NINETEEN 
COY TRARON TWENTY - THREE 
CO, NTTC 
CO, RCTA 
Wing CMC 
Wing OPS 
Wing Maintenance 
Wing ~dministration 
NAS CDO 
NAS PWO 
NAS Security 
NAS PA0 
NAS ~ W ~ / ~ a k e e i d s  Club 
NAS OPS 



SCHEDULE OF EVENTS/ATTENDEES 

3 APRIL 9 5  

MAJOR GENERAL ROBLES ARRIVES NAS MERIDIAN BASE 
OPERATIONS MET BY CTW-1, CO NASMER, CONGRESSMAN 
MONTGOMERY, SENATOR COCHRAN, SENATOR LOTT 
(PRESS COVERAGE ONLY) 
VAN TRANSPORTATION TO HANGAR SEE ENCLOSURE ( 3 )  

COMMAND BRIEF/PRESENTATION 
COMTRAWINGONE CONFERENCE ROOM (HANGAR) 
MG ROBLES, CTW-1, CO NASKER, CONGRESSMAN 
MONTGOMERY, SENATOR COCHRAN, SENATOR LOTT, DBCRC 
STAFF, OLA STAFF, OTHERS TBD 

AERIAL TOUR OF NAS OUTLYING FACILITIES 
MG ROBLES, CTW-1, CONGRESSMAN MONTGOMERY, LTCOL 
BRUBAKER. MR. YELLIN, LTCOL BEYER 
(SEE ENCLOSURE ( 4 )  ) 

SENATOR COCHRAN, SENATOR LOTT, AND VIP STAFF 
SIMULATOR/TRAXNING BUILDING TOUR WITH CO NASMER AND 
OTHERS TBD (SEE ENCLOSURE ( 3 )  ) 

COMMUNITY SUPPORTERS IN PLACE ALONG MOTORCADE ROUTE 

WINDSHIELD TOUR CENTROID AREA 
(SEE ENCLOSURE (3) ) 

WINDSHIELD TOUR MAINSIDE/HOUSING 
(SEE ENCLOSURE (3)) 
(MOTORCADE ALONG ROUTE LINED WITH COMMUNITY 
SUPPORTERS) 

GOVERNOR FORDICE AND MG GARNER ARRIVE BASE 
OPERATIONS MET BY CTW-1 CHIEF STAFF OFFICER/ESCORTED 
TO LUNCHEON VIA MISSISSIPPI STATE TROOPER VEHICLE 

REGIONAL COUNTERDRUG TRAINING ACADEMY BRIEF/TOUR 
MG ROBLES, COLONEL QOFF, CTW-1, CO NASMER, 
CONGRESSMAN MONTGOMERY, SENATOR COCHRAN, 
SENATOR LOTT, DBCRC STAFF, OLA STAFF, OTHERS TBD 

LUNCH AT LAKESIDE CLUB (150 GmSTS)  
(PRESS COVERAGE ONLY 1 
SEATING ARRA.NGE!MENTS/SCHEDULE OF EVENTS 
(SEE ENCLOSURE (5) ) 

ENCLOSURE ( 1 ) 



1325-1355 NAVAL TECHNICAL TRAINING CENTER BRIEF/TOUR 
MG ROBLES, CDR MORAN. CTW-1, CO NASMER, 
CONQRESSMAN MONTUOMERY, SENATOR COCHRAN, SENATOR 
LOTT, GOVERNOR FORDICE, DBCRC STAFF, OLA STAFF, 
GOVERNOR'S STAFF 

1400-1415 PRE-DEPARTURE WRAP-UP DISCUSSIONS (BASE OPERATIONS 
VIP LOUNGE) 
MC3 ROBLES, CTW-1, CO NASMER, CONGRESSMAN 
MONTCIOMERY, SENATOR C O C H W ,  SENATOR LOTT, GOVERNOR 
FORDICE, OTHERS TBD 

1430 CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION DEPARTS 

1435 QOVERNOR FORDICE AND MG GARNER DEPARTS 

1445-1515 COMMUNITY PRESENTATION (CTW-1 COMMAND SUITE) 
MG ROBLES, CTW-1, MR. YELLIN, LTCOL BRUBAKER, MR. 
BILL CRAWFORD, PLUS 3 COMMUNITY REPRESENTATIVES, 
OTHERS TBD 

MAJOR GENERAL ROBLES DEPARTS FOR BIRMINGHAM 



VIP STAFF PERSONNEL 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

ARRIVAL DEPARTURE 

MR. YELLIN NAVY TEAM LEADER 1300, 2 APR 1545, 3 APR 
LTCOL BRUBAKER DOD ANALYST/USMC 1300, 2 APR TBD, 4 APR 
LTCOL BEYER DOD ANALYST/USAF 1800, 2 APR TBD, 4 APR 
MR. PROSS SENIOR ANALYST/GAO 1 8 0 0 ,  2 APR TED, 4 APR 
MS. XING LEGAL COUNSEL 1800, 1 APR 1 5 4 5 ,  3 APR 

*CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION AND OLA STAFF WILL ARRIVE 3 APR C-20 
0830 AT BASE OPERATLONS/DEPART C-20 AT 1430 

CONURESSIONAL DELEGATION 

MR. SAM ADCOCK SENATOR LOTT'S OFFICE 
P T%P 
MR. KYLE STEWARD CONGRESSMAN MONTGOMERY'S OFFICE 

CDR SsAN FOGARTY 
CDR DILLARD GEORGE 

*GOVERNOR, MG GARNER AND STAFF WILL ARRIVE BASE OPERATIONS 3 APR 
1200 BY KING AIR AIRCRAFT/DEPART BASE OPERATIONS 3 APR 1435 BY 
KING AIR 

GOVERNOR KIRK FORDICE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI 
MG JAMES H. GARNER, USAR THE ADJUTANT GENERAL STATE OF MS 
MR. JIMMY HEIDEL EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR (DECD) 
COL NICK ARDILLO (RET) DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF 
COL FLO YOSTE (RET) DECD 
MS. JOHNNA VAN PRESS SECRETARY 
MR. RICHARD KALDON STATE PILOT w TBD SECURITY 

ENCLOSURE ( 2  ) 



GROUND TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

BASE OPERATIONS TO HANGAR 

MINIVAN #1 DRIVER - CAPT PUDAS 
PASSENGERS - MG ROBLES 

- CONGRESSMAN MONTGOMERY 
- LTCOL BRUBAKER 
- MR. YELLIN 

MINIVAN #2 DRIVER - CAPT LEITZEL 
PASSENGERS - SENATOR COCHRAN 

- SENATOR LOTT 
- MR. ADCOCK 
- -R r,pt &--;, 

DRIVER - CDR MOORE 
PASSENGERS - LTCOL BEYER 

- MR. PROS3 
- MS. KIN0 
- CDR FOGARTY 
- CDR GEORGE 
- MR. STEWARD 

HANGAR TO BASE OPERATIONS FOR C-12 AERIAL TOUR 

MINIVAN #1 DRIVER - CAPT PUDAS 
PASSENGERS - MG ROBLES 

- CONGRESSMAN MONTGOMERY 
- LTCOL BRUBAKER 
- MR. YELLIN 

HANGAR TO SIMULATOR BUILDING FOR TOUR 

MINIVAN # 2  DRIVER - CAPT LEITZEL 
PASSENGERS - SENATOR COCHRAN 

- SENATOR LOTT 
- MR. ADCOCK 
- cVLpt  SaAe, 

DRIVER - CDR MOORE 
PASSENGERS - LTCOL BEYER (C-12 TOUR) 

- MR. PROS3 
- MS. KIN0 
- CDR FOGARTY 
- CDR GEORQE 
- MR. STEWARD 

ENCLOSURE ( 3 ) 



WINDSHIELD TOUR CENTROXD/MAINSIDE/HOUSING 
DEPART BASE OPERATIONS (MOTORCADE) 

VEHICLE #1 DRIVER - CAPT PUDAS 
PASSENGERS - MG ROBLES 

- CONGRESSMAN MONTGOMERY 
- SENATOR COCHRAN 
- SEXATOR LOTT 

VEHICLE # 2  DRIVER - CAPT LEITZEL 
PASSENGERS - MAYOR SMITH 

- SUPERVISOR KORNEQAY 
- SUPERVISOR VANDEVENDER 

MINIVAN #1 DRIVER - CDR MOORE 
PASSENGERS - LTCOL BRUBAKER 

- MR. YELLIN 
- LTCOL BEYER 

MINIVAN # 2  DRIVER - LCDR DOWTY 
PASSENGERS - MR. PROSS 

- MS. KING 

MAXIVAN DRIVER - MAJOR MACDOUGALL 
PASSENGERS - MR. ADCOCK 

- zcr Jeben c y l i  &A- 
- CDR FOGARTY 
- CDR GEORGE 
- MR. STEWARD 

GOVERNOR FORDICE AND MG GARNER MET BY CDR CRAMER 
(CTW-1 CSO) ESCORTED TO LUNCHEON VIA MISSISSIPPI 
STATE TROOPER VEHICLE WITH COL ARDILLO AND MR. 
HEIDEL 

MINIVAN # 3  DRIVER - LCDR KAY 
PASSENGERS - COL YOSTE 

- MR. KALDON 
- MS. VAN 
- UOV SECURITY 

LAKESIDE CLUB TO NTTC 

MINIVAN #1 DRIVER - CAPT PUDAS 
PASSENGERS - MQ ROBLES 

- CONGRESSMAN MONTGOMERY 
- GOVERNOR FORDICE 
- LTCOL BRWAKER 



MINIVAN # 2  DRIVER - CAPT LEITZEL 
PASSENGER3 - SENATOR C O C H W  

- SENATOR LOTT 
- MR. ADCOCK 

MINIVAN # 3  DRIVER - LCDR KAY 
PASSENGERS - MR. HEIDEL 

- COL ARDILLO 
- COL YOSTE 
- MS. VAN 

DRIVER - 
PASSENQERS - 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

CDR MOORE 
MR. YELLIN 
LTCOL BEYER 
MR. PROSS 
MS. KING 
CDR FOQARTY 
CDR QEORGE 
MR. STISWARD 
MR. KALDON 
QOV SECURITY 

NTTC TO BASE OPERATIONS 

MINIVAN #I DRIVER - CAPT PUDAS 
PASSENGERS - MG ROBLES 

- CONGRESSMAN MONTGOMERY 
- GOVERNOR FORDICE 
- LTCOL BRUBAKER 

MINIVAN # 2  DRIVER - CAPT LEITZEL 
PASSENGERS - SENATOR COCHRAN 

- SENATOR LOTT 
- MR. ADCOCK 

MINIVAN # 3  DRIVER - LCDR KAY 
PASSENGERS - MR. KEIDEL 

- COL ARDILLO 
- COL YOSTE 
- MS. VAN 

MAXIVAN D R I V T R  - 
PASSENGERS - - 

CDR MOORE 
MR. YELLIN 
LTCOL BEYER 
MR. PROSS 
MS. KING 
CDR POQARTY 
CDR GEORGE 
MR. STEWARD 
MR. KALDON 
aov SECURITY 



BASE OPERATIONS TO HANGAR 

MINIVAN #1 DRIVER - CAPT PUDAS 
PASSENGERS - MU ROBLES 

- LTCOL BRUBAKER 
- MR. YELLIN 

HANGAR TO BASE OPERATIONS 

MINIVAN#l DRIVER - CAPT PUDAS 
PASSENGERS - MG ROBLES 

- LTCOL BRUBAKER 
- MR. YELLIN 





MG ROBLES LUNCHEON 03 APR 95 

FRONT 

LUNCHEON HEAD TABLE 

I 

PRESIDENT MERIDIAN CTW-1 SENATOR CONGRESSM DBCRC GOVERNOR SENATOR CO PRESIDENT 
KEMPER MAYOR COMMISSIONER NASMER LAUDERDALE 
coum - - - . . . . 

BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS 

ROY JOHN ROBERT CAPT MAD G. V. 'SONNY MG 
VANDMNDER SMITH TERRY COCHRAN MONTGOMERY ROBES 

PUDAS 

COUNTY 
BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS 

KIRK TRENT C A f T  DOCTOR 
FORDICE L O l l  ROBERT HOBERT 

LEITZEL KORNEGAY 

ENCLOSURE (5 )  



TIME TBD 

LUNCHEON G O l l L E  OF gVENTS 

GUESTS ARRIVE AND ARE SEATED 

OFFICIAL PARTY ARRIVES MET IN LOBBY BY 
MISSISSIPPI GOVERNOR KIRK FORDICE: 
MERIDIAN MAYOR JOHN ROBERT SMITH; 
PRESIDENT OF THE LAUDERDALE COUNTY BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS, DR. HOBERT KOIWEUAY; AND 
PRESIDENT OF THE KEXPER COUNTY BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS, ROY VMEVENDER 

PROCEED TO HEAD TABLE 

WELCOME - CAPTAIN PUDAS 

BLESSING - CDR JOHN SAUNDERS, NAS CHAPLAIN 

CAPT PUDAS RECOGNIZE CONGRESSMAN MONTGOMERY 
FOR REMARKS AND INTRODUCTION OF 
DISTINGUISHED GUESTS 

CLOSINQ REMARKS CAPT LEITZEL, CO NAS MERIDIAN 



1 

FROM : NJMf3ER OF PAGES: a 
L 

OFFICE CODE: 00 -< T-0: 

FAX PHONE # : &9/ - 6 ?? -d 967 OFFICE CODE: 

OFFICE PHONE : 40 / - 6 7 f -2Yyg PAX PHONE # : y# 7- 6 ?I& - 0 5-5-(3 
L - 

VOICE PHONE # : 20 3 (0 y ,  - -0 Z@ f 

TRAINING 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: 



DBCRC STAFF BILLETING 

MR. YELLIN 

ROOM 

#lo03 

LTCOL BRUBAKER #lo01 

LTCOL BEYER #lo05 

PHONE NUMBER 

SUITE 601-679-2420 
AUTOVON 637-2420 

SUITE 601-679-2116 
AUTOVON 637-2116 

SUITE 601-679-2897 
AUTOVON 637-2897 

MR. PROSS #lo07 

MS. KING #lo09 

PHONES LOCATED IN BEDROOMS: 

COMMERCIAL 601-679-2186 - AT TONE ENTER 4-DIGIT ROOM NUMBER 

AUTOVON 637-2186 - AT TONE ENTER 4-DIGIT ROOM NUMBER 



MEMORANDUM 
27 MAR 95 

TO: WAYNE PURSER 

FROM: 00 MASKE (OFFICE OF CONG. MONTGOMERY) 

SUBJECT: FLIGHT ITINERARY FOR COMMISSIONER ROBLES 3 APRIL 
VISIT TO NAS M E D I A N  

MlSSISSIPPI AIR NATIONAL GUARD C-26 IS AR-FUVING SAN ANTONIO 
MTEIWATIONAL AIRPORT TO DROP OFF TWO C-26 PILOTS WHO ARE 
SCHEDULED FOR REFRESHER TRAINING AT FLIGHT SAFETY 
LNTERNATIONAL ON 3 APm. 

COMMISSIONER ROBLES WTLL NEED TO MEET THE AIRCRAFT AT THE 
GEN-AERO FIXED BASE OPERATOR FACTLITY AT THE SAN ANTONIO 
INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT. 

THE ADDRESS IS 9623 W. TERMINAL DRIVE, TELEPHONE ik R '08 24- 

THE -CRAFT DEPARTS: 7:00 AM 
ARRIVES NAS MERIDIAN: 9:00 AM 
DEPARTS NAS MERIDLAN: 2:25 PM 
ARRIVE 117TH AIR REFUELING WING, ALABAMA AIR NATIONAL GUARD, 
BIRMINGHAM ALABAMA: 3:00 PM 



- 
D E P A R T M E N T  O F  T H E  N A V Y  

C H I E F  O F  N A V A L  O P E R A T I O N S  
2 0 0 0  N A V Y  P E N T A G O N  

W A S H I N O T O N .  D C  2 0 3 5 0 - 2 0 0 0  
I N  R E P L Y  R E F E R  T O  

1542 
Ser N889JG/4U661666 
20 Jul 1994 

From: Chief of Naval Operations 

Subj : PILOT AND NAVAL FLIGHT OFFICER TRAINING RATES, 

Ref: (a) CNO ltr 1542 Ser N889J6/3U658748 of 20 Sep 1993 

Encl: (1) Pilot Training Rates (PTR), FY 94-99 
(2) Naval Flight Officer Training Rates (NFOTR). FY 94-99 

1. This letter modifies and supersedes reference (a). 
Enclosures are effective on receipt and reflect planned 
production goals for FY 94-99. These goals are intended to 
resolve current pool excesses, balance ongoing transitions and 
new production with FRS output and return to steady state force 
mix of 10 CWs, 12 VP Squadrons and appropriate force support for 
330 ships in FY 97. 

2. Significant changes include: 

-Increase VFA pilot manning from 17 to 19/squadron 
-Itsduction from 15 co 12 VP squadrons 
-Decom of VAW 122 
-Realignment of ~2/C2 pilot career paths 
-Adjustment for Helo pools 
-WSO curriculum approved/20 to 40 plus up of FMS NFOTR 

3. OPNAV point of contact is Czptzin Scott Krajnik.  N889C-/J. 
A/V 224-6010/6013, commercial 703-614-6010/3. 

Ey direction 

Distribution: 
CNO (N1, 11, 12. N88C. N88R, N889C. N889F. N095, ~ 8 2 1 ~ )  
CMC (A, T, M I  ASM-31, MPP-33, MMOA-2) 
CG MCCDC (TE32A) 
COMDT COGARD (G-PO-2/23, TO-2/7) 
CHNAVPERS (211V, 43, 432, 433) 
CNET (00L/T25 
CNATRA (00. ~019, N-1, N-2, N-3. N-32, N-34, N-7) 
COMNAVAIRESFOR (CODE 51) 
COMNAVCRUITCOM (CODE 311) 
NAVDEPNOAA 
NETSAFA 
NAVMAC (CODE 3 ) 



, 
PILOT TRAINING RATES 

n - 9 4  $TRIKE MARITIME E2 /C2 ROTARY w USN 173 120 43 2 14 
USMC 118 32 0 188 
COGARD 0 15 0 35 
FMS 30 45 0 65 
N O M  - 0 2 - - 0 

TOTAL 321 214 43 
0 
502 

TOTAL 
550 

FY-95 
USN 
USMC 110 
COGARD 0 
FMS 30 
NOAA - 0 

TOTAL 303 

FY-96 
USN 
USMC 
COGARD 
FMS 
NOAA 

TOTAL 

FY-97 
USN 
USMC 
COGARD 
FMS 
N0.U 

TOTAL 

FY-98 
USN 
USMC 
COGARD 
FMS 
NOAA 

TOTAL 

FY-99 
USN 
USMC 
COGARD 
FMS 
NOAA 

TOTAL 

ENCLOSURE ( 1 ) 



' F A V ~  FLIGHT OFFICER TRAINING U T E S  
20 J u l  1994 

FY-94 
USN 

ATDS 
35 

NAV - 
102 

TOTAL 
251 USMC 

FMS 
NOAA 

TOTAL 

FY-95 -- - .--. 
USN 
USMC 
FMS 
NOAA 

TOTAL 

FY-96 
USN 39 0 
USMC 

38 
0 

57 

FMS 
18 12 

0 
0 

40 
NOAA 

0 
0 0 

0 - 
TOTAL 39 

- _e 0 
58 50 

- 
57 

FY-97 
USN 
USMC 
FMS 

w TOTAL 

FY-96 
USN 
USMC 
FMS 
NOAA 

TOTAL 

FY-99 
USN 
USMC 
FMS 
NOAA 

TOTAL 

ENCLOSURE ( 2 ) 



PILOT AND NAVAL FLIGHT OFFICER TRAINING RATES, FY 94-99 

Wv I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and 
complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS) 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF (INSTALLATIONS & LOGISTICS) 

NAME (Please type or print) 
f l ~ " l L  
Signature 

Title - 



STRIKE 3 1 5  
MARITIME 2 8 2  
ROTARY 3 5 7  
E2/C2 5 8 
PRIMARY PILOT 1 1 8 7  
PRIMARY NFO 5 3 9  

STRIKE 
MARITIME 
ROTARY 
E2/C2 
PRIMARY PILOT 
PRIMARY NFO 

STRIKE 
MARITIME 
ROTARY 
E2/C2 
PRIMARY PILOT 
PRIMARY NFO 

STRIKE 
MARITIME 
ROTARY 
E2/C2 
PRIMARY PILOT 
PRIMARY NFO 

NOTE 1: Weapons Systems Operator Curriculum did not exist FY-88 to FI-91. 

2 .  The FY 88-FY 91 NFO curricuium utililized a different syllabus than 
the current NFO curriculum. 



SUBJ: PIPELINE COMPLETION TOTALS FOR FY88 TO FY91 

1. The pipeline completions totals are as follows: 

RIO 60 
TN 107 3 2 
OJN 76 2 
ATDS 61 
NAV 190 

RIO 68 2 
TN 114 38 
om 74 
ATDS 6 1 1 
NAV 199 

RIO 6 5 6 
TN 130 49 
OJN 7 5 
ATDS 63 . 1 
N AV 203 

z22L u MARINE a-i 
u RIO 64 8 

TN 9 5 34 
OJN 56 
ATDS 5 4 
NAV 93 

NOTE 1: Weapons Systems Operator Curriculum did not exist FY-88 to FY-91. 

2.  The FY88-FY91 NFO curriculum utilized a different syllabus than 
the current NFO curriculum. 



BRAC-95 DATA CALL 3, AMENDMENT 2 
BSEC LTR MM-0066-F2 BSAT/MB OF 3 JUN 94 

%ill 
I cer t i fy  t h a t  t h e  information contained liereiri is a c c u r a t e  a n d  complete t o  t h e  
bes t  of m y  knowledge a n d  belief. 

PBXT ECIIELON LEVEL ( i f  a 

W. B.  H U E N .  RADM. USN . 
N A M E  (Please t y p e  o r  p r i n t )  

Xliief of Naval A i r  Training 
Title Dale 

&val hJs Traininv Command 
Activity 

I cer t i fy  t ha t  t h e  inror~nat ion  contained herein is a c c u r a t e  a n d  complete t o  t i le 
bes t  of m y  knowledge a n d  belief. 

MAJOR CLAIMANT LEVEL 

NAME (Please t y p e  o r  p r i n t )  . Signa tu re  

Title  ate 
\ 

Activity 

I cer t i fy  t h a t  ttie information contained tierein is a c c u r a t e  arld complete to t h e  
best or nly knowledge and belief. 

DEPUTY CIIIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS) 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF (INSTALLATIONS & LOOIST~CS} 

NAME (Please typ'e o r  p r i n t )  S igna tu re  

Title D a t e  



Data Call Number Three Amendment Two 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

MAJOR CLAIMANT LEVEL 

l Y l U V L C  Signature 

Acting 
Title 

3 Jid& 9g-f 
Date 

CNET 
Activity 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and 
complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

DEPUTY C H I E F  O F  NAVAL O P E R A T I O N S  ( L O G I S T I C S )  
DEPUTY CHIEF O F  S T A F F  ( I N S T A L L A T I O N S  P L O G I S T I C S )  

J: 8. G R E W  . T R .  
NAME (Please type' or print) 

AcrirJ6 
Title 

6 ;rLIdE 4 4  
D a t e  



w 
MGEN Robles, 

March 3 1, 1995 

Sir, I've included some additional information in the following pages that I thought might be 
helpful for your upcoming trip to NAS Meridian, MS: 

Tab-A: A shortened version of the Agenda for your visit to the base and I've highlighted the 
areas I thought you might be interested in. 

Tab-B: A map of Meridian and the surrounding area including NAS Meridian. Behind this map 
you'll find a quick overview of USN Pilot Training. I've annotated the types of aircraft that will 
ultimately be flown by individuals proceeding along a particular type of training after Pipeline 
Select. All the students at Meridian have been selected for strike training and will ultimately be 
assigned to fly tactical jet aircraft such as (F-14's, F-18's, EA-6B's etc.) . The other thing I've 
annotated in blue ink is the Pilot Training Rate or PTR for each of the pipelines for FY-95. 

Tab-C: A Draft copy of the Base Visit Report that I'll draft for your concurrence after the Base 
Visit. As your going through the Base visit you might make a mental note of things you'd 
~pecificallv like to include, along the lines of New Issues Identified, Cornrnunitv Concerns 
raised and Request's for Staff as a result of visit. 

..I You'll need to meet your aircraft at the GEN-AERO Fixed base operating facility at the San 
Antonio International Airport on Monday, April 3, 1995. The address is 9623 W. Terminal Drive 
and their Tel # is (210)824-23 13 . I've called the number and it's manned 24hrlday you'll just 
select "2" at the query. The aircraft is scheduled to depart San Antonio at 0700 and arrive at 
NAS Meridian around 0900. 

Myself and Alex Yellin will be arriving at NAS Meridian Sunday April 2, 1995 and will meet 
you at your aircraft when you arrive at NAS Meridian on April 3, 1995. 

Erner~encv Tele~hone Numbers; 

LtCol James R Brubaker (W) 703-696-0504 ext. # 188 anytime. Virginia 
(H) 703-660-6884 Virginia 

Capt (USN) Terry Pudas (H) 601 -679-1 135 (Wing Commander at NAS Meridian) 
(W) 60 1-679-2498 Anytime 

If there are m v  problems Monday April 3, 1995, on your day of departure, I can be reached 
through Capt Pudas's work phone. 

Sir, please don't hesitate to call me this weekend should you have any questions or concerns of 
your base visit to NAS Meridian. 

w 



USN PILOT TRAINING 

PRIMARY INTERMEDIATE ADVANCED 

NGS 





USN TRAINING PHILOSOPHY 

AIRSPACE USE - VISUAL FLIGHT RULES (VFR) 
PROCEDURES 

AIRFIELD OPERATIONS: 

VFR DEPARTURES 

SPLIT RUNWAY OPERATIONS 

BOX PATTERNSICARRIER OPERATIONS 

EMPHASIS ON INSTRUMENT FLIGHT TRAINING 

NIGHT TRAINING - GEARED FOR SEA 
OPERATIONS 



TRAINING PHILOSOPHY 

USAF 

ONE BASE SUPPORTS MULTIPLE TRAINING 
REQUIREMENTS 

BUILDING BLOCWLOCK STEP APPROACH 

FLIGHT SCREENING 

PIPELINE SPECIFIC TRAINING BASES 

FLEXIBLE PROGRESSION 

PREFLlGHTADMlNlSTRATIVE SCREENING 



BASE VISIT REPORT 

NAVAL AIR STATION MERIDIAN, MISSISSIPPI 

APRIL 3,1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Josue (Joe) Robles, Jr. 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Alex Yellin, LtCol J.R. Brubaker, LtCol M. Beyer, Elizabeth King, Greg Pross 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

To provide facilities and services in support of aviation activities of the Naval Air Training 
Command and other activities as directed. Intermediate and advanced strike training conducted 
(jet aircraft). 
DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Close NAS Meridian, Mississippi and relocate undergraduate strike pilot training to NAS 
Kingsville. 
Close the Naval Technical Training Center (NTTC) to close and its training functions 
relocated to other activities, primarily the Navy Supply Corps School, Athens, Georgia and 
Naval Education and Training Center, Newport, Rhode Island. 
Retain the Regional Counterdrug Training Academy and transfer facilities to the Academy. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION: 

The current Force Structure Plan shows a continuing decline in the PTR so that Navy strike 
training could be handled by a single full-strike training base. 
The consolidation of strike training that follows the closure of NAS Meridian is in the spirit 
of the policy of the Secretary of Defense that functional pilot training be consolidated. 
The Undergraduate Pilot Training Joint Cross-Service Group included the closure of NAS 
Meridian in each of its closure/realignment alternatives. 



'c.rr 
MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

RlWUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

w 





1) The capacity for NAS Corpus ~hristi was calculated using 
certified data. As we discussed, the runway capacity depends on 
the type and mix of aircraft operating at that field. In short, 
there are two types of training aircraft: light and heavy. The 
Navy's jet aircraft are all heavy aircraft. 

The certified data for NAS Corpus Christi reflects all light 
aircraft operations. Based on this, it's capacity was calculated 
as follows. 

Main Field: 

237 days/yr x 12.1 hrs/day x 111 runway ops/hr = 318,315 
ops/yr 

In the configuration analysis, runway capacity was normalized 
so that all air stations were competing on a level playing field. 
In Corpus ~hristi's case, because strike training was heavy 
aircraft and Corpus's capacity was based on light aircraft, we 
scaled Corpusls capacity by .73, which represents the ratio 
between heavy and light runway operations. Therefore in the 
configuration analysis, NAS Corpus was credited with a capacity 
of 318,315 x .73 = 232,370 for strike training. 

2 )  The capacity for strike training at an OLF was calculated 
directly from certified data which was based on heavy aircraft 
operations. 

Additional Info: To consolidate strike training at NAS 
Kingsville our analysis showed that NAS Kingsville was about 
130,000 operations short. 

Strike requirement: 

336 PTR x 1511 Ops/PTR = 507,696 

Capacity at NAS Kingsville: 

Mainfield: 229,416 
OLF Orange Grove: 148,457 

Additional capacity ~equired: 

These numbers show that by using NAS Corpus Christifs main field 
as an outlying field, all strike training could be done at NAS 
Kingsville. 



Naval Air Station Meridian Com~lex 



COLUMBUS AFB, MS 
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BASE VISIT 
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COMMISSION BASE VISIT 
COLUMBUS AFB, MS 

MERIDIAN BASE VISIT 
Thursday, June 8,1995 

COMMISSIONERS ATTENDING; 
A1 Cornella (Columbus and Meridian) 
Ben Montoya (Columbus) 
Joe Robles (Columbus) 
Wendi Steele (Columbus and Meridian) 

STAFF ATTENDING; 
Merrill Beyer (Columbus) 
Mark Pross (Columbus) 
Charlie Smith (Columbus and Meridian) 
Jim Brubaker (Meridian) 

Wednesdav. June 7 

10: 1 SAM ET Jim Brubaker departs DC National en route New Orleans, LA (via Philadelphia): 

(Y USAir 67 1. 

1 :26PM CT Jim Brubaker arrives New Orleans fiom DC National (via Philadelphia). 
*Picks up rental car and drives to NAS Meridian, MS. 
Hertz: Conf.# 9274 1 C22485 

5:30PM ET Mark Pross departs San Antonio, TX en route Columbus, MS (via Memphis): 
Northwest flight 1 166. 

5:59PM ET Charlie Smith departs DC National en route Columbus AFB, MS (via Memphis): 
Northwest 5 5 5. 

6:OOPM CT Commissioners and staff depart Vance AFB, OK en route Columbus AFB, MS: 
Via MilAir. 

A1 Comella 
Ben Montoya 
Joe Robles 
Wendi Steele 
Frank Cirillo 
Memll Beyer 



7:30PM CT Commissioners and staff arrive Columbus AFB, MS fiom Vance AFB, OK: 
QV Via MilAir. 

Al Comella 
Ben Montoya 
Joe Robles 
Wendi Steele 
Frank Cirillo 
Memll Beyer 

*Met by base personnel and escorted to RON. 

8:45PM CT Charles Smith and Mark Pross anive Columbus, MS fiom DC National/ 
San Antonio, TX (via Memphis): 
Northwest flight 5642 
*Mark Pross picks up rental car and transports Charlie Smith to RON. 

9:30PM CT Charlie Smith and Mark Pross arrive RON. 

COLUMBUS RON: COLUMBUS AFB BOQ 
A1 Cornella 
Ben Montoya 
Joe Robles 
Wendi Steele 
Frank Cirillo 
Merrill Beyer 
Charlie Smith 
Mark Pross 

MERIDIAN RON: NAS MERIDIAN BOQ 
Jim Brubaker 

6:OOAM CT Joe Robles departs San Antonio, TX en route Columbus, MS: 
Corporate plane. 

7:30AM to COLUMBUS AFB, MS WORKING BREAKFAST AND BASE VISIT 
1 1 :30AM CT 

1 1 :30 PM CT Commissioners and staff depart Columbus AFB, MS en route Meridian, MS: 
MilAir (C-12 Commissioners and Jim Brubaker, C-26 Commission baggage and 
additional passengers). 

Al Comella 
Wendi Steele 
Charlie Smith 



1 1 :30PM CT Ben Montoya departs Columbus AFB, MS en route Texarkana Municipal Airport: - MilAir. 

1 1 :30PM CT Joe Robles departs Columbus, AFB, MS en route San Antonio, TX: 
Corporate plane. 

12:30PM CT Commissioners and staff arrive Meridian fiom Columbus AFB, MS. 
*Met by base personnel. 

A1 Comella 
Wendi Steele 
Charlie Smith 

12:30PM CT Ben Montoya arrives Texarkana Municipal Airport from Columbus, AFB, MS. 
MilAir . 
*Met by base personnel and taken to base visit. 

1:OOPM to NAS MERIDIAN WORKING LUNCH AND BASE VISIT. 
5:OOPM CT 

1 :00PM CT Joe Robles arrives San Antonio, TX fiom Columbus AFB, MS. 
Corporate plane. 

2:02PM CT Mark Pross and Menill Beyer depart Columbus, MS en route Atlanta, GA: 
Delta 7093. 

4: 12PM CT Mark Pross and Merrill Beyer arrive Atlanta fiom Columbus, MS. 
*Rental Car Hertz Conf.# 9283 15A72B4 

5:OOPM ET Mark Pross and Merrill Beyer arrive RON: 

5:OOPM CT Commissisoners and staff depart NAS Meridian en route Atlanta, GA: 
MilAir. 

Al Comella 
Wendi Steele 
Charlie Smith 

5:45PM CT Frank Cirillo departs Columbus, MS en route DC National (via Memphis): 
Northwest 564 1. 

7:OOPM CT Commissioners and staff arrive Atlanta, GA fiom NAS Meridian, MS: 
*Picked by Mark Pross and transported to RON. 

Al Comella 
Wendi Steele 
Charlie Smith 



r(lll Atlanta RON: The Wyndham Midtown 
125 10th Street 
404-873-4800 

A1 Cornella 
Wendi Steele 
Charlie Smith 
Merrill Beyer 
Mark Pross 

Meridian RON: NAS MERIDIAN 
Jim Brubaker 

1 1 :08PM ET Frank Cirillo arrives DC National fiom Columbus, MS (via Memphis). 

8:OOAM CT Jim Brubaker departs Meridain, MS en route New Orleans, LA: 
(via auto). 

12:OOPM CT Jim Brubaker arrives New Orleans, LA fiom Meridian, MS. 
*Jim Brubaker goes on leave. 

w - 
4:OOPM CT Jim Brubaker departs New Orleans, LA en route DC National: 

USAir 2 194. 

7:2 1 PM CT Jim Brubaker arrives DC Natioanl fiom New Orleans, LA. 





DRAFT 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

COLUMBUS AIR FORCE BASE. T E W  

INSTALLATION MISSION 

An Air Education and Training Command (AETC) base. The base is included in the 
Undergraduate Flying Training category. The major unit is the 14th Flying Training Wing, 
which provides undergraduate pilot training (UPT) and Introduction to Fighter Fundamentals in 
45 T-37B, 57 T-38A, and 21 AT-38B aircraft. The base was activated in 194 1 for pilot training. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

None. 

COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE 

The Commission added Columbus AFB for consideration for closure or realignment. 

STAFF COMMENTS 

.I The Air Force has one more Undergraduate Flying Training (UFT)--Pilot and Navigator-- 
base than necessary to support Air Force pilot training requirements consistent with the DoD 
Force Structure Plan. 
Columbus AFB ranked second overall when compared with other UFT bases (Reese AFB, 
Laughlin AFB, Randolph AFB, and Vance AFB) when evaluated on various measures of 
merit using staff-revised weighting. 

Columbus AFB ranked in the middle in such factors as weather (crosswinds and density 
altitude) and airspace availability (volume and distance to training areas). It ranked 
relatively high in encroachment, ah+ields, and maintenance facilities. It ranked relatively 
low in ground training facilities. 

Columbus AFB also ranked second overall when compared with other UFT bases (Reese 
AFB, Laughlin AFB, Randolph AFB, and Vance AFB) when evaluated on various measures 
of merit using corrected Air Force data. 

Columbus AFB ranked relatively high in such factors as encroachment, airfields, and 
maintenance facilities. It ranked in the middle in weather (crosswinds and density 
altitude). It ranked relatively low in airspace availability (volume and distance to training 
areas) and ground training facilities. 

Columbus '4FB is characterized as the best UPT base for bornbedfighter training. 
It has low-pressure altitude. 
It has a long runway. 

+e It has ready access to an air-to-ground gunnery range. 
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Its advanced students have their instrument rating. 

ryll It has mission flexibility as a former Strategic Air Command base. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS (Level) 

One-Time Costs: $ 18.2 million 
Net Costs (Savings) During Implementation: $ 86.2 million savings 
Annual Recuning Savings: $ 25.3 million 
Return on Investment Year: 1998 (1 Year) 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $327.1 million 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES 
CONTRACTORS) 

Military Civilian Students 
Baseline 913 221 152 
Reductions 3 15 3 1 (additional) 0 
Realignments 598 252 152 
Total: 9 13 22 1 152 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS 
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS) 

QI) 
Out In Net Gain (Loss) 

Recommendation 
Mili. Ci ilian Militarv v v v 

Close Laughlin AFB (1,065) (463) 0 0 (1,065) (463) 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Environmental cleanup action was initiated on several sites and investigation is on-going at 
remaining sites. 

REPRESENTATION 

Governor: Kirk Fordice 
Senators: Thad Cochran 

Trent Lott 
Representative: G.V. "Sonny" Montgomery (3) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss (1 996-200 1): 2,012 jobs (1,528 direct1484 indirect) 
Lowndes and Monroe Counties, MS, MSA Job Base: 48,953 jobs 

W v  Percentage: 4.1 percent decrease 
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Cumulative Economic Impact (1 994-200 1): 4.1 percent decrease 

MILITARY ISSUES 

$1.2 million in Military Construction Cost Avoidance at Columbus AFB listed in COBRA. 
Air Force Air Education and Training Command Capacity Analysis assumes four UPT bases 
only: 

Excludes Randolph AFB: performs no UPT, only Undergraduate Navigator Training 
(UNT) and Pilot Instructor Training (PIT). 
Excludes Sheppard AFB: performs some UPT. mainly Euro-NATO Jet Pilot Training 
(ENJJPT) . 
Excludes Hondo Municipal Airport and USAF Academy Airfields: perform Flight 
Screening only. 
Assumes Specialized UPT at each base, i.e., all three training aircraft types present (T- 1, 
T-37/JPATS, and T-38) to train pilots for Primary, Bomberpighter, and AirlifVTanker. 

Air Force UPT Capacity Analysis: 
Based analysis on meeting Air Force Pilot Training Requirements (PTR) only. 
Assumes 5-day work week to allow recovery capacity for unforeseen impacts. 
Capacity expressed in "UPT graduate equivalents." 

CAPACITY 1,228 
PTR -1.078 

150 (1 2 percent EXCESS) 
Need for Excess 

JPATS Transition 100 
Instructor Crossflow (T-37 to T-38): 3 9 

a Operations beyond 95 percent capacity will be compromised 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES 

The community stressed that the Joint Cross-Service Group on UPT and the Air Force Base 
Closure Executive Group rated Columbus AFB as the highest ranking UPT base in Criterion 
I (flying training mission). 
Columbus AFB received the highest rating on Criterion I1 (facilities and infrastructure). 
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Columbus AFB has the intiastructure to support increased pilot production as demonstrated 
by past graduation rates, without an additional expenditure on facilities. An increase in pilot 
production at Columbus AFB would reduce greatly the cost-per-graduate for the Air Force. 
Columbus AFB offers several attributes, such as excellent airspace, no crosswind problems, 
and hydrant heling system pits, which offer mission flexibility. 
Columbus AFB is the only UPT base that is well suited to support any of the five Air Force 
flying missions: primary training, fighter, bomber, tanker, or transport (airlift). 
Housing at Columbus AFB is being upgraded with $2.5 million invested in improvements 
since 1993. 
The City of Columbus responded to Columbus AFB's request to provide municipal-level 
water and sewer services. Planned completion is mid-1997. 
The studentlteacher ratio in Columbus Municipal Schools is lower than required by the State 
Department of Education. 
Graduate degrees are offered at two universities in the local area. 
Improvements at Baptist Memorial Hospital-Golden Triangle are set to begin June 1, 1995, 
and will involve a $44 million renovation/expansion. 
The community questions the "Icing in Area Days" figures used during the Adds Hearings in 
UPT Staff Analysis 11. They believe icing data has been doubly counted. The community 
suggests the correct figure should be 42 days--and not the 144 days used in StaEAnalysis 11. 
The real issue concerning weather should be "sorties canceled or rescheduled" as a result of 
weather. (Icing, ceiling, and visibility are included in this category of the base questionnaire 
and thus doubly counted by receiving far more weighted value than deserved.) 

"IIY 
ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

Since the Air Force configures each of its UPT bases nearly the same, the Joint Cross-Service 
Group on UPT analysis could be suspect, since it showed the functional value of Reese AFB 
substantially inferior to the other bases. 

Mark A. ProsdAir Force TedJune  1,1995 
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UNDERGRADUATE FLYING TRAINING 
OVERVIEW: The Undergraduate Flying Training category consists of bases which provide an extensive, specialized ground and flight training for Air 
Force pilots and navigators. Bases in this category are: 

Columbus AFB, Mississippi Laughlin AFB, Texas Randolph AFB, Texas 
Reese AFB, Texas Vance AEB, Oklahoma 

ATI'RIBUTES: Important attributes of undergraduate flying training bases: 
- Adequate Flight Training Areas 

, _ Adequate runways (Length and Number) 

- Minimal weather-associated flight cancellations 
- Ground Training Facilities 

' SPECIAL ANALYSIS METHOD: Although the Undergraduate Flying Training subcategory analysis reflected the same method for Criteria I1 - VIII as 
the overall Air Force process, a tailored Criterion I analysis was developed for this subcategory. This tailored approach was necessary because of the DoD 
establishment of an Undergraduate Pilot Training Joint Cross Service Group (JCSG-UPT) to take advantage of available cross-service asset sharing 
opportunities. As chartered by OSD, the JCSGs were to develop guidelines, standards, assumptions, measures of merit, data elelnents and milestone 
schedules for DoD Component conduct of cross-service analyses of common support functions. In addition, the JCSGs were to develop closure or 
realignment alternatives and numerical excess capacity reduction targets. 

As a result of this effort, and seeking to integrate the cross-service analysis into the Air Force process to the maximum extent possible, the Air 
Force decided to forego evaluation of the Undergraduate Flying Training activities for Criterion I grading. In addition to the data collected via the Air 
Force Questionnaire, the Air Force collected data on behalf of and under the direction of the JCSG-UPT relating to the functional capabilities of 
Undergraduate Flying Training activities. The Air Force decided to use the analytical results of the JCSG-UPT to measure the relative ability of the 
Undergraduate Flying Training activities to accomplish these functions. 

The JCSG-UPT provided its calculations of the functional value of the Undergraduate Flying Training bases to the Air Force by function. Each 
base evaluated by the JCSG-UPT was given a rating from 1 to 10 in up to fifteen functional areas (e.g., Flight Screening, Primary Pilot, AirliftJTanker, 
Intermediate & Advanced Strike, BombertFighter, and Helicopter). Bases were not rated for a function if they did not participate in that training, such as 
Helicopter training, or if they failed to meet certain core requirements, such as proximity to open water. 

To incorporate the functional values into a product useful in the Air Force analysis system, the Air Force discarded some functions as inappropriate 
for an Air Force-only analysis. After discarding these functions, scores remained for Primary Pilot, AirliftITanker, MaritimelE2C2, BomberIFighter, 
Primaryllntermediate NavigatorINFO, Panel Navigation, and Flight Screening. In addition, two bases received grades for the WSO Strike function. The 
sum of the values for all functions were then divided by the number of applicable functions, providing an average value. These values were then assigned 
color grades using the standard deviation scoring method. This color grade sewed as the Criterion I grade for the analysis. 

I UNCLASSIFIED I 
Appendix 11 1 





FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

USAF BASE FACT SHEET 
COLUMBUS AIR FORCE BASE, MISSISSIPPI 

MAJCOM/LOCATION/STZE: AETC base ten miles north-northwest of Columbus 
with 4,935 acres 

MAJOR UNTTIFORCE STRUCTURE: 

14th Flying Training Wig  
- Provides undergraduate pilot and basic fighter training 
- 45 T-37B, 57 T-38A, and 21 AT-38B 

USAF MANPOWER AUTHORIZATIONS: (As of FY 9512) 

M I L I T A R Y - A m  
CNILIAN 
TOTAL 

ANNOUNCED ACTIONS: None 

3 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM ($000): 

w 
FISCAL YEAR 94: 
Upgrade Airfield Lighting 2,900 

F'ISCAL YEAR 95: 
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters (Congress Insert) 10,000 
T-1A Maintenance Support Facility (Congress Insert) 
TOTAL 

3.200 
13,200 

SIGNIFICANT INSTALLATION ISSUESIPROBLEMS: None 

Basing Manager Maj Wall1XOOBI75967 
Editor: Ms Wright/XOOB/46675/16 Feb 95 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 





DRAFT 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGMMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

NAVAL AIR STATION MERIDIAN. MISSISSIPPI 

INSTALLATION BIISSION 

To provide facilities and services in support of aviation activities of the Naval Air Training 
Command and other activities as directed. Intermediate and advanced strike training conducted 
('jet carrier aircraft). 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

Close Naval Air Station WAS), Meridian, Mississippi. Relocate undergraduate strike pilot 
training to NAS Kingsville. 
Naval Technical Training Center (NTTC) to close and its training functions relocated to other 
activities, primarily the Navy Supply Corps School, Athens, Georgia and Naval Education 
and Training Center, Newport, Rhode Island. 
Retain the Regional Counterdrug Training Academy on site. 

(I DOD JUSTIFICATION 

The current Force Structure Plan shows a continuing decline in the Pilot Training Rate (PTR) 
so that Navy strike training could be handled by a single full-strike training base. 
The consolidation of strike training that follows the closure of NAS Meridian is in the spirit 
of the policy of the Secretary of Defense that functional pilot training be consolidated. 
The Undergraduate Pilot Training Joint Cross-Service Group included the closure of NAS 
Meridian in each of its closure/realignment alternatives. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

The return on investment data below applies to the closure of NAS Meridian, NTTC Meridian, 
the realignment of NAS Corpus Christi to an NAF, and the NAS Alameda redirect. 

One-Time Cost: $83.4 million 
Net Savings During Implementation: $158.8 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $33.4 million 
Break-Even Year: Immediate 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $47 1.2 million 

DRAFT 



MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES 

w CONTRACTORS) 

Militarv Civilian Students 
Baseline 768 265 866 

Reductions 388 220 0 
Realignments 686 170 1282 
Total 1074 390 1282 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS 
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS) 

Out In Net Gain (Loss) 
Militarv Clvlllan 

1643 947 0 0 (1643) (947) 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

No significant environmental problems. 

w REPRESENTATION 

Governor: Kirk Fordice 
Senators: Thad Cochran 

Trent Lott 
Representative: G.V. "Sonny" Montgomery 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 3324 jobs (258 1 direct and 743 indirect) 
Lauderdale Co., MS MSA Job Base: 41,583 jobs 
Percentage: 8.0% percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (1 996-2001): 8.0% percent decrease 

MILITARY ISSUES 

The Navy reluctantly recommended NAS Meridian for closure. 
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES 

'II' 
Navy may have miscalculated their capacity analysis including flight operations per Pilot 
Training Rate (F'TR). 
Safety concerns around single site PTR specifically at an airfield near 100% capacity yet 
trying to train student naval aviators. 
Navy out year PTR and joint recommendations or lack thereof. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

On 10 May 1995 the Navy officially increased their Pilot and Naval Flight Officer training 
rates to support fleet, Joint USNIUSAF, USCG, FMS, and NOAA requirements, (CNO ltr. 
N889J6 dtd 10 May 1995). Specifically the Intennediate/Advanced Strike PTR increased 
fiom a PTR of 336 in FY-97 to a PTR of 360 in FY-98. 

James R. Brubaker/Navy/05/30/95 1 1 :24 AM 
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Naval Air Station. North Island, CA 
Naval Station, San Diego, CA 
Submarine Base, San Diego, CA 
Submarine Base, New London, CT 
Submarine Base, Kings Bay, GA 

(r) Naval Activities, Guam 
Naval Station, Pearl Harbor, HI 
Submarine Base, Pearl Harbor, HI 
Naval Station. Pascagoula, MS 
Naval Station. Roosevelt Roads. PR 
Naval Station, Ingleside, TX 
Amphibious Base, Little Creek, VA 
Naval Station, Norfolk. VA 
Submarine Base, Bangor. WA 
Naval Station, Everett, WA 

Marine Corps Base, Hawaii, Kaneohe, HI 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune, NC 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton, CA 

(c) Naval Air Facility, Adak, AK 
Marine Corps Air Station, Yuma, AZ 

(rd)Naval Air Station, Alameda. CA 
Marine Corps Air Station, Camp Pendleton, CA 
Naval Air Facility, El Centro, CA 

(rd)Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, CA 
Naval Air Station. Lemoore, CA 
NavalIMarine Corps Air Station, Miramar, San Diego, CA 
Naval Air Station, North Island, San Diego, CA 

(rd)Marine Corps Air Station, Tustin, CA 
(rd)Naval Air Station, Cecll Field, FL 

Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, FL 
(c) Naval Air Station, Key West, FL 

Naval Station. Maypon, FL 
(rd)Naval Air Station. Agana, GU 
(rd)Naval Air Station. Barbers Point, HI 

Marine Corps Base Hawaii, Kaneohe. Hi 
Naval Air Station, Brunswick, ME 
Naval Air Station. Fallon, NV 
Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, NC 
Marine Corps Air Station, New River, Jacksonville, NC 
Naval Station, Rooscvelt Roads. PR 
Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort, SC 

Naval Air Station, Norfolk. VA 
Naval Air Station, Oceaoa, Virginia Beach, VA 
Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island, Oak Harbor. WA 

(a) Naval Air Station. Atlanta. GA 
Naval Air Station, New Orleans, LA 

(c) Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, MA 
(rd)Naval Air Facility, Detroit, MI 

Naval Air Station, Willow Grove, PA 
Naval Air Station, Fort Worth, TX 
Naval Air Facility, Waslungton, DC 

Marine Corps Recruit Depot, San Diego, CA 
Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, IL 
Marine Corps Recruit Depot, Parris Islami, SC 
Naval Amphibious School Pacific, Coronado, CA 
Fleet Anti-Submarine Warfare Training Center Pacific. San 
Diego, CA 
Fleet Combat Training Center Pacific, San Diego. CA 
Fleet Training Center, San Diego. CA 

286 Naval and Marine Corps Reserve CenterslCommands 
(c) Naval Reserve Center, Huntsville, AL 
(c) Naval Reserve Center, Pomona, CA 
(c) Naval Reserve Center, Santa AM, CA 
(c) Naval Reserve Center, Stockton. CA 
(c) Naval Reserve Center, Cadidlac, MI 
(c) Naval Reserve Center, Staten Island, NY 
(c) Naval Reserve Center, Laredo, TX 
(c) Naval Reserve Center, Sheboygan, W1 
(c) Naval Air Reserve Center, Olathe, KS 
(c) Region Seven, Naval Reserve Readiness Command 

Charleston, SC 
(c) Region Ten, Naval Reserve Readiness Command 

New Orleans, LA 

(rd)Naval Training Center, San Diego, CA 
Fleet Training Center, Mayport, FL 

(rd)Navy Nuclear Power Propulsion Training Center, Orlado, 
FL 

(rd)Naval Training Center, Orlando, FL 
Trident T r a m  Facility, Kings Bay. GA 
Fleet Mine Warfare Training Center, Charleston. SC 
Naval Amphibious School Atlantic, Little Creek, VA 
Fleet Anti-Submarine Warfare Training Center Atlantic. 
Norfolk, VA 
Fleet Training Center. Norfolk, VA 
Fleet Combat Training Center Atlantic, Virginia Beach, VA 
Trident Training Facility, Bangor, WA 
Naval Amphibious Base, Coronado. CA 
Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center. Twentynine Palms. 

C A 
Naval Submarine School, New London, CT 
Naval Techca l  Training Center, Corry Station, FL 
Naval Supply Corps School, Athens, GA 

(c) Naval Techmcal Training Center, Meridian, MS 
Naval Education and Training Center, Newport, RI 
Surface Warfare Officers School Commad, Newport, RI 
Naval Air Technical Training Center, Millington, TN 
AEGIS Training Center, Dahlgren, VA 
Marine Corps Combat Development Command, Quantico, VA 
Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey. CA 
United States Naval Academy, Annapolis, MD 
Naval War College, Newport, RI 

9 
Naval Aviation Depot, North Island, CA 
Naval Aviation Depot, Jacksonville, FL 

(rd)Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, FL 
Naval Aviation Depot, Cherry Point, NC 

1 - 
Naval Air Station. Whiting Field, Milton. FL 
Naval Air Station, Pensacola, FL 

(ce)Naval Air Station, Meridian. MS 
(r) Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, TX 

Naval Air Station, Ktngsville, TX 
.b (=)Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, CA 

(ce)Ship Repair Facility, Guam 
Naval Shipyard. Pearl Harbor. HI 

(a) Naval Shipyard, Portsmoutl~, ME 
(rd)Naval Shipyard. Philadelphia, PA 

Naval Shipyard, Norfolk. VA 
Naval Shipyard, Puget Sound, Bremerton, WA 

(c) Clas~~re candidate (ce) Closure-except candidate 
(r) Realignment candidate (rd) Redirect candidate 
(a) Commission addition for further co~~sideration 





NAVAL AIR STATION MERIDIAN, MISSISSIPPI 
(McCAIN FIELD) 

INSTALLATION REVIEW 

Mission: 

To maintain and operate facilities and to provide services and material to support operations 
of aviation activities and units of the Naval Air Training Command and other activities and 
units designated by the CNO. Designed specifically for jet pilot training, contains two 
staggered 8000 foot runways and one 6400 foot crosswind runway. Includes NOLF Joe 
Williams Field, 19 miles northwest of NAS Meridian which is also 8000 feet long and 
SEARAY air-to-ground target complex 3 1 miles to the north. Under an Interservice Support 
Agreement (ISSA), CTW-1 and 14th FTW Columbus AFB jointly use OLF GUNSHY 
located 20 miles northeast. 

Where: 

14 miles northeast of the city of Meridian (population 50,000) on Highway 39N. Meridian, 
MS is 165 miles southeast of Memphis, TN, and 125 Miles north of Mobile, AL. 

Major Units: 
rilll 

a Training Air Wing 1 (CTW- 1); Training Squadrons 7 and 19 and 23 (VT-7, VT- 19, VT-23); 
Naval Technical Training Center (NTTC); Marine Aviation Training Support Group 
(MATSG); and Regional Counterdrug Training Academy. 

CTW-1: Immediate superior in command to the Commanding Officer of the naval air 
station, training squadrons, and other facilities as may be placed under his 
cognizance. Administers, coordinates, and supervises flight and academic training and 
support conducted by three subordinate squadrons as directed by the Chief of Naval 
Air Training. 
VT-7: Advanced Strike Training flying the TA-4J Skyhawk ( 74 aircraft). 
VT- 1 9NT-23 Intermediate Strike Training flying the T-2C Buckeye. ( 83 aircraft). 
NTTC: Navy's primary training facility for enlisted administrative and supply class 
"A" schools, which are for personnel enroute to their first command after completing 
recruit training. Advanced schools include Yeoman "C" Flagwriter and Religious 
Program Specialist. 

MATSG: Provides all similar Marine Corps training in supply, administrative, and 
related ratings. 



Environmental/Encroachment Issues: 

u 
Meridian has no major environmental issues. Evaluated sites have not been listed on the 
National Priorities List. There are no existing or anticipated encroachment issues. There are 
existing AICUZ ordnance's in place at both the main installation and the Navy owned 
outlying field. 

Population: 

1,800 active duty; 1,200 family members; 1,400 civilians, which include both DON 
employees and civilian contract aircraft maintenance employees. 

Housing: 

144 officer family units; 376 enlisted family units; 121 BOQ spaces; 2056 BEQ spaces. 

Temporary Lodging: 

6 distinguished visitor units; 49 visiting officer units; 34 visiting enlisted units; 28 temporary 
lodging facilities. 

Commissary/Exchange Mall Complex: 

;1411 
Contains separate Navy Exchange Retail Store, Commissary. LaundryDry Cleaners, 
Uniform Store, Banking Facility, Barbermeauty Shop. McDonald's Restaurant, Movie 
Theater and Bowling Alley. 

Schools: 

In Meridian and Lauderdale County school districts. Enrollment currently below capacity. 
Five institutions of higher learning. Undergraduate and Graduate courses are available on- 
site and in the local community. 

Health Care: 

Clinic only. Closest naval hospital is Pensacola Naval Hospital (1 50 air miles). The 
community of Meridian serves as a regional medical hub for eastern Mississippi and western 
Alabama. There are 3 major hospitals located in the City of Meridian. 

Community Support: 

NAS Meridian is Lauderdale County's largest employer. 
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- MISSISSIPPI 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Personnel/Expenditures 1 T o t a l  I Amy 

!. Personnel - i o t a 1  51,283 
Ac:ive Duty H i l i t a r y  12,648 
C i v i l i a n  10,881 
Reserve & National  Guard 27,754 

. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
IS. Expenditures - Tota l  $3,101,375 

( A .  Pay lo l l  h t l a y s  - Tota l  1 1,246,254 1 
Active Duty H i l i t a r y  Pay 
C i v i l i a n  Pay 
Reserve & National  Guard Pay 
Retired n i l i t a r y  Pay 

B. Pr ine  Cont rac t s  Over $25,000 
Toral  

Supply and Equipment Contracts  
RUT&€ Contracts  
Serv ice  Cont rac t s  
Construct ion Contracts  
C i v i l  Function Contracts  

Navy Orher 
h Air  Force Defense 

Harine Corps Activities 

i. L i ~ O N  Ih'DVcRIES INC 
2. RnST2Ern COl5?kR' 
3. TRIWIN ISDJSTKIES ItJP 
5 .  G P ~ E R A L  nmofis CORPORATION 
5. SARR-Z7 REFINING CORPOF&TIOS 

I I I I I 

ExpenCitures Hilit&-y and C i v i l i a n  P e r s o r m l  

- 
rr, 

I ioia: of Above I I l . i ? 4 , 7 1 6  1 ( 81 7; o: - - - - -  . Y L a ~  w a r d s  C . . J S ~  525.0001 I 
I I 

91,189,519 
156,686 
80,281 
39,870 
38,358 

I I I I 1 
Prepared by: Washington H e a l w a r t e r s  Serv ices  

Direcrorare for  ! nforma~ion  
Operations ant Reports 

n a j o r  Locations Na jor  Locations 
of Expenditures 

-~Bcagcula 
Bi lox i  
Gulfport  
Madison 
Vicksburg 
Her i d i a n  
ColUi?b~s AfB 

Amphitiiws Assault  Sh ips  
Halnc 6 Repair cC E q / H ~ s c e l l . i m u s  Equipne 
Special  Serv:ce Vessels 
Torpedo I nerr  Csmpcr~ents 
LiqulC ?rcprllan:s 6, f.,e!, Fcrroieum Ease 

$744,485 
95.798 
79,130 
3Ei, 870 
36. A85 

Tota l  

$1,324,136 
343,905 
240,798 
151,778 
150,496 
101,447 
86,032 

Say S t .  Louis 

I 76,289 
Jackson 53,452 
Terza 52,434 

Payro l l  
Outlays 

$106,549 
290,841 
146,103 

1,865 
121,921 
87,602 
46,804 
74,864 
38,402 

0 

Pr ine  
Cont rac t s  

S1,217,587 
53,064 
94,695 

149,913 
28,575 
13,845 
39,228 

Prime Contracts Over 525,000 
( P r i o r  Three Years) 

F i s c a l  Year 1993 
F i s c a l  Year 1992 
F i s c a l  Year 1991 

1 ,425  
15:050 
42,434 

of Personnel 

-----------------------.-------------------------------------.,-------------------------------------.-----------.------------ 
Keesler AFB 
Vicksburg 
Meridian 
Columbus AFS 
Gulfport  
Bay S t .  Louis 
Pascagoula 

Tota l  

$1,575,387 
2,566,969 
1,792,342 

Jackson 
Flowood 
Biloxi  

TO$I Five Conrractors  Receiving t h e  Largest  
Dollar Volume of Pr ine  Contract  Awards 

i n  t h i s  S t a t e  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .  

Tota l  

9,862 
3,065 
2,352 
1,795 
1,600 
1,399 
1,007 

Amy 

----------------------------------------------------------.-------------------------------------------------.---------------- 
$254, 365 
295,262 
247,054 

415 
356 
303 

Tota l  
 mount 

Active Duty 
H i l i t a r y  

7,466 
69 

1,690 
1,377 

839 
84 

396 

Navy 
6 

Narine Corps 

C1,000,151 
2,062,956 
1,304,972 

C i v i l i a n  

2,206 
2,996 

55.2 
4 18 
761 

1,315 
611 

181 
0 

268 

n a j o r  Area of Uork 

2 3  
356 

35 

A i r  Force 

$116,783 
103,875 
108,981 

WC ar Serv ice  Code Descript ion 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _ _ - ^ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _  

Other 
Defense 

A c t i v i t i e s  

$204, OBE 
104,85E 
131,335 

Anount 



-- ----- - - i - - ---- 

CLOSURE HISTORY - INSTALLATIONS IN MISSISSIPPI 
Q 

-- -- -- -- - - 
SVC INSrALLA'I ION NAME ACTION YEAR ACTION SOURCE ACTION STATUS ACTION SUMMARY ACTION DETAIL 

-- - - - - -- - - --- --- - -  - -- 
pp 

-- 
A 

GULFPORTIBILOXI MAP AGS 

KEESLERAFB 

KEY FIEl.1) AGS 

N 

NAS MERIDIAN 

PRESS COMPLETE LAYAWAY 1990 PRESS: 
Layaway; completed FY 92. 

88/91 REFBRACDBCRC ONGOING REALGNUP 1988 DEFBRAC: 
Directed realigning 22 courses (including avionics 
and weather equipment maintenance, weather- 
satellite system , and photo-interpretation training) 
from Closing Chanute AFB, IL to Kcesler AFB. 
Other courses to Sheppard (52), Goodfellow (25), 
and Lowry (45)  AFBs. (See 1991 DBCRC). 

MISSISSIPPI ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT 90 

AF 

ALLEN C TIiOMPSON FIELD AGS 

COLUMBUS AFB 

DBCRC CANCELLED CLOSE 

1991 DBCRC: 
Directed all technical training from Closing Lowry 
AFB, CO be redistributed to the remaining technical 
training centers or relocated to other locations. 

1993 DBCRC: 
Rejected OSD's recommendation to close NAS 
Meridian and relocate the advanced strike training to 
NAS Kingbville, TX. 

NAV CONSTRUCTION BN CENTER, GULFPORT 

NAVAL OCEANOGRAPHIC OFFICE 

NAVAL STATION PASCAGOULA 

NAVAL TECf INlCAL TRAINING CENTER MERlDIA 




