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Dear Sir; 

I am an AF civilian employee at OSSG in Montgomery AL, one of three current 
software sustainment and modernization activities for Air Force combat support business 
systems that are slated to be moved to Hanscom AFB under subject recommendation. 
Thank you for soliciting comments from affected locations on your public 
www.BR4C.gov website. 

Use of the COBRA methodology and data to support analysis of BRAC realignment 
recommendations does not, in my view, comply with legal and regulatory requirements 
to assess the operational risk and to manage the risk associated with major government 
actions as required by OMB Circular A-94, para. 9. This paragraph requires that all 
Federal Programs consider uncertainty, probability distributions and sensitivity analyses 
(e.g. risk management) in assessing the net present value of Federal Program changes. 
Similarly, any decision to list DOD activities in the FAIR Act inventory for possible 
outsourcing also requires that risk assessment and management be applied (Enclosure 8 
to DOD FAIR Guide- DOD Guide for Lnventory of Commercial and Inherently 
Governmental Functions FAIR Act and DODI 4 100.33 Commercial Activities Program 
Procedures, September 9, 1985, ASD(P&L) 

The COBRA methodology appears to have been developed for base closure 
recommendations to identify the relative contributions and value of different installations 
in a context of excess capacity. The activity realignment actions in the Technical volume 
of the BR4C 2005 recommendations generally are not "closing" installations but 
realigning existing activities to other installations. Although the COBRA methodology 
can "rank" installations' military value, it is not designed to assess the relative risk 
impact of the realignment on broader military capabilities as compared to alternate 
realignment scenarios. 

For example, OSSG was evaluated as an R&D C4ISR installation even thought it is a 
combat support and sustainment activity that supports existing combat support automated 
information systems and the acquisition of commercial information technology hardware 
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and software and its support across the Air Force. Under the modified COBRA ranking 
methodology, this sustainment and combat support activity did not rank as high as other 
traditional R&D activities. OSSG's operation is nevertheless critical to successfid 
operation of over 146 Air Force combat support systems valued at $3.1 Billion and 
providing aircraft maintenance, supply, payment systems for supply and other critical 
logistics systems. 

The realignment of OSSG to Hanscom AB is likely to affect the Air Force's ability to 
sustain and upgrade these combat support systems given the history of prior BRAC 
actions. Typically, a large number of the Air Force civilians and local resident contractor 
personnel will choose not to relocate 1600 miles to a different region of the country that 
has a much higher cost of living. These employees have detailed experience with these 
systems and it will take some period of time to re-establish that skill and knowledge base. 
On 23 March 2001, General Lester Lyles, former AFMC Commander testified to the 
House Armed Services Committee about the impact of BRAC 95: 

"As a result of BRAC, we transferred approximately 40% of our organic 
workload to our remaining three ALCs. This workload included ground 
communications electronics, F- 15 aircraft, exchangeables, A- 10 and 
software from SM-ALC, and nuclear weapons, gas turbine engines, FlOO 
engine, and nuclear weapons, he1 accessories, C-5 and electronic support 
equipment from SA-ALC. These transfers did not occur without 
difficulties. The exchangeable repair workloads proved to be difficult. 
Parts shortages, transferred support equipment calibration, and out of date 
technical data delayed our ability to provide these items in the quantity 
needed to satisfy readiness requirements. Labor shortages caused F-100 
engine repair to drop below the requirements needed for war readiness 
reserve. We continue to increase production, mitigating these readiness 
risks. These limitations on industrial production will soon run their course 
as workload transitions are completed" 

The COBRA methodology does not directly identify the relative risk to Air Force 
mission capability (the most important BRAC criteria) arising from these realignments or 
consider relative risk arising from alternate realignment scenarios. While Hanscom AEI 
may have a higher rating under COBRA as an R&D activity, virtually no software 
development is currently done there (while the programs are overseen from Hanscom 
AB, the software development being managed is typically done at the user's site) and 
virtually no software sustainment of these combat support logistics systems is being done 
there. In other words, there is no existing information technology workforce 
infrastructure to take over the combat support and sustainment activities proposed for 
realignment at Hanscom AB. The COBRA methodology does not even identify this type 
of risk so there is no discussion as to how to manage this risk by alternate realignment 
strategies. For example, realigning the wholesale logistics support activities at DSFG at 
Wright Patterson AFB to OSSG in Montgomery might result in a greater transfer rate of 
Federal employees and there would be an existing experienced workforce to assume this 
activity. This is not even considered in the recommendation. The postulated "synergy" 
benefits by realigning all activities to Hanscom AB are essentially "assumed" bit  there is 



no risk management assessment to weigh against this subjective, assumed benefit. The 
COBRA methodology encourages this type of recommendation and would not be 
approved in the setting of a FAIR ACT inventory proposal for outsourcing, a major non- 
BRAC Federal program under OMB Circular A-94 or even a DOD acquisition program 
managed under DOD Directive 5000.2 R, all of which require assessment and 
management of operational risk. 

I would ask you to reassess whether the current application of the BRAC COBRA 
methodology for realignment actions complies with governing regulation or whether it is 
an arbitrary methodology because it does not identify or manage the operational risk that 
arises from the realigrnent actions. I have attached the Point Paper that I developed at 
home that identifies the weakness of the COBRA methodology as applied to OSSG. 

Sincerely, 

1 Attachment 
Point Paper 
























