
Inquiry Response 

Requester: Mr, K t n  Small (DKAC Commission) 

Our reading of VoI V of the OSD Report to the Defense Bast: C'losure and Realignment 
Cammission is: 

On tFnc MCI for thc Airlift mission, Fort Wayne LAP AGS scored 42.32 and rariked 91: 
Gen. Mitchetl AGS scored 4 1.96 ranked 95; and Gen. X4itchell , U S  scored 33.77 md 
d e d  i 30. 
On the MC1 for the Fight t~ mission, the scores and rankings frlr these ehrcr: irastaIlatiorls 
were more closely aligned. Gen. Mirchell ARS scored 24.5 and ranked 120: Foit CV~>m;l$t 
scored 34.40 and ranked 13th and Gem bItiitebell AGS scored 33.55 and ranked I35. 

1.) Please explain what differentiated these three installations, pcutieutarly Gem Mikchcfl 
AGS and , U S .  @s.e11 that they use the same runway, airspace, ;md rmge, 

2.) Also. DoD i s  recommending that Fort Waync gain aircrafl from two higher r m k d  
installations. According to the report (Vol I. Part 2 of 2, Air Farce - 20'1, this action w s  
j u s t i f i d  given Fort Wayie-s recruiting record. Please explain whether Gen. klitchef;l 
IZRS's recntiti~~g word \vas also cotlsidermf tn your sccnant, mafyscs and provtde the 
recrui ting'rrton~ion stat isaics for rack unit in t fkc latest c~~umsrated perid. 

3.) Onginally [as of March X O S ) ,  Gcn. Mitchell iaRS w;~?; not cons ided  ibr closure or 
realignment. Plcae dcseribe whdt transpired to change this. Maat was the "Yil\'al 
eorrectiort" referred to in the April 19,2005 RCEG minmes'? 

Answer 1: 

The primary differentiating feature betwen Ge~l Mitchell ARS and Gcnerral Mitcheil 
AGS are; the respective irircm-dft parking aprons. The data reported by the units shows the 
parking apron of General Mitchrl8 AGS includes an in-gotmd hydmhr reheling system 
and the rapson at General Mitchell . M S  does not. When the marks  of rhc Airlift MCI arc 
appfid, this has is ilignillcant effect. Also. the data ir~dicarie that the apron at Gcneral 
Mitchcll , G S  has a higher ~ e i g h l - b e ~ n g  capacity than the apron 'rtt Guncrij Mitchell 
M S .  Hob~eker. thr: weigix-beariny uagacily di&rencc did not affect xllc MCI scare 
beca~isc; at both instalfations the repopted aprm square yardage was below the thr~shold 
to earn credit for apron within the airlifl %lCI mdrics. 
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Forl Wayne ns currently a fighter base. Therefore, there arc many areas where scores are 
different between Frm bfa4mc and thc two Gcncral Mitchell installacions clue ro the 
current configuration of the installation for its current mission. Eroir instance, Fort WZJW 
scor@s I n a w  in "-4bility to support large scale mobility deployment'' md "Fucl 
dispensing me'' but scores higher in "Cost of operafio~trals/k~mpo~vcr'' md "Cen-Iacational 
factors" (due to proximity to Inw-level routes and droplanding zones). Differcntiaaion 
between Fort Wayne and the mher &so instdlatiuns OCC~IT$ S ~ S S  the specrrum of critcrk 
and attributes within the airlift hlCT. 

Answer 2: 

Answer 3: 

Approved 
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Inquiry Response 

He: til-0199. CT-063 1. Verify Data 011 Mitchell FleId COBRA Run 

Requester: Mr. Ken Small (BRAC Commission Staff) 

Question: 

Includcd in the payback section of the recommendation to close Gcnewl Mitchell Air 
Reserve Station (p. AF-52 & AF-33 in Vol. 1 part 2 of 2') IS the following statement: "The 
net (if all costs and savings to the Uepar-tn~enr during the ~mplementation period IS a 
savings a f  $14 nxllion." Ifowever. the COBRA data shows this %mount to be a cost. 
Please vcn 6 .  

Answer: 

.A revieu of the COBRA output for General Mitchell ARS ~ndicntes a net irnplementation 
cost of $13 Mllictn. The word "savings" in  the report text is In error. The remainder of 
the General iMltchell ARS payback informmon in ihc report was checked against the 
COBRA output and 1s con-ecr. 

Chief, Base Realignment and Closure Divisiorz 
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1 6  Aug 2005 

Inquiry Response 

Re: BI-0204 (CT-0837) 

Requester: Ken Small, Air Force Team Leader, BRAC Comntission R&A 

Background: Thank you for your response to subject Tasker g0837C. In your response 
you stated that "Scenario S3 19 proposed moving only 4 PAA to General Mitchell ARS 
with the other 4 PAA recommended to move to Little Rock AFB. Therefore the end state 
at General Mitchell as proposed in S319 would be a total of I2PAA. No MilCon would 
be required to bed down 12 PAA at General ,Mitchell since 12 aircraft had been 
previously assigned there prior to recent force structure reductions." 

However, a re-review of the BCEG ntinutes, scenario S3 19. shows that the candidate 
recommendation reads, "Close Mansfield Lahm Municipal Airport AGS. The 179th 
Airlift Wing (AKG) will inactivate. The wing's C-130H aircraft will be distributed to the 
430th Airlift Wing (AFRC) General Mitchell ARS, Wisconsin ( 8 PAA) and 3 13th Airlift 
Wing, Little Rock AFB (4 PAA)." 

Question: Please Clarify. 

Answer: Our original answer in BI-0204 was correct; the BCEG minutes were in error. 
AAer reviewing the briefing slides and historical spider cham, Mansfield Lahm 
,Municipal Airport has only %PAA C-130H aircraft and as our answer stated, four aircraft 
were to be moved to General Mitchell, and four wcre to be moved to Little Rock. 

DAVID L. J ~ H A N S E N ,  Lt Col, USAF 
Chief. Base Realignment and Closure Division 
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17 Aug 2005 

1nGiry Response 

Re: BI-0244 (CT-0945) 

Requester: Ken Small, Air Force Team Leader. BRAC Commission R&A 

Question: The Wisconsin delegation and community representatives assert that $1.138 
million annual savings for General Mitchell -4RS' depot maintenance were not factored 
into DoD's analysis. Please comment. 

Answer: Many units do in fact perform intermediate maintenance and save depot costs. 
While noteworthy, these savings were not factored into the AF BRAC military value 
analysis since i t  specifically limited itself to analyzing an installation's facilities and 
infrastructure. 

Approved 

=Sw - 
DAVID L. JOHANSEN, Lt Col, USAF 
Chief, Base Realignment and Closure Division 
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Question 5: The rcconin~cndarion to close Cen.  \litchell .ARS r r ~ n s k r s  all muipo\vcr to 
Pope;Fr. Bragy. The sonccni IS that this closurc \vill ha\'c a negarivc impact on recmiring 
and retention givai  thdl the .Vilwaukec Ch~cago  area \\ill no longer have an .AFR 
srrarcglc presence. 2foreo\ cr. i r  is csrinialed lliar SO perccnr \\ill not m o \ e  to Nonh 
Carolina n d  as d rcsulr rrainlng costs \ \ i l l  tncruasc \\.hilt opcrar~onal rcadincss will 
dccrcasc. Please comment. 

.Ans\vcr 5: Reducr~otls in force stmcrurc and commensurare consoltdarion oithe C-  130 
flcct into cll'csri\ely s i z d  u n m  inc\,irablp resulrs in a smaller numhrr ofinsralla~ions rhar 
\ttll h a \ c  rcscmc component C-130s ass~gncd. The intent o i rhe  Air Forcc is to locarc 
Corce struciure in a n a )  that enhances rniss~on effecri\cness. For rcserve componcnr iorce 
srrucrurc, r h ~ s  does nlcan placmg iorcc strucrurc dr locdrlons rhar includc rccru~tahle 
populartons. Ho \vc~cr ,  this does nor mean ihar rescne componcnr units \\ 111 he retained 
in c \ w y  popular~on center. The Air Forcc \%111 conrinue to iapiralirt. on ihr recruitable 
population in rhc \ tctnlty oiC;encrdl Lfirchell by rcraining. and groutng the s i c  o i rhc  
Air National Guard KC-] 35 unit at Gencnl  .Milchcll ACS. Wc crpccr that some o i r h c  
personnel z s igncd  ro Gcncral Mnchell ARS u ~ l l  c l x r  ro conrinuc thclr rn~llrary 
difil~arton by jo~nirig units of the Air haiional Guard dr Gcncral \l~rcheil AGS. 

i h i r i ,  Base Rcaltgnnicn~ and Closure W ~ s t o n  

.Artachmcnr: 
Inipacr oiQuesrion 1235 Dara Entry Errors 

Impact of Question 1135 Data Entry Errors 

Issue: A data entry error in Qucstton 1 3 5  msultcd In inaccurate VlC1 scores for thrcc 
insrallationi: Gcncral Llltchcll ARS. \Yiscons~n. Easrem \Vest Llrginta Regional .4irpon 
1EU'L'RA) Shcphcd  ACS. \Vest V i r g ~ n i ; ~  and \lcConnrll AFB. Kansas. S I X  othcr installations 
had similar errors, hul a rcrun of data sl-.owcd no change In MC1 scores. 

Background:  A qucstion rece~vcd nskcd \ \hy rhc .\idit1 \liss!on Cnmp;rrih~ltly Index (\ICI) 
i-unuay scores Tor General Mirchel! AKS and General \lirchell A G S  \\ere different. .A 
comprchensne rcvien ofrhe data re\ calcd htdden spaces in rhc rcsponss f~clds that preceded 
unit-cnrcrcd data for "rurnv* ~deniifier" In the rssponse to question 1235. Insrallanon 
Pa\ crncnls. This prc\enrrd the \\'IDGET .Analysis Tool irom pro\ ~ d l n g  appropriate cred~r to 
Gcncrdl Mitchell ARS for rwwayi  (\ICls. Atrliti. SOF'CSAR, and 11AV1VC4S) A r w w c  o i  
all data pro\ ldcd b! all ~nsr~l lat lons sho\\c.d LITOW a t k r i n g  LlCl SiDrCJ for l n o  addlttollal 
~nstallartons: EWVfW Shcphsrd .\GS (\tCls: Atrlift. SOF'CS.AR), and .McConilcll AFB (LlCls. 
Arlili.  C'IISR. Tanher). 

Thls d m  cnlry error occumd ~i the input source, rllc tnstallation. and \r as most Iikcly a copy 
error iron1 an cxisrinx database lnro the neb-based \\'LDGET question response T l ~ e  spaces 
wcrc rlor visible in t!ic responsts during the ceni!icdtion process. so rhc error \ \as  netrher 
dcrccrcd nor corrccrcd. 

Cor rec l i \ e  A ~ l i ~ n :  It1stalla:lon rull\\d! ~dcn~i l i e r s  for nlne inslaliauons \vcre comec:cd to 
rcmo\e spaces preceding runua! idcntiliers. The Analysis Tool was then rcrun. A revle\v o f  
MCI scores indicaled no sign~ficu:r all'xt on Alr Force rccommcndarions. E\\'VRA Shcpherd 
and McCwtnell 4FB rctaln or $ r w  t!!w missions, as d o c u m e ~ n i  in "Dcpartmcn! o f  thc Air 
Forcc .Analysis and Recomrucndarions. BRAC X05. Volume V " 0111> Gencral V~tche l l  ARS 
closcs. and the rccomtncnd.i;ion remilins unaffccrcd ancr  considcring rhc nc\v incormation. 

Impac t  of Data Correction on General  Mtche l l  hRS Recommendation: 

The BCEG placed smyle missions s t  sii:gls locar~ons. Though both Gcncral Li~rchell AGS 
(KC-135s) and Ccncral \ l~tchcl l  ARS (C-1305) :uc !\vo disrlnct instailations, :hey share a 
common runway and airfield oprrariny en\ imtmcnr hi) onc rnlaslon I S  rccommcndcd to 
renuln a1 General l ! rchel l  I-ZP. \!)la aukcc. \\':sconsin: thc .4NG KC-I35 m~ssion.  

Funher ~.c\ ic \ \  o f \ l C I  data con l ims  Grn  Mtrcheil G S  (KC-135s) is the morc desirable 
instali~rron due lo p a r e l -  r m p  space n i ~ h  a sl!g:nificanlly Dotter PCN (neigh1 bedring capaclt)) 
and in-yroui~d rcfucllny poinrs. .Addirionally, C m  !ditchcll ARS (C-130s) rslliaitts one oCthc 
two I o n w  scoring R e s m c  a1rI1R mmion  locarions The  orher. Niagara Falls .ARS, Se \ \  York. 
is also rccornmended ior closure. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
AIR FORCE RESERVES 

GENERAL MITCHELL IAP-ARS 

16 Aug 2005 

MEMORANDUM FOR: Maj. R. Stoeckmann 
FROM: MSgt Todd A. Ramseyl440MXS/MXMC 
SUBJECT: Depot Level Repair (DLR) Assets 

Major Stoeckmann, 

Our source for repairloverhaul authorization is determined by Source, Maintenance, and 
Recoverability (SMR) codes as defined in Air Force Technical Order 00-25-195. A 6 letter code 
is assigned to each aircraft part. Our aircraft specific SMR tables are found in Air Force 
Technical Order 1 C- 130H-4-00- 1. 

Attachment 2 of this document is a copy of the SMR code definition from the 1C-130H-4-00-1. 
Paragraph 1-21 states that "installations that have implemented two level maintenance concepts 
and retained the proper test equipment, trained personnel and current technical data may perform 
limited intermediate level maintenance". 

In the past, our source for base level repair restrictions was the Air Force Technical Order 1C- 
130A-6, section IV. When requests for base level repair restriction changes were submitted and 
subsequently approved, the changes were listed in this Technical Order in plain text, exactly 
what the restrictions were by specific part number. This method has been replaced by the use of 
SMR codes and the statement I mentioned in my second paragraph. 

This change facilitates repair authorization in the same manner as the 1C-130A-6, although it 
requires the unit to retain records in some cases, of approval for specific components being 
repaired. I have included in this package several submitted requests which were approved. 

The SMR coding serves a twofold purpose in our case. At home station where we retain the 
equipment, training and technical data for individual components it allows us to best serve by 
repairing components locally. When we are deployed to a location where we do not have the 
repair capability, it authorizes us to return the item to depot for repair. 

In the best interest of the Air Force, our unit procures authorization, technical data, trains 
personnel and makes every effort to reduce operating costs by the safe repair of authorized 
aircraft components. 
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TODD A. RAMSEY, MSgt, USAFR 

QlV Aircraft Accessories Systems Flight 
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